Committee on Faculty Affairs

Minutes of 11/11/09

Current members, those present in bold:

Anita Allyn, Maureen Gorman, Lisa Grega, Donald Hirsh (vice chair), Jie Kang, Andrew Leynes, Jeffrey Osborn, Lee Ann Riccardi, Benjamin Rifkin, Jessica Spooner, Barbara Strassman, Jeanine Vivona (chair), Jennifer Wang
Discussion and Actions Taken

1. Minutes of 10/28/09 were introduced and approved with change to members present.

2. Report from Steering - Vice chair Donald Hirsh – nothing to report.

3. Composition of ad hoc Sabbatical Committee for 2009-2010.

A request came from the senate to address the following situation faced by the Sabbatical Committee.  The applications for sabbatical exceed the available sabbatical semesters for next year and a member of the sabbatical committee is also an applicant for sabbatical.  There are two questions: 1) How should the committee member/applicant's application be evaluated this year?  2) What should be done in future years in this circumstance?

Discussion ensued.  The SOSA model for dealing with applications from committee members, whereby an ad hoc committee of former SOSA members reviews proposals, may not work in this case.  There is no one experienced with current rubric for sabbatical applications.  Having the committee member/applicant step out while remainder of committee considers his/her sabbatical proposal does not seem satisfactory.  It will be hard for remainder of committee to make an objective appraisal of the application.
It was proposed that the committee member with a sabbatical application be excused from the committee and replaced with someone else from the same school.  While this approach may not work for SOSA, because so many qualified faculty members would be prevented from participating in SOSA committee work, it may work for the Sabbatical Committee given that sabbatical applications are only received once every seven years from an individual.

The consensus was that it should be possible to find someone from the school who could replace the Sabbatical Committee member/applicant.

4. Charge on Interdisciplinary Standards (IDS)
Based on our discussion of IDS on 10/28/2009, JV suggested four changes to the ID additions and revisions of the Promotions and Reappointment document.  Briefly, these were

1. Sentence indicating that "as early as feasible" candidates should begin discussing intention to file as ID with PRC and dean.

2. Declaration of ID application with form on 2/15 indicating intention to use multiple disciplinary standards (DS) documents and added requirement that collaboratively determined IDS be described in a cover letter submitted with application on 9/15.
3. Added to 5/15 deadline for 1st year reappointment ID candidates a statement that they discuss the use of DS from other departments or programs with their departments or programs.
4. Refers to item 2.  Added to Reappointment and Promotions document that application of ID candidate will include the multiple relevant DS documents and a cover letter explaining their use.
For this item in the minutes, the numbers 1-4 will refer to these 4 revisions.

Q. When should DS be finalized for ID candidate, April 15th?

A. Revisions allow for and promote the early formulation of DS but do not require them before 9/15.

Comments: The cover letter describing the use of disciplinary standards should be drafted by the candidate in collaboration with the PRC.  Does the language make it clear that the PRC must be involved?  We could change the wording in 4 to read "…written in collaboration with PRC and dean."

Comments: The language found in item 2 needs to be embedded in reappointment, 4th year, and in instructions in the application itself.  Yes, and in Appendix I. B.

Action Item: JV will make changes and edit promotions document.  The newly revised promotions document will be sent around for review by CFA committee members.

Comments: Since IDS will be arrived at collaboratively, doesn't it make more sense in 4 to say that copies of this document will be kept by PRC and dean?  Also, we may want to remove "agreed upon" from "agreed upon disciplinary standards" that appears frequently in current Promotions and Reappointment document.

Action Item: JV will create a summary document describing how new document differs from one currently in effect.  She will edit the May, 2009 Promotions and Reappointment document.

5. Promotions – Handling Incomplete Promotions Applications

Promotions committee requested guidelines for handling incomplete promotions documents.  May, 2009 Reappointment and Promotions document includes a checklist of required sections.  Proposed solution has two parts:

1. Applications that are missing sections or that do not adhere to the timeline will not be considered by the CPC.

2. Add to checklist instructions that PRC or Dean will notify candidate of missing sections and allow 2 days for missing materials to be provided.  Application will not receive further consideration unless missing sections are provided.
Discussion

There was considerable discussion about what to do in the case that a portion of a section is missing.  For example, what if one semester's worth of student evaluations were missing or if some of the student evaluations from a particular course were missing?  The consensus was that the application should still be considered by the CPC.
It was suggested that item 1. be reworded along the lines of "Failure to submit all required materials will have a negative impact on the candidate's chances for favorable review."
Do we want to add a clause that CPC can contact the candidate with a request for materials?  No.

ACTION ITEM: JV will edit this section to capture spirit of a holistic evaluation.

Meeting adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

Donald Hirsh

CFA Vice Chair

