Committee on Faculty Affairs

Minutes of 2/13/08 meeting

Members (names of those in attendance in bold): William Behre, Terrence Bennett (chair), Adam Knobler, Deborah Knox, Jeffrey Osborn, Cynthia Paces, Rebecca Li, Lee Ann Riccardi, Cindy Curtis, Dan Scapardine, Deborah Thompson, Jeanine Vivona (vice chair)

Discussion and Actions Taken (ACTION items for committee members in red below):

1. Approved the minutes of the meeting on 1/23/08.
2. Testimony on draft of Appendix III
a. Announcements of 2 open forums have been distributed to the campus community via email, with the draft of Appendix III as an attachment.
1. Friday, 2/15/08, 11:30-12:30, Library Auditorium. TB, CC, and DK will attend. DK will take notes.
2. Wednesday, 2/20/08, 12:12:45 during the Faculty Senate meeting. TB, CC, DK, and CP will attend.

b. Some testimony and questions have been received via email in response to the announcements. Some faculty members believe that one observation per year is insufficient for untenured faculty. Although the recommendations state that faculty can seek additional observations, the recommended requirement that all peer observation reports be included in application materials may serve as a disincentive for faculty to request additional observations for formative purposes. We will reconsider this issue along with the others raised by the testimony.
3. SOSA Review
a. Online survey to gather preliminary testimony – In consultation with the SOSA committee, a CFA working group is developing an online survey to gather information on faculty members’ experiences with SOSA, including perceptions of fairness and reasons some faculty do not apply. A draft of the survey will be shared with CFA before distribution to the faculty.
b. Relative importance of criteria – JO communicated that the Provost believes the merit of the proposed project should be the primary evaluation criterion; evaluation of the applicant’s credentials should be used to determine whether the applicant has the expertise to complete the proposed project. We discussed the difficulty of evaluating proposals across disciplines among other reasons for shifting criteria toward evaluation of the applicant’s record when FIRSL became SOSA. Of the 3 groups applying for SOSA (i.e., new faculty, established scholars, faculty returning to scholarship), the third group is least successful in securing the awards, especially now that some scholarly time is in load for all faculty. 

c. Dean’s Signature – We continue to discuss the role of the Dean in the SOSA application process, including alternate ways to provide Deans with essential information for planning without adding an unintended level of administrative review to the SOSA process. We considered whether the requirement to obtain the Dean’s signature is an unnecessary impediment for applicants. 

d. Data on past awards – Candice Feiring is analyzing data on distributions of SOSA awards across types of faculty, departments, schools, etc., and will make her analyses available to us.

e. Sabbaticals – CP submitted a request to Steering to consider a charge to create a separate process for evaluating sabbatical applications. We consider issue to be pressing because there is currently no evaluation rubric for sabbaticals.
ACTION: JV will send the current SOSA document and RFP to the committee for review.
4. Priorities for remaining work – We need to prioritize our work for the remainder of the academic year. We believe we can complete the charge to populate Appendix III and the SOSA review, both of which are in process. Therefore, we give these two projects top priority. We have three additional projects on our agenda: recommend an external review process for promotions; develop policies for including grade distributions in reappointment and promotions decisions; and develop criteria and policies for the 5-year review of all faculty stipulated in the union contract. We also anticipate a charge to review sabbatical procedures and develop evaluation criteria. Of these projects, we see the external review project as ready to move forward; the sabbatical project as pressing; the grading project as on hold pending a complete report from the ad hoc subcommittee; and the 5-year review project as affecting contractual obligations of all faculty and therefore important. We would like input from Steering about how to prioritize these projects, since all cannot be completed in the current academic year.

ACTION: JV will discuss prioritization of projects with the Steering committee at their 3/5/08 meeting.

5. Next meeting: 2/27/08. At this meeting, we will break into working groups during a portion of the meeting to move forward on our projects. 
ACTION: TB will send email to the committee with working group assignments and preparatory tasks before the next meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

Jeanine Vivona

