University Faculty Council
Meeting September 17,2025
3:30 pm, Woodard 202

In attendance:

Ashe Laughlin, AprilWynn, Ginny Morriss, Davis Oldham, Elizabeth Johnson-Young,
Karen Anewalt, Eric Gable, Michael Reno, Jodie Hayob-Matzke, Janine Davis,
Jonathan Levin, Shumona Dasgupta, Amrita Dhar, Caitie Finlayson, Andrea
Smith, Amrita Dhar, Will Mackintosh, Kristin Marsh, Kim Kinsley, Xiaofeng Zhao,
Suzanne Sumner, Patricia Orozco, Scott Powers, Brooks Kukyendall, Ruth
Arriaza, Jared McDonald, Miriam Liss, Michael Benson, Amira Said, Callie
Harkins, Edward Gray, Shannon Hauser, Pete Kelly, Filiz Tabak, Melissa Wells,
Shumona Dasgupta, Troy Paino

I Callto order
Il Previous meeting minutes—Approved.
1. Reports
1. President Paino—
1. Enrollment—fine, but more melt. 60 fewer students.
Why? Financial uncertainty, waitlists at UVA, etc. ?
2. Action Committee on the 4 priority teams
3. Building for theatre--permitted
4. Budget and potential shutdown—asking state funding for MS in
nursing, etc., feasibility study for Simpson Library (renovate vs.
tear down and rebuild). Most of our federal funding comes in Pell
Grant form, not affected. But, will affect students directly.
Davis Oldham: Question about melt
Paino: —730->700. Budget for this year is still fine, but there’s less
cushion, there’s no formula for how many losses would say, break the
budget...
Jodie Hayob-Matzke: Do we know where the 30 went?
Paino: No. We’re looking into it.
2. Provost O’Donnell-- Report
Catie Finlayson: Geography is starting a BS in Geospatial not MS
3. College Deans
a. Keith Mellinger, Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences (Report)
Caitlyn Finlayson: What’s going on with the adjustment to pay and
workload for chairs?
Keith Mellinger: Soon.
Catie Finlayson: Already cut for this year?
Keith Mellinger: Yes.


https://ufc.umw.edu/wp-content/blogs.dir/3211/files/2025/09/Academic-Affairs-UFC-Report-September-2025-1.pdf
https://ufc.umw.edu/wp-content/blogs.dir/3211/files/2025/09/CAS-Dean-Report-to-UFC-Sept-2025.pdf

8.

Davis Oldham: Is there a way to make the information clearly
available to faculty/chairs from the dean?
Keith Mellinger: Weekly meetings discuss what needs to be shared
both directions.
b. Filiz Tabak, Dean of the College of Business + (Report)
c. Pete Kelly, Dean of the College of Educati3on + (Report)
SGA Representative’s Report (Amira Said)
Narcan Boxes in residents
Ball circle engagement
Chains around Custius Hall
Eagle patrol
. Parking
USC Representative’s Report (Lauren Bass) VP Edward Gray filling in.
a. See the website.
UFC Chair’s Report (Jonathan Levin) (Report to BOV, Sept 2025)
a. Timing for getting all the reports linked and to make sure they are up
before the college meetings. 10 days before the UFC meeting is ideal.
b. Wed. Oct. 22" meeting: Committee Reports due by Monday Oct.
13 so that reports and action items can be on the agenda.
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UFC Vice-Chair’s Report (Miriam Liss)
Attended pres. Leadership council meeting. Found the discussion
bullish, optimistic. Upbeat.
Paino: We use these meetings to discuss and anticipate issues being
addressed by the BOV, etc.,

Faculty Senate of Virginia Report (Patricia Orozco)

Willing to continue in the role; nothing to report.

University Committees — minutes, reports, and action items
--Motion to approve all posted minutes --

Suzanne seconded the motion

Passes

1.
2.
3.
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University Academic Affairs Committee
University Curriculum Committee
University Faculty Affairs Committee

a. 3Sept2025 Minutes

b. Draft “Subcommittee” P & T Model

. University Faculty Appeals and Grievance Committee

. University Faculty Organization Committee —

. University General Education Committee

. University Sabbaticals, Fellowships, and Faculty Awards Committee
. Bachelor of Liberal Studies Committee 3Sept2025 Minutes

. Budget Advisory Committee

10. Distance and Blended Learning Committee
11. First-Year Seminar Committee


https://ufc.umw.edu/wp-content/blogs.dir/3211/files/2025/09/UFC-report-COB-September-2025.pdf
https://ufc.umw.edu/wp-content/blogs.dir/3211/files/2025/09/COE-Dean-report-sept-25.pdf
https://ufc.umw.edu/wp-content/blogs.dir/3211/files/2025/09/UMW-BOV-Report-Sept-2025.pdf
https://ufc.umw.edu/wp-content/blogs.dir/3211/files/2025/09/2025.09.03_UFAC-Minutes.docx
https://ufc.umw.edu/wp-content/blogs.dir/3211/files/2025/09/UFAC-Draft-Subcommittee-PT-Model.pdf
https://ufc.umw.edu/wp-content/blogs.dir/3211/files/2025/09/BLS-Minutes-9-5-25.pdf

a. 3September2025 Minutes
12. Honors Program Committee

a. Sept2025 Minutes
13. James Farmer Multicultural Committee 14. Journalism Advisory Committee -
15. Speaking and Writing Intensive Committee —
16. Student Affairs and Campus Life Advisory Committee 17. Digital Intensive
Committee

a. 28March2025Minutes b. 5SeptMinutes

VI. New Business (includes Action Items from committees)

1. FSEM Proposals
Ben LaBreche’s Literature and the Supernatural was approved in spring 2025, but
has not yet been formally approved by UFC. This was a standard approval.

The Beauty Differences Give Us was approved to have Chris Foss added as an
instructor on an emergency basis over the summer 2025. This was an emergency
approval, so that Chris Foss could teach that FSEM this semester.

Motion to approve Michael Benson

Second Suzanne Sumner

Passes Unanimously. Voice

2. BLS proposal. (see above)

April W. says it doesn’t make sense to do this since it’s trying to match BA/BS. Remove only
two repeats per semester.

Motion to send back to BLS. April Wynn

Second Caitie Finlayson

Passes. None opposed.

3. DIl Action ltem:

a. GEOG 200, Digital Geographies—Cai3e Finlayson (March 2025)

b. ENGL 319C - Special Studies in Pre-1900 Lit: Whitman/Dickinson — Mara
Scanlon (Sept 2025)
4. Honors Action Items:

a. FSEM 100: Science and Technology — Because we can. Should we? An additional
instructor (Randall Reif) was added to the already approved HN course.

b. MUHL 153: Women in Opera. The previously approved course is nhow approved
for all instructors.
Davis Oldham Motion to approve 3 and 4
Suzanne Sumner Seconded
Passes. None opposed.


https://ufc.umw.edu/wp-content/blogs.dir/3211/files/2025/09/FSEM-Cmte-Minutes-September-3-2025.docx
https://ufc.umw.edu/wp-content/blogs.dir/3211/files/2025/09/University-Honors-Committee-action-items-Sept-2025-1.pdf
https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fufc.umw.edu%2Fwp-content%2Fblogs.dir%2F3211%2Ffiles%2F2025%2F03%2FDI-Committee-Meeting-Minutes-2025-03-28.docx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK
https://ufc.umw.edu/wp-content/blogs.dir/3211/files/2025/09/DI-Committee-Meeting-Minutes-Aug-29-2025-1.pdf

5. Subcommittee model (see UFAC point b) Discussion. Summary of this discussion: The
most prevalent concern was that there weren’t enough eyes on the files. Three basic
solutions were suggested: 1. Have the whole committee view some subset of the
whole candidate’s file 2. Construct some mechanism by which the subcommittee
could easily ask for more eyes on a file or 3. Just have the whole committee read every
file in its entirety.

Melissa Wells: The alternative to this proposal is that we need to let each college come up
with their own structure for Pand T.

Discussion. Most of this discussion was directed toward Melissa Wells. This does not
represent a full transcript of all concerns raised.

Andi Smith: one caveat. Adding a step where everyone on the committee looks at just the
Rationale. So that if anyone is concerned about a file they can have the whole committee
look at it.

Caitie Finlayson: 3 is too small of a group, so everyone should read the rationale.

Davis Oldham: Agree with Andi, p. 4. Step. 1. “a few weeks on contract” is too amorphous.
We need a specific number for time for the file to be available.

Jonathan Levin: What does “peer review” mean in this document? Regularizes the letter
writing process, which is not universal at this time.

AprilWynn.: Concerns about 3 people on the subcommittee Counter proposal: Everyone
reviews the rationale and chair’s letter.

Ginny Morris: worry about not having any senior people on committee.

Miriam Liss: Rationale and Chair’s letter. Peer review deadline. Lack of clarity of what the
peer review process is? What’s the model for the process...anonymity? Could be on the
dept. level.

Andi Smith: Anonymity can’t work in our dept.—too small.
Melissa: Committee discussed anonymity and rejected that.

Kim Kinsley: Several points. Among them, section 7 should be revised concurrently, and the
chair’s role is not clear, and that the proposal undermines research rigor since there isn’t
disciplinary expertise.

Melissa Wells: Clarification: The committee structure needs to be approved by the colleges
while the Section 7 Criteria for advancement is a UFC question.



Kim Kinsley: Model undermines research rigor...

Amrita Dhar: Section 7 composition. Clarity.

Karen Anewalt: Read rationale and all the letters. Minimum # of members at full professor.
Eric Gable: 1. Efficiency Why is this necessary? 2. Fairness and efficiency.

Melissa Wells: 1. Reorg. makes it necessary. 2. The subcommittee model is motivated by
workload, taking Ed and Bus. Faculty and increasing their workload, but 3. Trying to not
waste time. 4. Institutional and disciplinary knowledge is preserved by subcommittees.

Eric Gable: Messy summer because of this. Fine.

Brooks Kuykendall: Same concerns as April. What system for determining who is on the
subcommittees?

Melissa Wells: The Chair of the P and T committee would assign.

Suzanne Sumner: Con. 1. P2. At large members cannot be from a dept already
represented. Seems too restrictive. 2. Require 4 full profs. 3. Read rationale and letters. 4.

Michael Benson: 1. Subcommittee will be from the 9 on the university committee?
Melissa: yes.

Michael Benson: Are there mechanisms to avoid favoritism?

Ruth Arriaza (nursing): We don’t have any tenured faculty.

Melissa Wells: There is still the step from Lecturer to Senior Lecturer.

Andi Smith: No one has expertise in others’ areas. And, that’s fine. That’s how it is already in
CAS. Subcommittee should not be formed on basis of discipline, but seniority.

Jonathan Levin: The Chair’s responsibility to explain the disciplinary features and
expectations.

Janine Davis: What criteria will the subcommittees be using. RTA criteria?
Full professor criteria not clear. Full university to determine the membership. Minimum

number of full profs? Role of the dean in the process?

Melissa Wells: Dean: same role of dean. We should distinguish between Criteria vs.



Guidelines.
Criteria: Section 7 handbook. Evaluation of the actual files.
Guidelines: a structure for those involved in preparing the materials.

Kristin Marsh: 1. Full committee reading letters and rationale. 2. Probably not about
workload. 3. Criteria must be maintained. 4. Subcommittees should be dispersed.

Jodie Hayob: Do the chairs write APRs or the School directors?

Keith Mellinger: Chair does the faculty evaluation.

Miriam Liss: 1. Departmental guidelines (on provosts) purpose is for the department
organization, not to be read into the P and T committee. 2. Workload—can we put checks in
so that a subcommittee member can ask to bring the file to the whole committee.

Melissa: It’s a compromise.

Ginny Morris: Subcommittee and more eyes on rationale, a second subcommittee could
look at the tertiary materials.

Eric Gable: Are we trying to resolve this. 1. Against all this extra work load implicitin all
these amendments. 2. Maybe we just have everyone on the committee of the whole read
all the files.

Suzanne Sumner: more eyes

Kim Kinsley: more eyes.

Miriam Liss: lower bar: perhaps the subcommittee isn’t voting up or down but simply noting
that there are potential red flags, which would push the case to the full committee for

review.

AprilWynn: Is the subcommittee make-up public? One of three is bad. | wouldn’t
want to be one of the three in this system.

Xiaofeng Zhao: System has worked in both ways (subcommittee and each college). Why
have -this discussion?

Elizabeth Johnson-Young: | wouldn’t want to be one of three.

Jonathan Levin: Vast majority of cases are easy. Can’t we do like Miriam said. Figure out
lower bar for getting more eyes on the file.

Jodie: personalities can affect the outcome. Chairs need to be trained on how to write good



letters that put things in context.
Catie Finlayson: agree with the Mariam element. CAS for everyone Subcommittee model

Jonathan Levin: Reminded everyone that we need to consider similar issues with respect to
the work of our curriculum committees.

Announcements: None
Adjournment: 5:25 pm
Motion to adjourn Eric Gable
Second. Passed.

Minutes: Michael Reno

Addendum. Kim Kinsley’s notes from Business on the tenure and promotion proposal:
1. Chair Role and Authority Issues
o Unclear Administrative Function: The proposed model reduces the chair's

role to that of an "office manager" who merely receives and synthesizes

feedback from other tenured faculty members. This approach raises several

concerns:

¢ Lack of Independent Administrative Perspective: Chairs should
provide an independent administrative view rather than simply
summarizing other tenured faculty opinions

e Undefined Role Clarity: The actual scope and responsibility of the
chair's role remains ambiguous under this model

« Need for Separate Evaluation: There should be clear delineation
between the chair's independent assessment and the synthesis of
tenured faculty input

e Proposed Solution: Implement separate chair letters without synthesis
of tenured faculty letters, while allowing review by the chair, dean, and
committee of letters.

2. Representation and Equity Concerns
o Aflawinthe new model (that the old COB raised concerns about for the
whole last year) is the potential lack of representation and dilution of
expertise when moving to this model.

3. Standards and Implementation Timeline Issues
o Standards Development Concerns: The proposed approval process puts
the cart before the horse regarding evaluation standards:

e Section 7 Revision Priority: Should we address Section 7 revisions BEFORE voting
on the subcommittee model?

+ Parallel Development Needed: Section 7 should be rewritten concurrently with,
not after, the P&T model adoption

4. Need for Check-and-Balance Systems: The model lacks adequate oversight



mechanisms beyond tenured faculty letter writing, creating potential gaps in
accountability and fairness.

Diluted Disciplinary Expertise: The model undermines research evaluation quality
by having broad disciplinary representatives evaluate work outside their area of
expertise. This lack of nuanced understanding necessary for rigorous research
assessment could create insufficient and biased evaluations.

Increased Administrative Complexity Without Clear Benefits: Contrary to claims
of improved efficiency, this model does introduce its own complexities. It seems like
the chair will have a very heavy lift to get the committees organized, divvy out the
files, etc.

Extensive Training Requirements: Necessitates comprehensive training for chairs
writing discipline-specific letters to non-expert evaluators.

. Arbitrary Outcome Risk: The "unanimous approval" mechanism for
subcommittees could create outcomes based on committee composition rather
than candidate merit, potentially undermining the fairness and consistency of the
evaluation process.



