Chairs Meeting September 30 SUMMARY

Present: Jim Buckley, Amanda Thomas, Elissa Derrickson, Tim McNeese, Martha Taylor, Ron Tanner, Victgor Delclos, Roger Eastman, Paul Lukacs, Janet Headley, Katherine Brennan, Chris Morrell, Tom Ward, Joe Ciarrocchi,, Dale Snow, Mary Lowe, Diana Schaub, David Powers, Jai Ryu, Lisa Schoenbrodt, Joseph Rossi.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

Jim reminded everyone of some of the items in his September 6 e-mail to Chairs: departments should develop plans for contributing to the diversity requirement; Chairs should send Suzanne nominees for the Student Advisory Council; Chairs should work closely with Senate representatives to evaluate the Academic Assessment Plan; Chairs should sign up for the October Core Review Committee focus groups, and encourage faculty to do the same.  He also announced that diplomas for the May graduation would be mailed to students rather than distributed on campus (as he said would happen in his 6 September e-mail).  He asked Chairs to let faculty know that they can nominate people for  Loyola awards; he promise dto bring Chairs a list of past recipients of various awards.

DISCUSSION

One –Catalogue- change: Appeals of CASS Decisions (5 minutes).  Jim passed out documents with two undergraduate –Catalogue- changes.  One document summarized the changes in the policy for graduation medals approved by the Chairs last year.  A second document that included (a) a change in the –Catalogue- created a process for students and faculty to appeal for “Exceptions” to academic policies and (b) a description of the process students and faculty should use to make these appeals.  This document will be housed on the CASs web site under “Information for Chairs” as “Appeals for Exceptions to Academic Policies”.   There were questions about how this policy would be implemented given recent personnel changes in CASS.  Jim said that Ilona McGuiness was current working on that issue.

Changes to “FAQs on Annual Review” (5 minutes).  Jim passed out the changes made to the “FAQs on Annual Review” and announced by e-mail to Chairs during the summer 2004.  The most important changes dealt with modifying the way the teaching and research of Chairs are periodically evaluated.  Jim also passed out a new “PAQ on Chairs” that he will add to the existing PAQs on the “weighting” of teaching, research, and service for Chairs; he suggested that the default “weighting” be 30-35% for teaching, 20% for research, and 45% - 50% service.   Chairs interested in different weightings can discuss different weightings with the Dean.  There was some discussion of the difficulty of using the weightings during annual review of faculty. 

Jim passed out  the results of the spring 2004 questionnaire, asking Chairs to “rate how useful discussions about the following topics would be at a future CAS chairs’ meeting . . . . ”  He said that he and the agenda committee will work on incorporating the items in which most Chairs were interested into future Chairs’ meetings.


Annual Review:  The item voted “most useful” in the spring 2004 survey was Annual Review.   Janet Headley, Chris Morrell, and Vic Delclos did reports on how their did annual review, including the key challenges they face as Chairs are. 30 minute discussion.  (Chris Morrell’s did a Power Point presentation of the steps in his process.  This document will be placed on the CAS web site, under “Information for Chairs”.)  The following are some of the main points discussed during the 35 minute session.
1.  There is only one department which holds not only a meeting between the Chair and each department member (tenure and non-tenured) but also a meeting of the tenured faculty about each other’s annual reviews.  Two or three departments hold meetings of the tenured faculty with each non-tenured faculty member, and a couple of others hold such meetings on in the case of mid-term review.   The Chair of one department that does this thinks that the disadvantages outweigh the advantages and is seeking to change the practice.  One Chair argued on behalf of the practice in her department, citing the way people in diverse fields could explain each other’s teaching and research to each other.
2. Several Chairs cited the difference issues that arise in reviewing tenured and non-tenure faculty.  Three or four Chairs said that their faculty would prefer that senior faculty be reviewed only once every three years rather than yearly.  Others recalled that there were two decisive reasons against such a practice cited in the Academic Senate discussion a few years ago:  faculty are evaluated much less frequently than doctors, lawyers, and other professionals – and they should be willing to be accountable to their supervisors at least once a year.  Second, changing to a triennial review would make that review similar to a promotion application every few years - -and would create more problems than it would solve (particularly since faculty had become accustomed to the current practice).  

3. A few Chairs said that the fact that tenured faculty were peers (or even senior) in relationship to some tenured faculty was sometimes a challenge.  The precise character of the problems was not pursued in detail.  Several Chairs suggested that senior faculty take advantage of the teaching portfolio workshops to re-invigorate their teachings; Jim said he was willing to support such senior faculty through teaching conferences – and suggested that the new Director of “the Center for Teaching Excellence” could be of help.
4. Another unresolved issue was whether and how Chairs should use the 50-30-20 “weighting” recommended by the Faculty Handbook.  Some Chairs said that they weigh teaching, research, and service one-third each – others said that they weigh teaching more, but were not sure how to use the quantitative weights.  Yet another Chair pointed out that the 50-30-20 guidelines does not match “the Mancing model” in which each course counts as 10% of a faculty member’s job, so that teaching was ordinarily 60%.   Jim admitted that the relationship between “the Mancing” model and the Faculty Handbook “weighting” was unclear.  

Jim promised that these and still other issues with Annual Review will be discussed in the future.
