
 

 
Faculty Development Committee Minutes 
December 13th, 2012 
The Board Room- 3 pm 
 
In attendance: Lora Sabin, Rich Feeley, Sue Fish, Janice Weinberg, Marianne Prout 

1. Review notes from last meeting 
a. No additions or changes to minutes.  

2. Discussion of Faculty Development Funding Proposal changes, role of FDC in setting up 
guidelines for implementation, monitoring and evaluation (please see attached file) 

a. The concern of putting such a large amount of money into faculty development and 
still ending with lowered faculty morale was discussed.   

i. Money going through chair and lack of trust toward individual faculty 
allocation discussed.  

ii. Dean Meenan conversation with Marianne discussed. He says he 
understands where concern is coming from.  

iii. Marianne discusses how Dean Meenan  sees this as one of the challenges 
which they are trying to work out. 

b. Idea of money going through the chair vs. money going through the department 
brought up.  

i. Accountability for money is a concern. 
ii. One possible solution suggested is Faculty Development could develop 

guidelines for spending. Possibly a part of this proposal could be if this 
money is not spent on certain things, the money would have to be approved 
by faculty development committee and/or chair to ensure the money is 
spent on faculty development and not on routine needs (e.g. computer). 

iii. Suggested uses for this money include: registration costs, training, travel 
costs for important meetings, publication costs, supplemental books, 
journals, etc. 

iv. Suggestion: add item to FDA form on whether faculty member used faculty 
development funds in prior year and a drop down box for categories for 
which funds were spent with “other” an option to increase accountability 
and assess relationship between such funds and faculty rating.  

c. Faculty Development committee/director could review “appeals” from individual 
faculty about rejected requests for funds.  

i. Faculty will need to be informed that there is an appeals process that can be 
used. 

ii. Appeals process, and numerous appeals could show that there is a problem 
in the system, so Faculty Development being a part of this appeals process 
would be beneficial.  

d. Further accountability: departmental administrator responsible for brief report on 
uses of faculty development funds using same categories created for FDA form. The 
faculty development funds should all be collated under a line item in departmental 
budgets.  
 
 
 



 

e. If money is not spent does the money go back to the school, or what happens to it? 
i. Accumulation of funds is encouraged to allow for longer range planning by 

faculty member: the example of 3 to 5 year attendance at an annual 
meeting as a commitment required for a leadership position has been cited.  

ii. Lora suggests having faculty think about funding in a large chunk of time, 
not just over 1 year in order to possibly save money. (i.e. not request money 
this year in order to request more the following year for a certain event.) 

f. Need based spending discussed. 
i. On one hand giving set money to each faculty member is not good because 

in some years a faculty member may need the money more—thus chair may 
be a good person to monitor this money.  

g. Another concern is for pro-rated funding amount for faculty with less than 100% 
effort.  

i. Suggested change: full funds allowed for faculty at 60% effort, a benefit that 
is not pro-rated.  

ii. Committee doesn’t want faculty deciding their percent effort based on this 
benefit.  

h. Marianne discussed the total $ amount proposed and how the proposed allocation 
of money is to supplement departments so that all have the same available funds 
for faculty development ($2000/faculty member). 

i. There is potentially additional faculty development funding which would be 
administered centrally through the research, education, and faculty development 
committees. Marianne discussed how possibly junior faculty should receive 
disproportionate amounts of any additional funding since they need more money to 
develop their careers.  

i. Specially trained teaching and research mentors could be developed with 
supplemental funding at a central level as opposed to a departmental level.  

ii. The idea of using additional funds for activities when the outcome benefits 
are beyond the department (e.g. having a symposium on case-based 
teaching methods at BUSPH). 

iii. Question raised about why publication costs should be considered a faculty 
development cost. Should these costs be assumed on a school level, as 
publications should be an expectation of employment and budgeted from 
somewhere other than faculty development? A need for a broader 
discussion of this issue is suggested.  

3. Request from Suzette Levenson for faculty session on “how to be a good supervisor” (please 
see attached file titled Leadership Notes) 

a. Suzette Levenson approach Marianne regarding some faculty wanting to be better 
leaders and developed hand out sent out to Faculty Development Committee.  

b. Marianne asks if there are any changes or additions suggested. 
i. Parallel drawn to Francine’s session on conflict management style and its 

success. 
ii. Marianne suggests getting buy-in from chairs and to ask for time at 

departmental faculty meeting to present and recruit people.  
c. Question brought up if this is for just faculty or faculty and chairs. 

i. Separate chair training run by university brought up, so this may lean 
toward faculty and not chairs.  



 

ii. One suggestion that faculty and chairs (chairs as supervisors) should both be 
receiving training to increase leadership as a whole and not just for faculty 
members.  

d. Another question brought up by Sue is about clarification of Part I listed in training. 
Suggested something should be taught, not just a roadshow as proposed for the 
amount of time. Suggested that allotted time be worked out to be more efficient. 

e. Ended discussion with suggestions going back to Suzette and finding out exactly who  
will be running them, as well as chairs not being a part of this, but overall 
committee does approve the idea for training.  

i. Committee thinks this will be helpful as these skills would be useful as 
leaders as well as teachers.  

ii. Training would be on-site at BUMC. 
4.  Request from junior faculty to be included on this committee! 

a. Committee discusses request for junior faculty and agrees this is appropriate and 
necessary.  

i. Problem may have been no volunteers. 
b. Marianne discusses Kate Applebaum’s survey she sent to junior faculty regarding 

what they are promised at B.U, gaps, and their development. 
c. Approval granted from committee to extend committee membership invitation to 

junior faculty.  
i. Suggested trying to attract junior faculty in their second or third year of 

teaching with some experience.  
ii. Will try to work with Kate to attract Jr. Faculty members to join Faculty 

Development Committee.  
iii. Decided nominations are not necessary as Faculty Development Committee 

still has room to grow.  
 

5. Presentation on SPH FDA to campus-wide community of practice on faculty development 
 
 


