
 
2018-19 Annual Report, Committee on Academic Freedom and Professional Status of the Faculty 

1.  Members of CAFPS during 2017-2018 
B. Gillian Turgeon (Chair, SIPS, CALS) 
Kimberly O’Brien (CHE) 
Ritchie Patterson (A&S) 
Tracy Stokol (VET) 
Bruce Van Dover (ENG) 
Diane Burton (ILR) 
Michael Scanlon (SIPS, CALS)  
Muna Ndulo (LAW) 
Zhira Zhang (ENG) 
Charles Van Loan (Dean of Faculty, ex officio) 
Chris Schaffer (Associate Dean of Faculty, ex officio) 
 

2.  Activity during 2018-2019 
9/27/18- Discussion of Research, Teaching and Extension (RTE) nontenure track (NTT) faculty. 
Discussion of a proposal to integrate NTT into the Senate and its surrounding committees.  The 
proposal was subsequently adopted. 
 
11/07/18- Discussion of revisions to policy 6.4 procedures. 
Discussion of revisions to Title IX, 6.4 procedures dealing with harassment, bias, and sexual 
misconduct which has now been approved. 
Discussion of CAFPS committee composition to include the RTE faculty. 
 
2/6/19- Review of tenure policies: 
This was the first of several meetings related to the ongoing review of all the tenure track 
processes and procedures to provide more detail and guidance in the Faculty Handbook.  
Committee discussed four areas: 
• Should the final vote of the tenured faculty be by secret ballot? 
• Should the tenured faculty have a chance to review the Chair’s letter to the dean before it is 

sent? 
• Should “straw polls” and “tentative votes” be allowed during the department’s deliberations? 
• How should the votes of those unable to attend the final-vote meeting be viewed? 

DOF presented a rough draft of the RTE representation issue and what the Senate will be 
voting on at its Feb 13 meeting  
 

2/19/19- Review of tenure policies: external letters 
• Purpose 
• Reasoning about the number of letters   
• The process by which the reviewers are selected. Defining “distance” between the reviewer 

and the candidate. What advice to the candidate on the production of his/her list. Producing 
the final list. 

• What about local reviewers? 
• What about a candidate’s do-not-contact list? 
• The solicitation letter. Should it Invite comparisons? Should templates be provided?  Should 

the candidate see the content? 

https://blogs.cornell.edu/deanoffaculty/files/2016/06/AnnualReportCAFPS2016-2l94n8a.pdf#page=1
https://blogs.cornell.edu/deanoffaculty/files/2016/06/AnnualReportCAFPS2016-2l94n8a.pdf#page=1


• What is “research trajectory” and should reviewers be asked about it? How? 
• How much of the dossier should be made available to the reviewer and in what form? 
• Getting a good return rate. What about a preliminary “do you have time” communication to a 

potential reviewer? What about asking in May so that the reviewer has the summer to work 
on it. How to avoid “no-can-do already writing 5 letters like this during the next few weeks.” 

• Interpreting the return rate. 
• Under what circumstances does it make sense to go for more letters? 
• Interpreting letters. Can guidance be provided about “reading between the lines”? What is a 

“good letter”? 
• Normally external reviews do not provide insight into teaching. However, external reviewers 

could be asked to comment on the candidate’s expository skills. Good idea? 
• Should mentoring include advice about how to cultivate a list of good external reviewers? 

What would that advice look like? 
 
03/21/19--Review of tenure policies: 
• Guidelines for soliciting letters from undergraduate and graduate students that comment on 

teaching and advising. Random? All PhD advisees? What should the solicitation letter look 
like? Should a template for that letter be public? 

• What if a misconduct allegation surfaces in a student letter? 
• To what extent should raw teaching evaluation data be distilled? 
• What constitutes a bad teaching evaluation? 
• Minimum criteria so that a peer review of teaching communicates real information. 
• Guidelines for writing a teaching statement. 
• Should the "Weiss Award View" of good ugrad teaching be highlighted? 
• Teaching/service overload—guidelines for chairs so that it does not become the basis of an 

appeal. 
• How should extension/external engagement be assessed? 

4/15/19--Review of tenure policies: 
Discussion of Dean-level procedures and odds and ends at the Dept level. 

05/09/19 
Discussion, by email, of the proposal by a group in Law to authorize their college to give tenure 
to clinical professors. 

05/17/19-- Review of tenure policies: Bringing John Silicano and Stephanie Beery up to speed on 
our thinking about some of the processes and traditions related to tenure.  
Mapped out a strategy that will take us to the next level in the Fall. How do we go from AFPS to 
the Senate and from Deans to chairs etc.  

 
 
 
 
 
 


