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Executive Summary:
In 20086, as a follow-



http://matrix.scranton.edu/governance/




discussions are introduced, clear, mutually agreed upon timelines for review and feedback at all
levels should be determined.

(0]

Individual Senates: Throughout the study, a number of laudatory remarks, as well as
suggestions for improvement, emerged related to each of the three representative
senates and the UGC. Data related to these groups will be shared with each, and it is
recommended that those groups review the data and information with an eye to
addressing particular issues and opportunities for their own continued improvement.
Staff Senate: As a new group, the Staff Senate in particular faces challenges in
understanding and developing its role, and finding its way as a cohesive group. The
Senate should consider its use of resources carefully to ensure that it promotes and
understanding of its role and purpose both within its membership and between itself
and its constituents, and balance its social and governance roles. The Senate may
utilize some its budget to visit other Jesuit institutions









University is responsible for ensuring that these principles are reflected in their constitutions and
bylaws and otherwise upheld by their governing policies.”

The extent to which the University’s current governance structure and processes embodies and
demonstrates these principles® is a key focus area to the 2010 study.

2010-11 Governance Review:
Step 1: Primary Survey
To begin its assessment®, the Planning & Institutional Effectiveness Office produced and conducted a set




to governance is mixed, with 38% indicating they are very satisfied or satisfied that this is the
case, 21% not very satisfied or not satisfied, and one-quarter (25%) say that they don’t know. A
similar number of Faculty Senate members indicate that they don’t know, 36% were not very
satisfied or not satisfied, and 43% were satisfied or very satisfied that the addition of the UGC
has been beneficial.

Throughout the comments portion of the survey, a number of faculty voiced concerns related to
the role of the UGC and the extent to which it has been successful. Some comments expressed
greater satisfaction with the previous jointly representative group, the University Council.
Others were worried that the UGC put yet another layer of decision making into the process,
some expressing concern that this further diluted relations between the faculty and
administration in decision making processes.

Other Comments:

o0 Several respondents expressed a concern that the role of the faculty in overall
University governance seems to be diminishing in scope. Others noted that they feel
that the views of faculty are not being taken seriously in the governance process.

0 Several comments voiced confusion and asked question related to the overall role of the
University Governance Council and the relationship between the three constituency
based senates, requesting more clarity regarding the reporting lines for these groups.

o Several comments observed concern by some faculty that the Faculty Senate is not truly
representative of the views of faculty overall, but rather a forum where a small group of
individuals drive their specific point of view. Additional comments suggest concerns
with the degree of and timeliness of communication within the Faculty Senate.

0 A number of comments discussed the desire for improved communication between the
AC and the various governance groups, with more clarity in terms of the content of
deliberations.

Key Findings: Staff Survey *°

The survey distributed to staff addressed the same governance principles/ areas as did the faculty
senate survey. For nearly all items in the survey, at least 90% of staff respondents indicated that all the
principles are very important or important. For two items in the survey, those relating to the Staff
Senates’ addressing of policy issues, a smaller percentage of respondents evaluated the item as very
important or important: The Staff Senate addresses pressing University policy issues (57% citing this
principle as very important; 33% identifying it as important); and the Staff Senate promotes an
understanding of policy issues being considered (54% citing identifying this principle as very important;
36% identifying it as important).

Elements of governance with the highest degree of satisfaction' include the extent to which the Staff
senate encourages staff participation (50% of respondents being very satisfied or satisfied); the Staff
Senate allows staff and other stakeholders to express their views and suggestions (43%); and the extent
to which the Senate has a clear role in representing staff in governance (41%). Areas with the lowest
level of respondents’ indicating that they are very satisfied or satisfied are with the extent to which the
Staff Senate promotes and understanding of policy issues being considered (34%); and the extent to
which the senate builds consensus amongst staff (30%)".

19 The staff survey was distributed to all full-time staff (n= 595). The response rate for the survey was 24%. Of this respondent
group, 17% indicated that they were members of the Staff Senate.

1 Highest percentages of respondents indicating that they are very satisfied or satisfied.

2 Eor all the items included in the survey, the percentage of respondents who indicate that they “don’t know” to what extent
they are satisfied ranged from 4% to 15%, higher than rates for faculty respondents to their survey, suggesting that a broader
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Most staff respondents believe that the University Governance Council (UGC) is needed in University
governance; 45% indicate that this need is very important, 37% indicate that is it important. Over half
(65%) of the staff respondents’ understand the role of the UGC; 35% state that they do not. When
asked to what extent they are satisfied that the UGC has been a beneficial addition to governance, just
under half of all staff respondents (48%) are very satisfied or satisfied that this is the case; 19% are
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for candor and open dialogue. Many cite fear of reprimand or intimidation as a reason for less
than open communication. Other comments suggest that managers may not be supportive of
staff service on the s
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observed, governance should be “running much more smoothly in about 3 years, after some of
the issues have been worked out.”

Several interviewees indicated that awareness across campus in terms of how the process works
is a weakness. As one individual noted, “things come from the different senates through the
particular governance group and then they also get submitted to the administration, who then
looks at these things and then it comes back. And so sometimes, | think things can get lost in
the process...ensuring the communication is timely and that the info coming and going to each
of these bodies is being dealt with on a timely matter is probably the best way to put it”.
Communication is noted as a challenge for many interviewees, and is “not always clear or as
swift as it should be.” Although everyone has a voice in governance, what goes up does not
always come down, and vice-versa, in a consistent or clear way; an “information lag” often
develops. Several interviewees noted that the lack of response at times from the
Administrators’ Conference regarding various policy issues is viewed as somewhat disrespectful
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