
Faculty Development Meeting Minutes  

September 22, 2014, 1-2PM – Board Room 

In attendance: Marianne Prout, Mike McClean, Lisa Fredman, Nafisa Halim, Kathleen Macvarish, Emily 
Rothman, Lora Sabin, Lisa Sullivan, Yorghos Tripodis, Janice Weinberg (phone) 

1. Approval of minutes from last month 

1. Minutes approved 

2. Transition plan 

• Mike will be in charge at next meeting; he and I will be working closely for a smooth 

transition; he will begin to introduce his agenda at the next meeting 

• Mid-career faculty development program has completed the fifth module and will have 

the last one at the end of December. Then it will be evaluated to see what will happen 

to the mid-career program moving forward; its overall evaluation is being conducted by 

a graduate student in education; Marianne will informally assess impact to SPH 

participants. 

• AFA (early career program, Academy for Faculty Advancement) is underway with 4 

participants from SPH. 

3. Proposed survey (to be administered by Faculty Senate) for evaluation of faculty development 

funds and sabbaticals 

• There should be an evaluation done independently of the FD funds. Marianne 

developed a draft survey for the evaluation of FD funds and sabbaticals.  

1. Dispersal of these funds differed by department (i.e. request goes to Chair or 

request goes to administrators). 

• It would be good to know the distribution of the types of things that these funds are 

being spent on by department and by rank. The funds could be summed up by the FD 

categories and be de-identified. Marianne will see if she can get this data by rank and by 

category from Suzette. 

• It would be good to show the “return on investment” of these funds. This could be done 

through success stories from faculty that have used them. 

• The purpose of this evaluation is to determine if junior faculty are using all of the funds 

in the beginning for publication costs etc. It would also be useful to show the 

effectiveness of these funds to someone external.   



• Some faculty thought that the funds could roll over but that is not true. There could be a 

proposal for allowing funds to be rolled over year to year. 

• This evaluation can also be used to assess if $2,000 was sufficient. There could be a 

system where one faculty member gets a little more one year and a little less another.   

This would make faculty plan ahead and predict what they are going to spend. However, 

this may be difficult to monitor. 

• Update: data by rank and category of use has been requested from Suzette Levenson 

• Sabbaticals: Evaluation of the sabbatical policy is overdue – it was developed 4 years 

ago.  

• Sabbaticals are approved by the Chair and then by the Dean. 

• If you’re a PI on an NIH grant and if you take more than 3 months off, you have 

to select an interim PI. 

• If your primary responsibility is teaching, a sabbatical covers 35% of full-time for 

6 months. 

• Dean Meenan should be asked how many sabbaticals he approved. 

• Update: info requested from Dean Meenan…he reports that he has approved 

none and that none were requested. 

4. Proposed changes to mentoring questions on FDA 

1. One of the dilemmas in the mentoring questions is that it is not categorical and it is 

scattered in two different places (teaching and citizenship). 

2. There seems to be a lot of mentoring of post-doc fellows from SPH faculty that is not 

getting captured. 

3. There is also a lot of informal mentoring that is not getting captured. Informal 

mentoring is important, and should be encouraged. However, it could be difficult to 

capture because some faculty’s definition of “informal mentoring” may vary. 

4. The practical impact of having “mentoring” on the FDA data is very minimal. But we also 

need to know how much mentoring is going on broadly because there is a lot of 

mentoring from SPH that is not being credited to SPH. 

Update: unclear if new dean will continue to use FDA as is; changes tabled 

5. Junior faculty luncheons - lessons learned, discussion of continuation 

• Marianne has been getting mostly positive comments from the junior faculty about the 

luncheons.  



• It seems like a good use of funds but maybe there could be more “matchmaking” with 

respect to research interests - this could be a way for people to continue to build a 

relationship after the luncheon. 

• Update: we have obtained new list of associate professors from Joline Durant and 

entered them into a data base to collect research interests.  This list will be circulated 

to facilitate contact among assistant professors.  Matching by lunch invite might be 

attempted but responses are generally controlled by schedules. 

 


