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Haverford College Faculty Meeting Minutes 

 

October 27, 2011    Deborah Roberts, Clerk 

4:17 p.m. 

 

Moment of silence. 

 

Action I. Approval of the minutes of September 27, 2011. 

 

I. Report of the Presidential Search Committee: Garry Jenkins and Jon 

Evans, Co-Chairs. 

(Garry and Jon were introduced by Kim Benston, a faculty representative 

on the Committee.) 

 

The Committee is up and running, and so is its website; it is a diverse 

committee which represents many diverse perspectives. Although there 

are four members of the faculty on the committee (Kim Benston, Shizhe 

Huang, Peter Love, and Paul Smith), we are “a committee of the whole’ 

and we hope that any of you will feel that you can talk to any one of us. 

This is only the first of what will be many meetings between us and you. 

 

We are planning to have a President in place on July 1, 2012, and we think 

we can meet our goal. 

 

At the moment the focus is choosing a search consultant. The next stage is 

“listening,” so that we can develop a profile of what we want in a 

President. We will use a classic “out-reach” strategy of advertisement and 

getting the word out; we will be asking you for nominations later on. Then 

the next stage will be interviewing candidates. 

 

The entire search process will be conducted under “confidentiality” rules. 

There will be no exposure of potential candidates in the public sphere. We 

have been persuaded by everyone we have consulted (experts, people who 

have recently done searches, people who have been appointed in recent 

searches) that the old, “non-confidential,” model is disappearing; the best 

candidates, many of whom are holding administrative positions at the 

moment, will not be willing to come to public forums. The market realities 

are such that we must do this; we lost good candidates for this reason 

already in the previous search.  

 

We feel a sense of loss as we say this; and we are encouraged by a newly-

emerging search model that may mitigate some of the perceived “loss”: 

one that envisions expanding the limits of “confidentiality” beyond the 

Search Committee members by creating a few selected small groups to 

meet with candidates. We have to be nimble and flexible in searching for 

our Chief Administrator, paying attention to the world in which we now 
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live. As in our last three searches, we expect that procedures will evolve in 

the process. 

 

QUESTION: How will we be able to get good candidates in this world? 

 

REPLY: We are a very desirable institution; we will get the top of the 

field; we will be able to make choices. 

 

We need a person to build bridges and consensus; to embody our special 

Haverford values; to engage the serious question of how we can sustain 

the “liberal arts college” model; and we need a person with leadership 

skills who can mobilize our many constituencies for support to the college. 

 

COMMENT: In the interest of “expanding the confidentiality limit,” a 

suggestion: using technology by using anonymity on-line: giving a 

candidate visibility through the “#1” and “#2” device. REPLY: Great 

idea! We will talk to our consultants about this. 

 

QUESTION:   Your website invites ideas; what about nominations?  

REPLY:  First comes ideas (The What: what do we want in a candidate?); 

later comes The Who: names  should go directly to the Search Committee 

when it is time. 

 

COMMENT: I do not acknowledge the wisdom of “confidentiality.” 

Lists of attributes are useless in themselves; we need to talk to candidates. 

A person cannot be a Leader of the whole community if that Leader is 

chosen only by a small committee (the search committee.) Moreover, we 

are not such a “jewel’: we have to attract candidates, and bringing 

candidates to the campus community is the way to show ourselves at our 

best, which will attract.  (And I would not want to have as President a 

person who would not want to appear openly in the search process.) 

REPLY:  We have heard the opposite from everyone. There are trade-offs 

to be made, and we have to give up that “participation” which we had in 

the last search (and which I myself had gratefully experienced at the time); 

we have to conduct a candidate-concentrated model rather than a campus-

concentrated model. 

 

COMMENT: While sympathizing with the “open” model, (what “ought” 

to be), I accept that the reality of what “is,” which mandates otherwise. 

 

COMMENT: There is a risk in any decision; we won’t know until the 

person actually comes and serves as President. 

 

COMMENT: We have made mistakes even on Faculty Searches, where 

we spend two days with a candidate on campus. There is no guarantee that 
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an hour or two in public forums gives better information. Only “on the 

job” evidence does that. 

 

II. Report of the President (attached document) 

 

Here is Our List (developed in consultation with Senior Staff.).  The 

President summarized the document’s intentions:  

 

1) a re-centering of the core values which have already produced much 

planning.  

2) to produce the Presidential leadership change. To have a Provost in 

place in July 2012. The internal search for the Provost will begin soon, but 

not too soon; should begin in November, including consultations with 

Academic Council, and with the goal of having a name at the beginning of 

the spring semester. 

3) to work on shared governance (with the minimum that the Board and 

the Faculty will share the same information. The Board is also looking at 

its own governance. At the December Board meeting, we hope to have a 

Board conversation with the entire Faculty, perhaps using the FCAE 

model (breaking up into joint small, alphabetical, groups and then meeting 

for a joint dinner.) 

4) working on the budget: we are not in a crisis, but it needs some work. 

5) The Campaign must proceed. 

6) a re-energizing of the Faculty’s Blueprint (EPC and the faculty). 

7) the development of the Chesick Scholar Program (OAR). 

8) our Technology needs much work, both in the area of financial data and 

in student records (PeopleSoft in collaboration with Bryn Mawr.) 

9) our new Residence Halls are now going UP-WARD instead of DOWN-

WARD; Hurrah! 

10) “Ron’s List”: we have to prioritize unfunded capital projects. 

11) developing Academic Center/ Digital Commons/ Library (Ryan Gym 

and Magill renovations.) 

12) cultivating bi-co, tri-co, and UPenn connections. 

13) reviewing  our Career-Development facilities.  

14) working on student “responsibility” for the Honor Codes with the 

awareness  of our larger-world college liability issues. 

15) considering a summer-time campus-utilization plan. 

 

COMMENT: In developing building plans, please remember the need for 

wheelchair-accessibility; some of our existing buildings do not have it. 

 

QUESTION: What is the plan for the Office of Academic Resources 

(OAR?) REPLY: It is a full-time administrative position reporting to the 

Dean’s office. 
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COMMENT: Shared software systems are notorious for being 

minefields. REPLY (Joe Spadaro): Yes, we know. We are aiming with 

Bryn Mawr  for one registration system and one catalog. We think we 

have it in hand, we are moving slowly with a five-year-plan of due 

deliberation. 

 

QUESTION: When you speak of capital-funding, do we have a 

“repair/maintenance” fund for our new buildings so that they don’t soon 

wind up on “Ron’s List?” REPLY (Dick Wynn): “Fully-funded” means 

 for building only. 

 

COMMENT: I want to express appreciation for having been given this 

agenda-list, and also the Provost’s list which we are about to discuss. But I 

have a QUESTION: Can you say more about the “student responsibility” 

item? REPLY (Dean Martha Denney): This refers to enforcing the 

academic and social honor codes. Our students have a lot of responsibility 

for enforcing them, and when they do so they act as “agents of the 

college” when state law is at issue (law suits in cases of sexual assault, 

drugs and alcohol abuse...) They need help; we must try to be sure that 

they, and the college itself, are not at risk. 

 

COMMENT: I wonder how many faculty are satisfied with the process of 

Provost-selection that you have just outlined. ANOTHER RELATED 

COMMENT: I would suggest that we keep the strong Provost that we 

have in place now for the remainder of the year. We have said that we 

want to attract a strong President who can exercise leadership with 

confidence; surely the newly-appointed President needs to be engaged in 

the selection of the Provost. The responsibility for this function would 

help attract strong candidates to our search.  REPLY (the President): I 

have said that I welcome your advice on this matter. I will have an agenda 

for the Provost-search by the next faculty meeting. 

  

III. Report of the Provost (attached document) 

 

1. Here is my “Provost’s List” of agenda-items for this year. My list may 

have gaps in it; please tell me. It is not a “totally ordinal” (weighted) list; 

items are not necessarily prioritized by number. 

 

QUESTION: Are we in a “lag” state in respect to the Blueprint? REPLY: 

No, we knew that it had to be re-visited at least every five years (and we 

began talking about it before the 2008 date on it.) EPC will give us 

“EPC’s List,” later in this faculty meeting: how EPC is thinking. The issue 

is: are we still where we were when we first drew it up? I think of the 

question in positive terms: what is our current vision? 

 

2. Staffing requests are due November 8. 
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3. Transparency: salary distributions and research fundings is up on the 

website. 

 

4. The Faculty Dining Room will be open on FRIDAYS 12-2, starting on 

November 11. When there is no scheduled brown-bag discussion, there 

will be a cold buffet lunch provided, for purchase, in the old usual form, 

for faculty and staff. On November 18, there will be a Faculty brown-bag 

lunch: “About Ourselves: Our Challenges and Opportunities as a Faculty.” 

Please feel free to schedule brown-bag lunches there. 

 

5. The Faculty Hospitality Fund is under-utilized. 

 

6. You MUST fill out your Health-Benefit forms (make your choices) 

every year. 

 

7. There are three extra-ordinary meetings next week in the Common 

Room at 4:15:  

Nov. 1, with Academic Council members (personnel proceedings; 

Handbook issues, especially “Appeals” procedures) 

Nov. 3, with AAC, Dick Wynn, and Mike Casel (the budget) 

Nov. 4, with the Presidential Search Committee reps. 

 

  8. The next Faculty Research Talk will be on November 30. 

 

9. I am pleased to announced the following honors bestowed on the 

faculty: 

Tom Lloyd (Music) has been recognized by Leadership 

Philadelphia  (with support from HYY and the Knight Foundation) 

as one of 76 Creative Connectors in the region who “gets things 

done below the radar” in the field of classical music. He was cited 

for his international work in choral arts, some of it with our own 

students in trips to Turkey, Ghana, Poland, Russia, and Venezuela. 

 

Jonathan Wilson (Biology): a $49,000 matching grant from Li-Cor 

Biosciences Environmental Education Fund for research and 

teaching, which leverages a start-up instrumentation grant into 

producing a full analytical system in Ecophysiology.  

 

IV. Announcements, Reports, Items for Action, Items for Discussion 

 

1. Anne McGuire, for EPC (attached document) 

 

Note EPC’s List: 
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a) I particularly want you to note the Deadlines (Oct. 21, new spring 

2012 course proposals…[this is today’s agenda]; December 2, addition 

of revision of Programs; December 9, departmental updates for the 

FCAE document; February 10, 2012, new course proposals for 2012-

2013; February 17, 2012: Institutional Effectiveness Committee, 

departmental learning goals 

 

b) Updating the Blueprint, reinvigorating it: each department is to review 

its statement and make any necessary changes; and also state its 

departmental learning goals 

 

c) EPC is working with the Deans and Honor Council 

 

d) EPC is continuing its General Education discussions 

 

QUESTION: Are those two searches (which had been approved, but then pulled) 

still in the works? REPLY:  As I understand it, every year there is a re-consideration, as 

circumstances change. 

 

COMMENT: Ladies and Gentlemen! (Comrades?) This is what we SHOULD be 

talking about at faculty meetings. These are the urgent questions of the moment. Do we 

go back to Square One every year? What are FCAE’s priorities? We have to talk 

seriously about these things and save time at faculty meetings for it. REPLY: Yes. Note 

that we have set no deadlines yet for new faculty search proposals. We are indeed trying 

to be more deliberate about this now. [The Clerk commented that this WOULD have 

been the first item on the agenda for this meeting, had not the Presidential Search 

Committee asked to go on the agenda.] 

 

Action II.  The Faculty approved the list of new spring 2012 courses submitted by EPC. 

 

2. Kathleen Wright, for CSSP. 

 

Please send in your “expressions of concern” about student performance by next 

Monday. 

 

 

Adjourned at 5:52 p.m.    

     Linda Gerstein, Secretary to the Faculty 

 

 

 

 


