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Issue 1:  Apportionment of Senators – based upon the reading of the motion before the 
Senate, there are two means of apportioning Senators among the various Schools of the 
College which are potentially in conflict with each other: a) apportionment by percentage 
of School faculty to total faculty and b) apportionment of one senator per department.  
The final composition of the Senate under the proposed model will depend upon which of 
the two components takes priority.  As an example, Table 1 and Table 2 below show the 
composition of the Faculty Senate by School under different assumptions of whether a) 
or b) above are implemented first.  Note that this is done using the number of 
departmental faculty, together with the inclusion of non-departmental School faculty, 
used to calculate the composition of the Senate for this year.  This allows a somewhat 
“apples to apples” comparison with the current Senate (Table 3).  Given that the Senate 
changed the definition of regular faculty during Spring 2009, a recalculation under the 
current definitions may yield slightly different numbers.  
 
Note that in both cases below the Hill-Huntington method (i.e., method used to apportion 
the US House of Representatives) was used for the apportionment by percentage of 
School faculty to total faculty.  
 
Table 1:  Apportionment by percentage of total faculty followed by apportionment of one 
senator by department 
School  Total Senators  Departmental  At-Large 
Arts  5  4  1 
Business  6  5  1 
EHHP  4  2  2 
HSS  15  8  7 
LCWA  5  4  1 
Science  13  6  7 
Library  2  1  1 
 
Note in Table 1 that many schools would only have one “at-large” senate seat available; 
i.e., all other senate seats are taken up by departmental representatives.  Dependent upon 
the future evolution of the College’s faculty, it is possible that a School will find itself 
with no “at-large” Senate seats.  The Committee on Nominations and Elections notes that 
the model used to derive Table 1 even has the potential to assign fewer senate seats to a 
school than the number of departments.  If this case occurs there needs to be some 
mechanism to decide how the senate seats are apportioned within the School in question; 
i.e., either by making all the seats “at-large” or assigned to the largest departments.  
 
Table 2:  Apportionment of one senator by department followed by apportionment by 
percentage of total faculty for remaining senate seats 
School  Total Senators  Departmental  At-Large 
Arts  6  4  2 
Business  7  5  2 
EHHP  4  2  2 
HSS  14  8  6 
LCWA  6  4  2 



Science  11  6  5 
Library  2  1  1 
 
The mechanism used to produce Table 2 effectively guarantees that all Schools have at 
least one and usually more than one “at-large” senate seat to fill from within that School.  
However, it does this in general by taking senate seats away from the larger Schools and 
giving them to the smaller Schools.  
 
We also note that, under either model above, there is a possibility of a “tie” with regards 
to apportionment of Senate seats among the various Schools.  Currently, the FAM calls 
for a decision by lot in case of a tie in a contested election for a Senate seat.  Unless 
instructed by the Senate otherwise, the Committee on Nominations and Elections would 
use this same model to resolve a tie in apportionment.   
 
Finally, we also compare the two Senate models above with the composition of 
departmental senators in the current Senate (Table 3).  Note that there are currently 59 
departmental senators as compared to 50 senators in the proposed models.   
 
Table 3: Comparison of apportionment of senators between schools in the current Senate 
versus the two models above.  Only departmental senators in the current Senate are 
counted here.  
School  Current  Table 1  Table 2 
Arts  7  5  6 
Business  7  6  7 
EHHP  5  4  4 
HSS  17  15  14 
LCWA  7  5  6 
Science  14  13  11 
Library  2  2  2 
 
 
Issue 2: Number of Senators available to fill seats on Senate standing committees – the 
current Senate standing committees require a total of 10 senators to serve on those 
committees.  This 1 in 7 senators from the current Senate (74) but would be 1 in 5 
senators in the new model Senate (50).  This will likely make it more difficult for the 
Committee on Nominations and Elections to fill these seats, given there are fewer total 
Senators available.  
 
Issue 3: Timing of elections – under the proposed Senate model there would be up to 
seven different elections for At-Large Senators; i.e., one election per School.  It is 
currently unknown if the electronic balloting software currently in use can be configured 
to support seven simultaneous elections where only those faculty associated with a 
School can vote in that School’s election.  If not, then either a series of sequential 
electronic ballots would necessary (which would require a change in the time allowed for 
the elections) or another form (paper?) of balloting would be required.  
 
Issue 4: Counting of faculty for apportionment – the Committee on Nominations and 
Elections currently uses the composition of the faculty at the end of the previous fall 
semester to calculate departmental senate seats for the succeeding year.  Unless instructed 
otherwise by the Senate, we will do the same for apportioning Senate seats by School 
under the proposed model.  
 



Issue 5: Faculty joint appointments and Senate apportionment – it was noted that there 
are a small number of faculty who have “joint appointments” with more than one School.  
Currently no mechanism exists for deciding which School such faculty would be assigned 
to for the purpose of Senate apportionment.  
 
Issue 6: Term of service of Senators – it was noted that the current restrictions on Senate 
service (“No Senator, including replacement Senators, shall serve for more than four 
consecutive years.”) allow for a “4 years on, 1 year off, 4 years on” type of Senate 
service.  With fewer Senate seats available to be filled, there is the potential for less 
turnover within the Senate.   
 
Issue 7:  Lack of College-wide “At-Large” Senate seats – the Committee of Nominations 
and Elections had reservations about the proposed model for the Senate eliminating 
College-wide “At-Large” Senate seats and also disadvantaging smaller schools.  We 
wondered if alternative models would reduce the size of the Senate, but address some of 
these concerns. 
  
 


