JOINT MEETING OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEES OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES AND THE UNIVERSITY SENATE ON MONDAY, MARCH 27, 2006  AT 3:00 P.M. IN PICOTTE HALL, AT  DUNDALE 
Executive Committee of the Board of Trustees:  Mr. John G. Drosdick, Chairman; Mr. 
Herbert F. Aspbury, Vice-Chairman; Fr. James R. Flynn, O.S.A., Secretary; Other 
members are: Fr. Edmund J. Dobbin, O.S.A.; Gerald S. Cassidy, Esquire; Dr. 
Tara S. Cortes; Mr. James C. Curvey; Mr. Terence M. O’Toole; Mr. James F. Orr, 
III; Mr. Michael B. Picotte; Very Reverend Donald F. Reilly, O.S.A.

Senate Executive Committee Members:  Dr. Susan Mackey-Kallis, Chairperson; Mr. 
Jonathan t. Ambrose; Ms. Renna L. Antonio; Dr. Sohail C. Chaudhry (NIA); Fr. 
Richard M. Jacobs, O.S.A.; Dr. Helen K. Lafferty; Mr. Christopher J. Meehan, 
Executive Secretary; Fr. John P. Stack, O.S.A.

The meeting was called to order by Mr. John Drosdick, Chairman of the Villanova University Board of Trustees.  The Chair of the University Senate, Dr. Susan Mackey-Kallis, thanked the Board for meeting with the Senate Executive Committee and explained that the Executive Committee had received topics for discussion from the Villanova community and the committee felt the three following issues were worthy of conversation with the Board of Trustees.  
I.  APPOINTMENTS TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Would it be possible to add the President of the Student Government Association, the Chair of the University Senate and the Chair of the Faculty Congress to the Board of Trustees as ex officio, non-voting members?
DISCUSSION:  Mr. Jonathan Ambrose, who initiated the question, explained that by adding a student member to the Board of Trustees it would create an excellent opportunity to improve the Board and bridge the gap by opening up communication between students and the Board.  He stated that it would provide insight for students on the operation of the Board of Trustees, keep students informed and provide the Board with resources from students who would be non-voting members.  

Mr. Drosdick, Chairman of the Board of Trustees, summarized the Board’s response.  He stated that in the last five years the Board has seen a lot more emphasis on governance issues. Since the Board meets only four times a year plus has one special meeting, it is imperative that we communicate openly and efficiently. Mr. Drosdick stated that because of the confidentiality of materials discussed at the meetings of the Board of Trustees, it was not appropriate to have constituents attending these meetings.  He explained that the Board of Trustees communicates through the President of the University on affairs and issues concerning the University and he, in turn, communicates with constituents.  Since the President is on the Board and the best practice in governance is to have the minimal number of insiders on the governing body, it would not enhance our governance standing to have constituents on the Board.  The Board of Trustees welcomes input from the University, however, it assumes that the best practice of governance to provide an opportunity for input is most effective when accomplished through committees and administrators.  He encouraged the students to take every advantage of those opportunities.    Mr. Drosdick asked Ms. Dorothy Malloy, Esq. whether she had anything to add based on the research she had performed on this issue at his request.
Ms. Dorothy Malloy, Esq.,  responded that there are a few items that are key issues with respect to having faculty and students on  the Board  of Trustees, even as non-voting members.  These issues include: 1) – inherent  conflicts of interest representatives of constituencies face in separating the constituency self –interest from the fiduciary obligations of independent judgment expected of Board members ( setting faculty salaries and tuition for example);  2) confidentiality problems that arise when student or faculty trustees have members of their constituency pressing them for information and expecting a response from them;  3) compromising Board authority to evaluate and make final decisions regarding conflicting constituency priorities; 4) since the  University President reports directly to the Board, having students and faculty members on the Board would allow them to have inappropriate oversight of the President.  Ms. Malloy stated that the role of the Board of Trustees is an oversight role and this is the way the Board functions.  The Board is here to oversee in an independent manner every constituency and the University as a whole, including the President, and their main undivided interest should be for the overall good of the University. Ms. Malloy added that only a small percentage of private institutions have student or faculty trustees. 
Dr. Susan Mackey-Kallis, Chairperson of the University Senate, questioned why there were no faculty members or students currently on the Development and University Relations Standing Committees of the Board of Trustees, which traditionally did have faculty and student representatives.    Father Dobbin explained that since the University currently has a Steering Committee which meets in New York and their main concern is with the development of the Capital Campaign, it would be redundant to have another Development Committee of the Board of Trustees in operation.   He stated that it would be redundant and inefficient to have the members of the Capital Campaign Steering Committee of the Board meet again as members of the Development Committee. Dr. Mackey-Kallis thanked the Board for taking time to develop a rationale for this issue and for proposing to re-evaluate the membership for faculty and students on the Development and University Relations Committee.
II.  TUITION REMISSION
Many employees would like to see the full tuition remission reinstated.  We want our children to be able to “Experience Villanova” and at 20% of the cost of tuition, not including living expenses, it makes this extremely difficult.  The cost of most state schools is less than the 20% remission expense.  The majority of our employees cannot afford our tuition reimbursement benefit.  If the University decides not to reinstate full tuition remission, it may be beneficial for the University to offer a tuition stipend of a set amount ($5,000) to employees’ dependents to enroll at another college as an alternative.
DISCUSSION:  The response to this question was directed to Father Dobbin by Mr. Drosdick.  Father explained that by way of history, the 20% tuition remission co-pay for employees became effective in 1999 when the Board of Trustees became involved in employee benefits for the University. At the time current employees were “grandfathered.” Hence the effect has been felt only recently. The University’s commitment to tuition remission is substantial.  Program costs approximate $5.8 million for the fiscal year to date.  Participation in the program remains consistent with the prior year, indicating that the current benefit continues to be attractive in this the second year of an employee co-pay.  This attractiveness is further confirmed by the University’s continued ability to not only successfully recruit but also retain both faculty and staff employees.
With regard to state schools, the co-pay for fiscal 2007 will be less than Penn State tuition (both main and satellite campuses) while including a laptop computer.  The co-pay will be higher than other state schools such as Millersville, West Chester and Bloomsburg universities.  These facts further reinforce the tuition remission program’s appeal.

Employees can also choose to participate in the tuition exchange program.  This program provides scholarships (some including room and board) to over 500 colleges and universities at limited or no cost to eligible employees.

The University’s Human Resources Department and Benefits Committee continue to monitor these programs to ensure that the benefit remains competitive as part of the University’s total compensation package.

Dr. Mackey-Kallis suggested that data be collected on Benchmarking Groups in the future regarding tuition remission information and after this data is reviewed, if changes need to be considered, these changes can be submitted to the Board of Trustees for re-evaluation and reconsideration.
III.  CHILDCARE

A.  At a recent meeting of a VQI group, the subject of childcare once again has been raised.  While many of us who have worked on the issue over the years know of the many hurdles involved in this effort, we are committed to finding 
ways of overcoming these obstacles to address the childcare needs of faculty and staff.  It would be good if this could be discussed by the Board of Directors.

B.  In the past the University Senate has put forward resolutions on childcare that have been passed only to be declined by the Board of Trustees.  Who do we go to with problems, concerns or suggestions if the process is shot down?  Does the University Senate have power?  Does VQI have power?   The A&S VQI Team is hopeful that the Senate and Board of Trustees will consider our concerns and suggestions toward childcare at Villanova.    

The A&S VQI Team would like the University Senate Committee and the Board of Directors to consider bringing in an outside institution to run a childcare facility/school for our faculty and staff and local community.  The outsourced institution would be responsible for the certifications and insurance.  The center could be located in one of the buildings such as Garey Hall once new construction of the Law School would be completed. Remodeling could be a joint effort with the outsourced institution.   The faculty and staff could pay on a sliding scale while the local community would pay full price but have the opportunity of a first class organization in their own back yard.  The peace of mind for faculty and staff would benefit the students and employers with increased productivity.  There is no price tag that can be put on the good will that a family friendly institution would bring.  Hiring for diversity would be easier if we had a safe facility for children. 

DISCUSSION:  Mr. Drosdick referred this response to Father Dobbin.  Father stated that this question had been raised 15 years ago and a committee studied all of the opportunities and then decided that the University would not pursue this matter.   He reported that this question was brought up again in 2000 and was more specific in the area of subsidizing childcare for University employees.  The subsidizing issue was also refused.  Dr. Mackey-Kallis added that a motion was received from the University Senate regarding the use of Rosemont College for childcare which would offer a 10% discount to Villanova employees for the use of their facility.  The Senate did vote on this proposal but the motion was not passed.  Dr. Mackey-Kallis reported that the Mission/Social Justice Committee of the University Senate is developing a proposal concerning childcare issues but the committee has decided to wait before pursuing other ideas on this issue until the Villanova Quality Improvement (VQI) team, which is currently reviewing this matter, develops a response or plan to present to the University.  She reported that the Mission/Social Justice Committee supports the idea of an outside firm coming in to provide a childcare facility that will offer a discount to Villanova employees and this proposal will be presented to the Senate in the future through a different venue.  
Father Dobbin requested that Ms. Dorothy Malloy, Vice President and General Counsel, attend this meeting because she was involved in the early committee reviewing childcare.  She reported that Father Dobbin had formed a committee in the late 1980s to investigate this issue and the committee considered the use of facilities at St. Thomas Parish in Rosemont for childcare.  The committee met for two years and surveyed faculty and staff.  The results showed that most people were not willing to pay at the level the facility would cost.  The conclusion, based on the survey and the expense of the renovations needed, was that this option was not possible.  St. Thomas Parish then decided to go with a third party for childcare and opened a childcare center on the same site the University had considered.  The committee then went out of existence.  Subsequent to this, in 1997 issues were raised by the Senate about subsidizing childcare at Rosemont College.   These ideas were rejected by the Board of Trustees.  Ms. Malloy explained that the Board at that time had done a complete review of all employee benefits programs with an outside consultant.  The new benefits’ program instituted   “LifeWorks”  as an area where referrals can be obtained by employees to assist them with family situations such as childcare and eldercare and the Board felt that this would benefit more families,  and be more equitable for families without children., However, it was noted that this program does not provide childcare, but provides only referrals for childcare solutions.  Dr. Mackey-Kallis inquired if an assessment has been done on how effective a vehicle “LifeWorks” had been and its value.  Ms. Malloy had no knowledge of any assessment being conducted but suggested that Human Resources would have that information.

Mr. Drosdick closed the meeting by summarizing the conclusions for the three topics discussed at today’s meeting.  On the first issue concerning appointments to the Board of Trustees, he stated that it is in the best interest of the Board not to add University representatives for reasons stated during the discussion.  On the second and third topics concerning tuition remission and childcare respectively, he stated that while the University seems to continue to remain competitive with what it is doing, he asked Father Dobbin to look at these issues considering practices at our peer schools.  He cautioned that this request not be interpreted that the Board was making or considering changes but that the administration would consider whether any further changes should be considered from a competitive point of view.  He also asked that we look at the question of representation on the Development Committee.  The President will respond as appropriate on these issues.   

The meeting adjourned at 3:45 P.M.           
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