Approved 3-11-15
Teaching & Learning Committee
February 25, 2015 (Meeting #9)

Present: Ann Bergeron, Sally Bradt, Cindy Christian, Nick Dalton, Jessi Eaton, David Edmund, Char
Harkins, Sarah Hatfield, Paul Kiprof, Lara LaCaille, Mackenzie Liebl, Mary Ann Marchel, Jerry Pepper,
Burke Scarbrough, Angela Sharp, Junhua Wang, Weiquing Zhang

Excused: Nathan Ernst, Sheryl Grana, Daniel Hoff, Janet Pribyl, Julie Slowiak, Julia Williams,

Guest: Sue Darge Lombardo

Report from UCC
This group will be meeting next week and will be finalizing a process for tracking issues as they move
through the governance system.

Faculty development

Jerry presented a decentralized model of faculty development that stands in contrast to the more
centralized "Center for Teaching and Learning' model. This learning cooperative model has shared
responsibility for teaching and learning across the department, collegiate, and administrative level rather
than having a single office accountable for faculty development. The decentralized model takes into
account programs that have both direct and indirect impact on faculty. It is difficult to rely on the
expertise of one or two individuals staffing an office to serve the diverse needs of the campus. It was
noted that a decentralized model is harder for new faculty to navigate. Individual departments need to
take ownership of mentoring new faculty. This is happening at various levels of effectiveness across
campus. Moving to this model would involve changing the current culture and mindset. Educating the
campus about the ongoing opportunities would be first and foremost. Developing an online clearinghouse
of these resources was suggested as a good first step. IDS already has a website with a wealth of resources
— how many people use what we already have? It was noted that the model that was presented is basically
what we already have, but what is the type of model that will create the type of change in which teaching
& learning is really valued? There is not currently a sense of shared responsibility for faculty
development. When you have one office, it becomes the sole responsibility of one office. A member
asked where is the incentive for faculty to do anything extra? We need to change the perception that
faculty development IS extra. The incentive is to make the teaching experience more joyful, and to make
the classroom a more exciting place to be for both faculty and students. It is unclear on how to move
forward with this issue as this is still a loose concept rather than a proposal. The range of activities under
the umbrella of centers for teaching & learning on other campuses are far and wide; there is no one best-
practice model. Perhaps the next step would be to discuss the benefits of a centralized model, and then
compare the two models. Jerry will look in to this for our next meeting.

Academic integrity policies
Minor wordsmithing changes to these policies were suggested at a previous meeting. Revised versions

will be brought back for final approval at our next meeting.

Meeting adjourned at 4:10 pm.



