Faculty Development Committee minutes

Monday, October 18, 2010

Present: Susan Walsh, Wilkins-O’Reilly Zinn, Alena Ruggerio, Traci Templeton, George Quainoo, Dustin Walcher, Daniel Kim

Absent: Erika Leppmann

I. Associate Provost Susan Walsh called the meeting to order and welcomed the members of the committee.

II. Elections

a. The committee elected Alena Ruggerio as Chair.  She will submit an end-of-year report to Faculty Senate in June.

b. No one volunteered to serve as Secretary.  The duties of Secretary will be rotated among the members at each meeting.

III. Approval of Minutes


a. Walcher moved and Templeton seconded the motion to approve the minutes from the last meeting of the 09-10 academic year.  The motion passed.

IV. Center for Teaching and Learning report

a. Zinn presented a record of all the projects she has been working on. See attachment.

V. Overview of grant opportunities for the term

a. Monday 11/1 Carpenter II meeting, plus revisit language in Carpenter I call

b. Thursday 11/11 Presidential Mini Grants meeting

c. Monday 11/29 Presidential Research, Scholarship and Creative Activity, a new grant for scholarship “beyond the region” on a national or international level.  Applications are due November 15.  FDC will review applications, then submit recommendations to the President.

VI. Committee Rulings

a. Question raised last May: should nursing faculty receive equal consideration for Carpenter I grants?  Penny responded that the Carpenter Foundation is clear in their wishes to include OHSU nursing faculty for consideration for grants.

b. Are faculty working less than half time eligible for Carpenter II grants?  Some faculty’s appointment has been reduced, either because of retrenchment or choice.  But they do fulfill the requirement of at least .50 FTE in instruction.  The committee was unanimous in deciding that these faculty should be allowed to apply and compete for grants.  The committee was divided on whether or not these applicants would be ranked lower because of their half-time appointment.  Kim and Quainoo will penalize them for reduced appointment.  Ruggerio, Templeton, and Walcher will not.

c. Should we pursue separating the Carpenter I and Carpenter II pots of money?  Penny responded that it’s better to leave the pots linked because demand for Carp I is so variable that it would be difficult if one year very little money was awarded for Carp I, and the remainder could NOT be available for Carp II applicants.

d. Should we redefine the criteria for Carpenter I grants to differentiate them from PDG?

i. Walsh’s position was that the difference seemed clear: Carpenter I is for enhancing scholarship.  We should clarify the language in the call to make it clear that the pot of money is available for large programs of faculty research, not just for the pursuit of terminal degrees. On the other hand, the PDG is for enhancing instruction, ie teaching, curriculum, assessment.

ii. Walcher responded that this understanding of the difference does not reflect the applications the committee has been receiving.  The phrase “updating faculty in their disciplinary fields” in the PDG call has opened PDG up to more scholarship-oriented applications

iii. Sue responded that we should tighten up the “updating faculty in their disciplinary fields” language in the PDG call to discourage this.  Because the PDG come out of the APSOU bargaining unit, we need to take this before the APSOU Board to recommend a change in language prior to the opening of bargaining in the spring.  Sue is checking on how much of the language of PDG criteria is actually written into the text of the Collective Bargaining Agreement.

iv. Walcher pointed out that if we accepted this delineation (Carp I = large programs of research, PDG= teaching), the pots of money are neither equitable nor proportionately assigned.  For example, the pot of PDG money is twice the size of the Carpenter pot.  And the Carpenter pot must be divided between I and II.  Yet it is the large programs of research covered by Carp I that would be the most costly.

v. Kim proposed an alternate plan: We could have just one grant application and just one deadline.  Faculty could apply, and the FDC could assign the awards according to scholarship or teaching behind the scenes so they come out of the correct pots of money.  Faculty get very confused about what pots of money are available and what the timelines are, and this solution could address that problem.  Walsh responded that the different deadlines are there for a reason, and the conversation ended there.

