BROWN UNIVERSITY

Minutes of Faculty Meeting— May 3, 2005

President Simmons called the meeting to order at about 4:03 PM. The customary motion to adjourn at 6:00 PM was made, seconded, and passed. The minutes from the March 1, 2005, Faculty Meeting were approved. The minutes from the April 5, 2005, Faculty Meeting were approved, with a correction on page 8; Professor Ling noted that the word “abuse” should be substituted for the word “use” in line 9. 

Dean Clyde Briant presented a Memorial Minute for Paul Symonds, Professor Emeritus of Engineering.  He noted the assistance of Prof. Clifton in preparation of the minute. The minute is attached and will be entered into the permanent records of the Faculty and copies sent to members of the immediate family.

President Simmons reported to the Faculty.  She noted a lengthy agenda and said she would just comment on a few matters.  Honorary degrees will be conferred on ten persons at the 2005 Commencement—the list was available at the meeting.  She called the faculty’s attention to the Commencement Fora.  She reported on the meeting of the University Council, particularly on the matter of a long-term “temporary” worker.  This matter has been reviewed administratively, with the involvement of the pertinent union. No questions were asked of the President.

The Provost reported next.  He announced that four members of the Brown faculty were recently admitted to the American Academy of Arts and Sciences: Prof. Omar Bartov, Prof. Rodney Clifton, Prof. David Kertzer, and Prof. C. D. Wright.  He then went to a discussion of the Capital                                                                                                                                   Campaign, noting that we are entering the public phase.  He discussed the Table of Needs, pointing out that its construction has received input from many sources and it is still evolving.  The total amount is $1.325 Billion, divided into Endowment, Facilities, and Immediate Program Support.  The actual disposition of funds depends also on donor wishes and may not match those being presented.  A singular aspect of the Campaign is that many of the activities included have already begun to be implemented; the Corporation has allowed $50 million of money in reserve accounts to be spended for these purposes over the next five years.  Several slides were presented showing specific uses of funds and the assignment to Category I and Category II.  The intention is that nearly all of the Category I needs will be funded.  Departments and individual faculty members will be asked to comment on the specific items listed.

Prof. Rosen asked about a proposal for an integrated science program to be started in September 2006—the proposal had circulated recently; would discussion be possible?  The Provost said the project was in its early stages; it would be reviewed by chairs and then by department members.  It will then be considered by larger groups—faculty committees and administrators.  No further questions were asked.

Prof. Bossy spoke for the FEC.  The motion on the agenda dealing with the Tenure, Promotions, and Appointments Committee will be withdrawn, to be taken up next fall.  The FEC has been dealing with three matters: 1) the patent and invention policy, discussed later at the present meeting, 2) nominations, and 3) promotions, particularly the process. Prof. Bossy noted the gauntlet of reviews involved in the promotion process and the consequent length of time taken.  At one time the Provost was a member of CONFRAT; now only the Deans are members of TPAC and they are non-voting members.  They find this non-voting status at times awkward.  They do report to the Provost on TPAC deliberations.  A motion is under consideration by the FEC concerning general guidelines for the Provost’s review of TPAC decisions. 
Prof. Bossy said this was his last meeting as Chair of the FEC; in his swan song he wanted to give two pieces of advice: 1) ensure that committees and boards include diverse opinions, that the loyal opposition be represented and 2) faculty members play an active role in governance, be present at the early stage in the formulation of policies.  Prof. Bossy said he believes the FEC could benefit from more access to legal advice.  He concluded by thanking Cheryl Moreau for all her work with the FEC and other faculty committees—this acknowledgement was met with warm applause.

A question was asked about the Deans’ report to the Provost in the promotion process.  Does the candidate see the report? Prof. Bossy said the question needs to be answered by the administration.  He pointed out that Faculty Rules can specify only so much—promotions are actually made by the Corporation.  The Provost explained that he receives communication only from the Dean of the Faculty and the Dean of Medicine and such reports are required by Faculty Rules.  Like other deliberations of TPAC the reports are not made public.  

Prof. Fausto-Sterling thanked Prof. Bossy for his work as Chair of the FEC.  She said he had been a dependable and articulate spokesperson for the faculty.  Prof. Fausto-Sterling’s statement also generated warm applause.

Vice President van Dam then moved the motion on the agenda endorsing the University Patent and Invention Policy and Copyright Policy.  The motion was seconded.  He began by noting it was déjà vu all over again.  He briefly summarized the provisions of the policy, stating, among other things, that every university has such a policy, ours has not changed in a good number of years, the proposed policy is more generous to inventors than the existing policy, it is also more clear and open and less susceptible to individual arrangements.  No major changes are being made regarding consulting and work done while a faculty member is on sabbatical.  Most faculty members will not be affected by the policy.  An appeals committee exists to handle cases that are not clear.  The Office of Technology Transfer is here to help faculty members.  All stakeholders benefit from its efforts and the new policy.  The new policy is consistent with the University Policy on Conflict of Interest and Conflict of Commitment.  The policy relies on faculty members to exercise judgment about whether a conflict exists.  He again emphasized that his office exists to help faculty members, both with intellectual property concerns and with securing patents.  He noted a gratifying recent increase in disclosures, licenses, and payments to inventors and the University.

Prof. Banchoff asked why we were doing this—was not the matter resolved at the previous Faculty Meeting?   The Parliamentarian stated that several concerns had been raised about the result of the last meeting.  The Agenda Committee realized wide interest existed about the matter and decided to consider it again.

Prof. Hurt proposed a friendly amendment clarifying consulting. The text of the amendment is attached to the original of these minutes. Vice President van Dam accepted the amendment. 

Prof. Pelcovits proposed a friendly amendment clarifying university duties. The text of the amendment is attached to the original of these minutes. Vice President van Dam accepted the amendment. 

Prof. Pelcovits proposed a friendly amendment clarifying ownership rights. The text of the amendment is attached to the original of these minutes. Vice President van Dam accepted the amendment. 

Prof. Black proposed a friendly amendment clarifying applicability of the Policy in general and specifically in regard to sabbatical leaves. The text of the amendment is attached to the original of these minutes. Vice President van Dam accepted the amendment. 

Prof. Clifton proposed a friendly amendment modifying the wording of Section 1.1.0. After some discussion the proposed change was, in line 6 of Section 1.1.0, to insert after the word “through” the words “more than incidental”.  The clause would then read, “which has been developed in whole or in part through the more than incidental use of University resources.” Vice President van Dam accepted the amendment. 

Prof. Ling then proposed a further set of amendments. One of these related to section 1.1.3: in line 8 the word ”inventor’s” be replaced by “University’s”.  The clause would then read, “the University will release to the inventor(s) the University’s interest in the invention as permitted by law.” Vice President van Dam accepted the amendment. It was pointed out that some of the other amendments being proposed were in substance the same as the amendments just accepted by Vice President van Dam. Prof. Diebold spoke in favor of Prof. Ling’s amendment related to a faculty member’s own time.  President Simmons ruled that, in the interest of clarity, Prof. Ling’s entire amendment would be voted on—the accepted wording change in section 1.1.3 would not be part of the vote.  Prof. Preparata called for a quorum count.  A quorum was present.  Prof. Diebold cited several statues dealing with patents and work for hire. Vice President van Dam pointed out the same concerns existed under the former patent policy.  Vice President Ledbetter clarified one of the statues cited by Prof. Diebold.  A motion to terminate debate was made and passed by a voice vote.  Prof. Ling’s amendments were defeated (29 –55). 

Prof. Zimmt asked if the motion could be put to written ballot, as major committee appointments are.  The President ruled that such was too great a departure from our normal way of doing things to be appropriate.  Prof. Ling then proposed that the motion be tabled until the fall. Vice President van Dam said the matter had been under consideration for a year and a half—most of this time available to all for inspection and comments.  

Prof. Silverman called the question.  The Faculty voted to terminate debate.  The motion, as amended six times, was passed on a voice vote. The text of the endorsed policy is attached to these minutes.

Prof. Lester presented the motion, distributed with the agenda, to establish a Center for Children at Risk.  Prof. Lester commented that this motion had no amendments.  It makes an existing hospital center an academic entity at Brown.  Prof. Valente asked for assurances that the proposal had been vetted by the appropriate bodies—it had.  The motion carried on a voice vote.

The report of the Academic Priorities Committee, which had been distributed with the agenda, was presented by Prof. Rand.  The committee has focused on four issues: academic policy, affiliations with other institutions, administrative configurations—centers, programs, and institutes, and requests for faculty positions.  Ten or so positions are available: forty proposals are being evaluated for these positions.

Prof. Bossy asked if the committee has finished its work for the academic year—not yet.  The committee will continue to work this spring but some decisions will not be made until next fall.  Prof. Clifton asked why 10 positions—100 new positions were proposed at the start of the Academic Enrichment Initiative, 65 have been filled, 25 have been reserved for Targets of Opportunities. Prof. Leis asked that the criteria for selecting proposals be made clear—one important aspect is how a new position will integrate with other programs. Prof. Dill asked that the criteria be taken to the Faculty for discussion.

It was now 6:00 PM—the appointed hour for adjournment so the meeting was adjourned. 








Respectfully submitted,








Barrett Hazeltine








Secretary of the Faculty
Memorial Minute

Professor Emeritus Paul Symonds
I first would like to acknowledge the contributions made by my colleague Rod Clifton to this memorial minute.

Paul Symonds died at the age of 88 on March 28, 2005.  He received his PhD from Cornell University in 1943.  He had taught at Brown University since 1947, becoming Professor in 1954. Prof. Symonds served as Chairman of the Division of Engineering from 1959 through 1962.

Born in Manila, PI, he brought a love of travel and of languages to his work with students and his research. In addition to Brown, he studied and taught at Cambridge University, University College of Swansea, Wales, and Oxford University. He was awarded an honorary degree by the University of Mons, Belgium and was the author of over 95 publications. His work spanned six decades and saw many changes in technology and in Engineering at Brown. 

Paul Symonds was a key member of a group of faculty members in the Divisions of Applied Mathematics and Engineering that made Brown the worldwide center for research in solid mechanics and, in particular, the theory of the plastic deformation of materials ─ especially structural metals.  This group, assembled by William Prager shortly after World War II, included ─ in addition to Prager and Symonds ─ Dan Drucker, Ras Lee, Dick Shield, and Turan Onat who led the way on theoretical work and Bill Findley and Harry Kolsky who provided the experimental foundations.  These were golden years for the mathematical theory of plasticity as fundamental theorems, the so-called limit theorems, were being established and principles were being developed to guide the formulation of mathematical models that could be used in computational simulations of plastic deformation.  Paul Symonds played an important role in the rapid progress of the field as the one who brought these concepts to engineering practice in the design of steel structures.  In so doing he helped to usher in a new paradigm for the design of structures.  The key work that got this paradigm shift started was presented as a series of joint papers by Paul Symonds and Bernard Neal of Cambridge University in the period 1950-1952.  Under this new paradigm, structures were designed to prevent collapse whereas previously structures were designed to prevent initial yielding.  This new design philosophy, based on the limit theorems of plasticity, has many attractive features:  less material is required, computations are simplified, and safety is improved.  The work of Symonds and Neal was recognized by the Institution of Civil Engineers in England with the award of the Telford Premium in 1951 and the Manby Premium in 1952.   Today the design philosophy embodied in the early work of Symonds and Neal is called LRFD (Load Resistance Factor Design).  LRFD has been adopted by the American Institute for Steel Construction (AISC) , the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (ASSHTO), and even by design codes for concrete and wood structures.  LRFD is so widely used now that typing LRFD into Google gives over 43,000 hits!

Following his success in advancing the design of structures subjected to static loads, Paul turned his attention to cases of dynamic loading of structures.  Here he became a worldwide leader in the development of engineering models for estimating the maximum deflections of structures subjected to impulsive loading.  In recognition of his contributions to this field, the Journal of Impact Engineering plans to publish an obituary and synopsis of his contributions in a forthcoming issue of the Journal.  While pursuing this research on impact-loaded structures, Paul discovered chaotic behavior in the predicted maximum deflections of shallow-arch structures subjected to short-pulse loading.   This behavior captured and held his interest throughout his years as an Emeritus Professor.  

Although Professor Symonds continued to be involved in research until the end of his life, his latter years were devoted to being the primary caregiver of his wife of 60 years, Ilese, as she suffered from Alzheimer’s disease. Paul Symonds is survived by Ilese and their two sons, Alan and Robin.

Madam President, I move that the Faculty adopt this Minute by a standing vote of respect, and that the Secretary of the Faculty be instructed to enter the Minute into the permanent records of the Faculty and to send copies of it to members of the immediate family.

Clyde Briant

Dean of Engineering
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