[bookmark: _GoBack]University Faculty Affairs Committee
Minutes
September 3, 2025, 2-3 PM
via Zoom
Committee members attending: Brad Lamphere, Melissa Wells, Nicole Crowder, Smita Jain Oxford, Ian Finlayson

Order of Business

1. Call to Order 2:01pm
2. Promotion & Tenure: “Subcommittee Model”
a. Review of “Subcommittee Model” draft
i. General feedback from UFAC members
The committee reviewed a draft model that puts 9 members on the University-wide P&T (UP&T), with 6 dedicated from their core units (school/ college) and 3 at-large. Members that would come from the intended Schools of Humanities and Social Sciences were currently allocated as 2 from the 8 departments in those schools, because SCHEV hasn’t approved those schools yet. 
After discussion, UFAC agreed that it was important to ensure diverse representation for the UP&T. The proposal will be revised to allocate a dedicated member from the departments that will make up Humanities and second one from the departments that will make up Social Sciences. The departments that make up each school account for 40+ faculty each, so we judged that staffing the UP&T from those departments would not be a large burden. 
Members representing core units would be elected by the faculty from the core unit that they will represent. We discussed a preference for the three at-large members to come from different departments than the members from core units. That could work if the elections for the core unit members occurred first, which would establish which faculty would be eligible for at-large.
We debated the value of adding the sub-committee layer to the P&T process. The proposal adds the sub-committees with the intent that they will reduce the UP&T’s workload. Sub-committees would also ensure that at least one person with disciplinary expertise, in addition to the department chair, comments on the applicant’s file. From there, the UP&T would make its recommendation based on all the evidence, with some emphasis on the input from the sub-committee and the department chairs. While most members saw the value of the two-stage process, there was some concern that UP&T would become a “rubber stamp” of what the sub-committee says.
Faculty must be tenured to serve on P&T. Since sub-committees require a member from the applicant’s core unit, units with many applications could experience a heavy service load. We reviewed data on the number of P&T applications from each department for the last three years. Schools had 0-6 applications per year, which seemed acceptable given the numbers of faculty eligible to serve. One exception was Education, which has only 9 tenured faculty.
ii. Peer review: Definition of peers and confidentiality of letters
For the purposes of peer letters commenting on applicants, we defined peers as tenured members of the applicant’s department. Applicants may request that additional letters from others be included in their file.
We discussed whether peer letters should be open, as they currently are in (most?) CAS departments, or anonymous. Most members spoke in favor of open letters because they (a) reduce the burden on chairs to filter and interpret information from the peer letters, (b) might induce peers to write more useful letters, and (c) give the applicant something to push back against in the event of an appeal.
iii. RTA member concerns
The draft model required an RTA to serve on the sub-committee when an RTA applied for promotion from Lecturer to Senior Lecturer. Data from prior years showed that up to 5 RTAs went up for promotion, which would make it difficult to find relevant RTAs to staff those sub-committees. Considering those data, we agreed that requiring an RTA for each subcommittee is unfeasible. The proposal will remove that requirement and add an explanation of our reasoning for the removal.
1. Appeal process
Questions were addressed about the appeal process, specifically for peer letters being open or confidential. Given that the earlier discussions determined that open letters were preferred, this issue was not discussed in much additional depth. However, there are inconsistencies in the current Faculty Handbook about the appeal process, and this should be investigated further and remedied in any upcoming edits to Section 7.
3. Announcements
We plan to send the proposal to all faculty by Mon 9/8. We will invite members of current P&T committees to join our 9/17 meeting, to make sure their feedback and insight on the process of promotion is properly considered. 
4. Adjournment 3:04p
