Committee on Faculty Affairs Minutes 

October 27, 2010
Present:  M. Ayers, T. Dell’Angelo,  M. Gorman , D. Hunt, J. Kang, A. Leynes, M. Naples, L. Riccardi, B. Rifkin,  B. Strassman, K. Unger
Excused:  M. Bender, J. Osborne

Janet Morrison’s Report on MUSE Procedures 
Janet outlined 1) the history of MUSE, 2) the current process for submitting and reviewing applications, and 3) the proposal to bring MUSE into the governance structure.

MUSE has evolved over the years from funding supplied by Deans to monies from the Provost.  Currently, MUSE is a line-item in the College’s budget but is not part of the Union contract.  Also, MUSE is currently outside of the governance structure though a proposal to make it a Council reporting to CFA is in progress.  At present, the Faculty Student Collaboration Committee (FSCC) is formed of individuals invited to participate and formed through appointments made at the behest of the Provost.  Over the years, MUSE funding has become more competitive.  In the last round, 75 applications were received, 50% of the applications were funded.  Currently, Dean Osborne sits on the committee.  In the proposal to make MUSE a Council, the committee would be made up of 9 members, each of whom would be a faculty person.

MUSE proposals are submitted to Academic Affairs where they are copied and distributed to committee members.

All proposals are read by each committee member.  Two committee members are assigned to each proposal for the purpose of leading the group’s discussion.  One of the discussion leaders is from a discipline aligned with the proposal.

The committee uses a rating rubric which is published along with the RFP.  In advance of the group meeting, committee members read each proposal and submit their rankings to the (FSCC)  chair.  The chair compiles the information and distributes the amalgamated scores to the committee as a continuum of scores running from highest to lowest.  While high and low ranking proposals will be discussed at the group meeting, group time is focused on proposals that ranked in the middle.  The respective assigned readers lead the group’s discussion.  That discussion focuses on a) the overall quality of the project, b) the quality of the student learning plan, and c) the project's impact.
All members of the committee may revise their scores following the group discussion.  Revised scores are submitted to the chair.  The chair takes the final ranking of the proposals to Mark  Kiselica.  Funding is distributed to the highest ranking proposals on downward until the monies run out.  If additional funding is available from Deans, their monies are given to proposals from highest ranking to lowest beginning where the funds from the Provost ran out.  Deans’ funding is used only for proposals within the respective Dean’s School.

Currently, proposals from FSCC members are reviewed by an ad hoc committee which is formed by Jeff Osborne and Candice Feiring.  The ad hoc process is similar to that used by NSF.  The number of people on the ad hoc group varies; the ad hoc group is made up of individuals who have previously served on FSCC.  Jeff sends the ad hoc committee rankings directly to Mark.
Old Business

1. Minutes were approved with one correction as indicated in bold below.

The Chair of SOSA has asked CFA what to do about a current dilemma:  A member of SOSA turned in the application on time but without the cover page which requires the signature of the Chair.  This was due to the fact that the Chair was out ill.  The document was given to the appropriate Dean at 11 AM but the Dean was unable to/did not sign.  The cover page was submitted the next day with the appropriate signature.  SOSA feels it would be a conflict of interest for them to decide whether or not to consider the application as complete and submitted on time.  CFA decided to tell Steering that it recommends SOSA should accept this application.  Consideration of such situations will be further reviewed in CFA’s three-year review of the SOSA application process.

2. The Draft Purpose Statement for SOSA

Ben Rifkin suggested switching points a and b in paragraph 1.  The statement would therefore read:

The College of New Jersey’s Support of Scholarly Activities (SOSA) program provides awards to support faculty research, scholarship, and creative activity that has exceptional merit and/or promise.  The overall purpose of the SOSA program is to (a) enhance the teacher-scholar model at TCNJ by providing faculty members with reassigned time to expand her or his program of scholarship beyond the level that is already included within faculty workload (as designated by Memorandum of Agreement 62) and (b) enhance the College’s scholarly profile.

The SOSA program is highly competitive.  SOSA proposals are reviewed by an interdisciplinary faculty committee in accordance with the review criteria outlined below.  Awards are based on the SOSA Committee’s evaluation of the applicant’s (a) SOSA proposal and (b) scholarly record for her or his career stage.

All full-time, tenure-line faculty members and librarians, regardless of tenure status or rank, are eligible and encouraged to apply for SOSA awards.  The teaching or administrative needs of any Program, Department, or School cannot be used to discourage any applicant from applying.

The committee decided to accept the recommendation and vote on this change after other parts of the document have also been revised.
3. Lee Ann Reported on her discussion with Steering regarding the Union’s role in the 5-Year Review Charge.  The Union had one specific objection to the Final Recommendation submitted by CFA.  This objection could have been handled with minor adjustments to the Final Recommendation.  The Union however has stated that it is forming a committee to work on the 5-Year Review and will prepare a counter proposal.  Steering explained that AFT approval comes after the governance process so the Union’s actions are in accordance with how the process should proceed.  The question remains as to whether or not the Union’s counter proposal goes through the governance process.  In part, the answer lies in whether the Union modifies CFA’s process only in regard to “terms and conditions of employment”, contractually negotiated areas, or in regard to other areas.  Steering did not make it clear who decides if a proposal from the Union would need to go through governance.
Steering did say that they would try to make future charges clear in regard to the Union’s role and steps in the process.

4. Report from the Working Group on the SOSA Evaluation Process

CFA discussed the proposal presented.  In particular, clarification of 4)c was provided.  The  Working Group's proposal is that the SOSA committee should form two subcommittees, each a mirror image of the other in terms of composition or representation from constituencies.  The parallel subcommittee suggestion is aimed a dealing with two issues.  First, if a SOSA member has submitted a proposal, his/her material would be read by the parallel subcommittee.  Second, it address the issue of the heavy load SOSA  members face by halving the number of proposals that each person needs to read and score.  ( SOSA has 77 proposals for the current year.)
With this proposal in mind, the working group on Composition of SOSA Members will begin its work.  Jie has joined that working group which is now composed of Matt, Michele, Maureen and Jie.
CFA also discussed the merit of giving "bonus" points to someone who has not had a SOSA award in the recent past.
Tabitha raised two concerns regarding procedures that are not currently specified in SOSA documentation:

· how to handle a late proposal

· what to do when someone who was given an award gives all or part of it back

5. Barbara was instructed to ask Steering about a charge for review of the SOSA document.  Such a review is required by governance  as stipulated in MOA 62.
Respectfully Submitted,
Barbara Strassman
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