Committee on Faculty Affairs

Minutes of 3/26/08 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 2/27/08.
2. Report of Steering Meeting (3/5/08) – JV reported on her presentation of CFA’s proposed prioritization of our 6 open projects. The Provost indicated the importance of beginning the 5-year review early in Fall 2008. Otherwise, no reservations were expressed. Steering will communicate the official response to TB.

3. Draft of Appendix III (Peer Observation of Teaching)
ACTION: TB will revise Appendix III according to our discussion and testimony and distribute as soon as possible.
4. SOSA 
a. Online survey to gather preliminary testimony – The online survey has been posted; 54 responses had been received as of 3/26. The deadline to respond is Friday, 4/4. 
ACTION: Next week, TB will send a reminder to all faculty to respond to the survey before the deadline. The SOSA working group (CP, CC, DK, and RL) will meet after 4/4 to analyze the data. All testimony will be incorporated into a revised SOSA document, which will then be presented at an open forum.

b. Timing of SOSA award announcements – TB reported that the Provost raised this issue at the Academic Leaders meeting. Announcement of awards in mid-March complicates planning for Fall semester courses. We discussed the time frame needed for various aspects of the process, including SOSA committee decisions and processing in Academic Affairs; this year was anomalous in that the former was quicker and the latter slower than usual. We discussed adding an expected timeline to the SOSA document, with announcements of awards made earlier in the Spring semester (i.e., before mid-semester).
c. Other testimony – CP reported that the Dean of Business suggested that the award letter indicate the reason that unsuccessful proposals were not funded. We discussed the feasibility of this suggestion.

d. Evaluation Criteria – CP reported that the SOSA committee is on the whole in favor of changing the weighting of evaluation criteria to 50% for proposal and 50% for qualifications of candidate to complete the project (i.e., quality of activity and scope of recognition). The opinion, however, was not unanimous. 

5. Sabbatical leave policies and procedures
a. The sabbatical working group (CP, LR, DT, JO, and Janet Grey) has reviewed sabbatical procedures at several institutions similar to TCNJ, developed recommendations, and distributed a draft of the recommended procedures to CFA. These include the following:

1. Formation of a new standing committee to review sabbatical proposals.  Existing committees (e.g., SOSA, Promotions) are either overloaded or have different priorities). CFA agrees with this recommendation.
2. Content of the application and corresponding evaluation criteria. We discussed these in depth. In particular, we considered the expectation of dissemination of outcomes for all sabbaticals, e.g., work published or presented in scholarly or creative outlet; workshop or brown bag presented to appropriate audience at TCNJ; creation of course materials. We also discussed the ways in which one’s use of prior sabbaticals should be considered in evaluating an application, and the implications for procedures for post-sabbatical reporting of activities and inclusion of post-sabbatical reports in subsequent sabbatical applications. Finally, we considered which qualifications of the applicant are appropriate to evaluate given the broad range of activities that are qualified for sabbatical leave (e.g., should service to the College be evaluated?)
ACTION: The working group will make the following changes to the proposed sabbatical RFP: add an introduction about the purpose of sabbatical, including language from the union contract about eligibility; and revise evaluation criteria and post-sabbatical reporting procedures based on our discussion.
b. Testimony – We expect to be ready to have an open forum on the proposed procedures at the 4/16 meeting of the Faculty Senate. 

ACTION: TB reserve time at the 4/16 Senate meeting for the open forum on proposed sabbatical procedures. 
6. External Review

a. The External Review (ER) working group (CC, AK, DS, and JV) developed a draft appendix of procedures and three sample letters to external reviewers. These materials were distributed to CFA. Due to lack of time, the materials were not discussed at this meeting. 
b. Open issues – CC identified the need for feedback from CFA on the content of the documents, as well as the questions of whether ER should be required for promotion to Associate Professor and whether an honorarium should be paid to external reviewers, both of which were recommended by the ad hoc subcommittee on ER.

ACTION: CFA will provide feedback on the proposed procedures and documents via email prior to the next meeting.
Next meeting: 4/9/08. 
Respectfully submitted,

Jeanine Vivona

