Faculty Development Committee Minutes

Thursday 11 November 2010 

Present: Alena Ruggerio (Chair), Tracy Templeton, George Quainoo, Daniel Kim, Wilkins-O’Riley Zinn, Dustin Walcher, Erika Leppmann, Penny Thorpe  

Absent: Susan Walsh 

I. Approval of Minutes from the Last Meeting

a. Templeton moved to approve the minutes and Walcher seconded.  The minutes were approved unanimously.  

 

II. Zinn reported on the SGID process 

a. Zinn asked the committee to help clarify the two overarching questions that SGID facilitators will ask.  The goal is to get useful feedback to improve faculty teaching, not inadvertently to turn the SGID process into a student gripe session. 

b. Zinn intends to begin holding SGIDs during winter quarter.  

c. Ruggerio thought faculty invoked the SGID process when something was going wrong.  Zinn replied that was not always true.  Sometimes faculty might want to document what was working well.  Ruggerio suggested that such a message should be made stronger to faculty.  

d. Zinn also pointed out that the SGID process can provide documentation for scholars interested in the scholarship of teaching and learning.  

e. Quainoo agreed that more education on the uses of SGID needed to be done with the faculty.  Zinn again focused on the positive opportunity to improve teaching.

f. After much discussion, Templeton suggested that the “Why use a SGID?” section of Zinn’s handout should be expanded to more fully explain the range of advantages of the SGID process for faculty.

 

III. Presidential Mini Grants

a. Ruggerio observed that we have $2 less than the requested funding.

b. The committee unanimously agreed to fund all proposals.  

c. Some discussion followed regarding the application process:

i. The committee questioned whether it needed to hear the voice of the chairs on these applications?  Consensus emerged that at a minimum department chairs should continue to sign off on the applications.  No changes to the application were made.

ii. Leppmann asked if we can reduce the emphasis on conference participation in the rankings?  Thorpe observed that conference participation is one of the areas listed in the grant criteria.  

 

IV. Discuss tightening Carpenter II application language 

a. Ruggerio reviewed our discussion from the last meeting regarding the number of conferences that an individual is able to apply for in each round.

b. Quainoo moved, and Templeton seconded, to change the language on the Carpenter II grant to: “There are two Carpenter II rounds per calendar year.  Applicants may submit one application per round to attend one conference, but can apply during the second round of the calendar year for a different conference.” Much discussion ensued.  The motion passed unanimously with no abstentions.  

c. Ruggerio also revisited the committee’s discussion from 1 November about the possibility of holding one Carpenter II competition each year.  She explained that there are two Carpenter II rounds so that faculty can apply for support to attend conferences that advertise later in the cycle.  The committee agreed that holding two rounds of Carpenter II applications is best for the faculty.  

 

V. Continued discussion of Carpenter I vs. PDG language

a. Ruggerio reviewed the committee’s discussion from previous meetings.  She further explained that any amendment to the PDG criteria must be made through the collective bargaining process.  The committee will continue to investigate the feasibility of having one deadline for both Carpenter I and PDG grants. 

b. Thorpe explained that the PDG was once only for instructional improvement, but that has not been the case for a long time.  

c. Leppmann asked how we clarify the distinctions between Carpenter I and PDG for the faculty? Ruggerio agreed that we should sharpen the language.  

d. Leppmann moved that we delete the sentence in the Carpenter I language that gives preference to applicants seeking a terminal degree and re-arrange the first sentence so that scholarship appears first.  Templeton seconded.  The motion passed without objection.  

e. Walcher suggested that the committee recommend that the AP:SOU bargaining team negotiate new language for the PDGs.  The language should clarify that PDGs can be used for either instructional development or research.  Consensus formed around this proposal.  

f. Thorpe suggested that we suggest that the bargaining team seek to eliminate the Provost’s ability to guide the PDG priorities in the next bargaining agreement.  The committee agreed that the AP:SOU bargaining team should negotiate that change as well.

g. Ruggerio clarified that Carpenter I money is available to fund scholarship/creative activities and degree completion while PDGs fund scholarship/creative activities and instructional development.  Carpenter II funds will continue to finance conference attendance and participation.  Ruggerio committed to creating a visual guide to the five current grants available to SOU faculty to help clarify the differences and the time frames.

