Committee on Faculty Affairs

Minutes of 4/8/09 meeting

Members (names of those in attendance in bold): Terrence Bennett (chair), Debbie Compte, Corey Dwyer, Janet Gray, Don Hirsh, Deborah Knox (excused), Andy Leynes, Jeffrey Osborn, Consuelo Preti, Lee Ann Riccardi, 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 3/25/09.

DH generously agreed to take the minutes during the 4/22/09 meeting.

2. Appendix IV (External Review; ER) – The ER subcommittee distributed a revised document (4/6/09), incorporating revisions from the last CFA meeting. We approved one minor change: move implementation date from 2012 to 2011. TB also noted that a typo in footnote 1 would be fixed in the final version of the document.  A discussion of the revised letters to external reviewers (3/23/09), which clarify the charge to reviewers with language taken directly from the Promotions Document, resulted in no changes. Note: A final version of the report was approved via email vote after the conclusion of the meeting. The vote was: 8 approved; 2 opposed; 2 abstained. 

ACTION: TB will make the final minor revision based on our discussion; will send email to Ralph E. verifying that our recommendations are consistent with union contracts; and will send the final approved report to Steering.

3. Use of Grades and Grading Distributions – DT distributed a revised report (4/6/09) incorporating email feedback from CFA on the 3/24 report. Note: A final version of the report was approved via email vote after the conclusion of the meeting. The vote was: 9 approved; 0 opposed; 3 abstained. 

ACTION: TB will send the final approved report to Steering.

4. Career Development and Individual Five-Year Review – Academic Affairs distributed the report to the faculty in preparation for the 4/15 open forum. Faculty have begun to offer comments to CFA members. Initial feedback suggests that some faculty perceive the proposed process as unnecessarily time-consuming. Some appear not to appreciate that the process is contractually obligated and that it is similar to the existing (but unimplemented) process. We affirmed our goals of developing a meaningful process, in keeping with the great institution we are becoming, that facilitates faculty development without being onerous. 

ACTION: CD will solicit feedback from SGA. CFA members will attend the 4/15 open forum (TB, DH, and DC are able to attend).

5. Feedback from the Promotions Committee – TB reported that we can undertake this review as part of our charge to finalize the Promotions document. CP distributed notes (1/18/09) on proposed revisions to the Promotions document as well as a proposed checklist for applicants. Because applicants do not use a standard format, the task of the CPC is unnecessarily taxing. Changes to the instructions and addition of a checklist would make applications more uniform. CP also raised the question of processing incomplete applications. Some applications arrive incomplete to the CPC, despite having undergone two prior review phases. The missing material ranges from a few intermittent pages (as from a copier malfunction) to omission of important documents. The Promotions committee requests the development of guidelines for processing incomplete applications. CFA discussed the value of balancing the need for complete applications with the appropriateness of collaboration with applicants in keeping with a supportive promotion application process. 

ACTION: All CFA members will discuss the distributed documents via email. TB will put this item on the 4/22 meeting agenda for discussion.

6. Feedback on the new SOSA procedures – JG distributed (3/18/09) a report on the new SOSA process (revised last year by CFA) and a proposed revised RFP. JG raised two major issues for consideration:

a. Funding for SOSA is inadequate to support active scholars on campus. SOSA plans to write a letter to the Provost requesting additional lines, and would like CFA support

b. Is SOSA obsolete? The SOSA process is time-consuming for both committee members and applicants, and many good projects go unsupported. More faculty are applying; the committee considered about 30 more applications this year than last, resulting in a drop of almost 10% in the percentage of applicants receiving awards. Tenure-track faculty are applying at twice the rate of tenured faculty (1/3 of applications, about 1/6 of the total faculty population), and their success rate is higher than the average for all applicants (77% vs. 68%), a notable change from the past when junior faculty were not as successful. Three groups of faculty appear to be disadvantaged by the current system: 1) faculty returning to scholarship after heavy involvement in service, consultation beyond the campus, or teaching responsibilities; 2) scholars whose work does not fit neatly into disciplinary boundaries, including those whose scholarly maturation moves them outside traditional disciplinary scholarship; and 3) faculty who have had periods of limited scholarship due to primary caregiver duties. 

We have begun to consider whether the criteria and/or evaluation guidelines could be revised to address the observed bias and, if a new system is needed, the role of CFA in its development. We agreed to continue the discussion via email, particularly the discussion of the proposed changes to the RFP.

ACTION: All CFA members will continue the discussion of the SOSA committee report and proposed RFP changes via email. TB will put this item on the 4/22 meeting agenda for discussion.

Next meeting: 4/22/09. 

Respectfully submitted,

Jeanine Vivona

