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New College of Florida Faculty Meeting
April 11, 2012: Sudakoff Auditorium, 3:30 P.M.
Recorded Attendance: Faculty: Barton, Bauer, Beneš, Clore, Colladay, Cuomo, Demski, Edidin, Fairchild, Harley,
Harvey, Henckell, Hernandez, Herzog, Hicks, Hirshfield, Langston, Marks, McCord, McDonald, Michalson, Miles,
Poimenidou, Ramirez, Scudder, Sherman, Shipman, Skinner, Van Tuyl, Vesperi, Wallace, Walstrom, Wyman, Zamsky,
Zhang , Zhu
Students: Cassandra Corrado, *Emily Myers, *Zach Low
*Voting Students
Guests: Kim Bendickson, Ray Burgman, Duff Cooper, Suzanne Janney, Mike Kessie, Kathy Killion, Julie Morris, Ryan
Noble, Natalie Rector, Caroline Reed, Nancy Spaid, Hui-Min Wen
I. Substituting for Rick Coe, who was ill, Doug Langston called the meeting to order at 3:36 pm.
II. Approval of Minutes: Sarah Hernandez moved, with Gordon Bauer seconding, that the minutes of the 7 March 2012
Faculty Meeting be approved; and the motion passed by a voice vote.
III. Academic Administrative Reports:
President: Opening with an update on the budgetary situation, President Michalson noted that the final budget bill was
now with the Governor, who had until 21 April to sign it. The College’s $1.3 million funding increase is buried in the
overall budget for higher education, but the $1.8 million in PECO funds was still vulnerable to a possible veto; and we
were making every effort to protect them. Michalson then remembered recently deceased College trustee Bob Peterson
and praised Peterson’s combination of deep intelligence, professional expertise as a former general counsel, and wry
sense of humor. Michalson reported on the 22 March BOG meeting, where he discussed with the chancellor possible
candidates for the BOG’s next appointments to the BOT. This was also the meeting where Donal O’Shea was ratified as
incoming president, and he presented thoughtful remarks on New College and the prospects of working with the BOG
and system as a whole. With reference to Foundation Executive Vice President Clint Monts de Oca, who could not attend
this meeting, Michalson viewed this interim appointment as a most fortuitous development at this point in the end of the
first round of the Foundation’s capital campaign. Monts de Oca had fundraising experience with State College of Florida
and in Manatee County and the Tampa area, as well as media connections. Michalson then mentioned that this transition
was a good moment, with Donal O’Shea’s involvement, to raise the issue of eliminating the dual presidential titles at this
institution and to go in the direction of a more traditional Vice President for Advancement of the College, who
coordinates fundraising, public affairs, and marketing, and reports directly to the College president.
Provost: Steve Miles first thanked everybody who attended yesterday’s open dialog on faculty workload issues and
extended special thanks to the FASC for its hard work and detailed proposal. About 40 faculty, students, and staff
attended this useful discussion. On the topic of good news, Miles announced this year’s Fulbright winners: Dana Ziegler
who is going to Indonesia; Susanna Payne-Passmore, to Georgia; and Christopher Mulholland, to Germany. Kathleen
McQueeny was also offered a Fulbright grant to the Netherlands, which she declined because it didn’t include tuition and
accepted instead a graduate fellowship at Brandeis. Miriam Wallace received a Lewis Walpole Library Fellowship for a
month of research at Yale. Together with Emily Fairchild, Wallace will also be going later this month to Colorado
College to consult with colleagues in gender studies; and Kim Anderson is going to Bard to continue the discussion on
theses with a focus on art. Referring to his email from the previous day about faculty appointments, Miles announced that
next year Ivan Ramirez and Jieun Lee will share a visiting position in Environmental Studies; Catherine Cottrell was
hired in a tenure-track position in Psychology; and Tracy Collins, in the field of Economics, will be next year’s
Consortium for Faculty Diversity fellow. He acknowledged the efforts of the CFD committee, the office of the provost,
and Ray Burgman’s role as coordinator. On a sadder note, Miles noted Jan Wheeler’s retirement after over 30 years of
service. He recognized her immense contribution to the College and the many students she had saved. The next stage
involves a two-step process. There is the short-term process of searching for a director of the WRC and possible adjuncts
for fall classes. The long-term issue regards the direction of the teaching of writing at this point in the College’s history,
which is something that has to be decided by the institution as a whole and will require a research process and discussions
in the fall. Miles then announced a new student exchange program with University of West Indies, thanks to the efforts of
alum Mike Campbell. The exchange will start with one or two students in the area of marine sciences. Miles also
recognized the work of Cathy Cuthbertson, Wendy Bashant, Sandra Gilchrist, and particularly Tarron Khemraj, who was
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essential in making this collaboration possible. On the subject of system-wide coordination within the SUS, Miles
reported on the meeting of the Council of Academic Vice Presidents at the BOG meeting and the benefits to New College
from the establishment of 3+2 and 4+2 programs with other SUS institutions. These would enable students to earn a New
College bachelor’s degree, undertake online courses, and then after one year at UF get a bachelor’s degree in engineering,
which would be attractive to prospective students. With FGCU, possible master’s programs in health science, criminal
justice, special education, and public administration are currently being investigated. Such programs that would enable
our students to go directly into SUS graduate programs would be beneficial for recruitment and retention purposes.
Returning to the topic of faculty appointments, Miles addressed tenure-track searches that had been held back and were
now restarting. This year a vacancy in psychology was filled. Next year we will move forward with six other searches, but
there are contingencies; and there will be decision points in the process.
In response to Sarah Hernandez’s question about Faculty Budget Committee’s role in the decision process, Miles
noted that Rick Coe was a member of both the AAC and the Budget Committee and would be part of the discussions.
Langston then inquired about the date assigned for the make-up day for the classes cancelled by the Teach-in.
IV. EPC Motion on LAC: Following introductory comments and clarification of the changes indicated below that
addressed the discrepancy between the section’s current language and our actual practice, Robert Zamsky moved for the
EPC, with Pat McDonald seconding, the following proposed changes to the Faculty Handbook section regarding the LAC
Course Selection Procedure. (Additions are underlined):
6.2.1.1 Liberal Arts Curriculum (LAC) Course Selection Procedure
A liberal arts education at New College should develop a student's intellectual and personal potential as fully as
possible, and as a result instill interest in diverse academic disciplines and inspire a regard for views different
from one’s own. Courses that satisfy the LAC requirement should introduce a discipline, a field of study, a
region, a time period, or a body of literature; have no pre-requisites, with the exception of courses, such as
languages or mathematics, which may have an implied basic proficiency; and be taught by a faculty member in
his/her area of expertise. In addition to completing the online evaluation form in accordance with Section 6.5.1
(Evaluations), faculty members teaching LAC courses are expected to complete an LAC-Course Student
Outcome Assessment Form on a random sampling of no more than 20 students. Students choose LACdesignated courses they will take to satisfy the LAC requirement in consultation with their contract sponsor. The
following procedure will be used for determining the LAC designation:
1. When the faculty member proposes next year's courses for the two-term syllabus, he/she marks LAC courses.
Division Chairs also have the option of encouraging additional LAC course descriptions.
2. All new LAC course descriptions are submitted to their respective Divisions for discussion and feedback,
confirmed by the Division Chair, and forwarded to the Registrar.
3. The Division Chairs review all course descriptions and have the option of encouraging additional LAC
designations. or requesting clarifications.
4. The Division Chairs forward course descriptions to the Registrar.
3. Courses that satisfy the LAC requirement are marked with an asterisk in the two-term syllabus and in the
course schedules.
In the discussion, faculty members raised questions about the process for feedback on new LAC courses and the division
chair’s role, changing an existing course into an LAC course, and removing a course’s LAC status. Michelle Barton asked
about the effective date of the change, since faculty members were in the middle of submitting the two-term courses for
the next year.
The motion passed by a voice vote.
V. Overview of QEP Consultant’s Report: Utilizing a PowerPoint presentation, Michelle Barton provided an overview
of the QEP external review conducted by D.J. Henry in early March and her final report. The external review’s full text is
available from MyNCF on the portal under https://myncf.ncf.edu/group/ncf-quality-enhancement-plan/qualityenhancement-plan-home Barton reported that D.J. Henry’s central findings were very positive. She found that the
College’s QEP was rigorous and challenging and on target and running in a very good way, despite budget cuts and
substantial administrative changes over the last three years. Henry reported positive impressions from her meetings with
faculty, library staff, administrators, and students involved with the QEP and noted we had to be able to document how
the plan was impacting the campus as a whole. Under suggestions for action, Henry cited the need for data that SACS had
not required at the time our QEP had been developed and that SACS now would like to see comparative data on students
who hadn’t participated in QEP courses. Barton stated that faculty should anticipate requests for midterm and final papers
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from courses at the same level as QEP-courses. The College also had to add more direct measures of how the Library and
WRC were being used, compile comments from faculty who teach QEP courses, and gather data on non QEP-faculty who
were incorporating into their classes approaches they had learned from a QEP-related workshop they had attended. It was
also important to maintain QEP visibility on campus and initiate a campus-wide discussion on using rubrics as tools. To
this end, Barton announced that they were developing a stronger web presence of the QEP for an external audience and
are initiating more extensive training on rubric development in August and January. This process will include blind
ratings of student papers. There will be a 2-3-day workshop this summer, in which non-QEP faculty can participate and
earn a stipend. After discussing the remaining four semesters of the QEP, which wraps up in September 2014 and is an
essential component of the institution’s Fifth Year Interim Report to SACS, Barton reiterated the QEP’s four principles
and the importance that the QEP have a lasting impact.
VI. Report from Campus Police: Lieutenant Mike Kessie introduced himself to the group and expressed his intention to
open lines of communication, inform faculty about what the Campus Police do, and give them a chance to ask questions.
The ensuing discussion covered the recent assaults south of campus and meetings with Chief Holloway of the Sarasota
Police Department and the IBSSHA. Kessie noted the need to coordinate and share information with multiple
jurisdictions in the campus area: Sarasota City and County, Manatee County, the Sarasota-Bradenton Airport, and the
Florida Highway Patrol. Amy Clore brought up arrest incidents from the 1980s and 1990s when there was no
communication. Replying to Langston’s question as to the possibility posting of names of pictures of officers on the
Portal, Kessie cited privacy concerns. In response to Julie Morris’s question about a buffer area around campus, Kessie
stated that Campus Police’s jurisdiction encompasses all of the College campus and extends 1000 feet beyond it. A key
concern about Campus Police’s role in responding to calls in this buffer area is that it would add neighborhood crimes to
the College’s crime statistics. Katie Walstrom suggested a meet-and-great event to familiarize faculty with members of
Campus Police, five of whom are new hires.
VII. Announcements
a) Kathy Killion announced Kathy Allen’s retirement and the opportunity to stop by the Registrar’s Office to say good
bye on April 27. She also introduced Ryan Noble, who started as the College’s new Director of Information Technology
on 5 March.
b) Michelle Barton solicited proposals from faculty for QEP courses for the coming and following academic years. She
noted that a QEP course should have no prerequisites, be aimed at first and second-year students, and be limited to 15
students.
c) As addendum to his above report, Steve Miles informed faculty that as of this date Ray Burgman has a list of 176
students who had not yet filed their thesis prospectus and that his office was trying to find students without full
baccalaureate committees. He also announced New Music New College’s final performance of the year on 21 April at
8:00 pm in Sudakoff.
c) Caroline Reed informed faculty that the Library now has an email address thesis@ncf.edu, to which graduating
students can send the PDF version of their senior theses instead of submitting it on a CD. She also announced National
Library Week and the Library’s Open House on Friday from 1 to 2:30 pm.
d) Sarah Hernandez notified the group about NCUFF’s last meeting of the academic year, where the officers for next year
will be discussed and nominated.
e) Carrie Beneš raised a question about the policy on the announcement of baccalaureates.
VIII. Good of the Order: None
XI. The meeting adjourned at 4:58 pm
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New College of Florida Faculty Meeting
March 7, 2012: Sainer Auditorium, 3:30 P.M.
Recorded Attendance:
Faculty: Aarden, Anderson, Andrews, Baram, Barton, Carrasco, Clore, Coe, Colladay, Cuomo, Demski, Edidin,
Fairchild, Goff, Graham, Harvey, Henckell, Hernandez, Herzog, Hicks, Hirshfield, Khemraj, Langston, Marks,
McCord, McDonald, Miles, Mullins, Newman, Poimenidou, Portugal, Ramirez, Reid, Rohrbacher, Scudder,
Shaw, Sherman, Shipman, Skinner, Sutherland, Van Horn, Van Tuyl, Vesperi, Walstrom, Wyman, Yildirim,
Zamsky, Zhang , Zhu
Students: Gary Baker, Roger Filmyer, *Erin Kent, *Michael Long, *Emily Myers, *Zach Low
*Voting Students
Guests: Kim Bendickson, Hana Boed, Ray Burgman, Kathy Coffey, Duff Cooper, Gail Donovan, Anne Fisher,
Allen Goldberg, Renée Hamad, Jake Hartvigsen, Courtney Hughes, Suzanne Janney, Bob Johnson, Mike Kessie,
Mark Levenson, Sarah Norris, Alison Piper, Natalie Rector, Caroline Reed, Felice Schulaner, Nancy Spaid, Daryl
Thomas, Jeanne Viviani, Hui-Min Wen
Faculty Chair Rick Coe called the meeting to order at 3:37 pm.
I. Approval of Minutes: Barbara Hicks moved, with Sarah Hernandez seconding, that the minutes of the 8
February 2012 Faculty Meeting be approved; and the motion passed by a voice vote.
II. Discussion of Presidential Candidates: (This portion of the meeting was treated as an executive session for
which no minutes were taken.)
III. Reports: Provost Miles: Steve Miles opened by noting how impressed he had been by the rigor of the schedule
the Presidential Search Committee had to endure and the multiple opportunities people had to meet with the
candidates. Referring to President Michalson’s email from earlier today about the legislative budget process, he
stated that the $1.3 million increase in recurring funds for the College is still in the appropriations bill. However, the
question remains about the veto process. The understanding was that the $1.3 million will be embedded into the
larger university appropriations bill to make it less vulnerable. The $1.5 million cut hurts a lot, but the $1.3 million
in recurring funds does change things. Miles announced that Dennis Stover had resigned from the Foundation to
take a position at USF S/M. More information on the Foundation’s leadership will be coming; and the staff is
handling regular operations during Andy Walker’s leave of absence. Following up on the discussion on the teach-in
from three weeks ago, Miles reported that the notes from the recent discussion in the Black Box Theatre and
indications of the next steps to be taken will be circulated, in addition to the results of a clicker survey that showed
what people in the room had been thinking. The BOT is meeting on Saturday and will be taking up the tenure
recommendations for Necmettin Yildirim and Tarron Khemraj. The Academic Affairs Committee will be meeting
before the BOT meeting. This committee hasn’t met for a long time, or at the most only sporadically. It is now
chaired by Audrey Coleman; other members include Rick Coe, and Elaine Keating. As we move to a new president,
it is crucial to have an active Academic Affairs Committee. When faculty members are being presented to the BOT
for tenure, it is important that this committee discuss why tenure is important, what is confers and what it does not
confer, and what kind of review process we use. It is important that the members of this committee and the members
of BOT as a whole be informed. Regarding Pat McDonald’s request that the administration investigate the feasibility
of a pilot summer teaching program, Miles reported on what we knew now. If properly designed, such a summer
program could generate revenue, but we need to address its effect on the special exemption the BOG granted New
College from the requirement that all SUS students undertake some summer credit hours. We could lose our
exemption if we start a pilot summer session. BOG staff has informed us that we must seek the BOG’s permission;
and the upcoming meeting on March 21 and 22 would be the one for this summer. Miles also pointed out that
Financial Aid doesn’t pay for summer credits, the College is on probation for Federal Financial Aid, and we have no
scholarship funds. The third issue is that the Duke TIP Summer Study Center Program will be using student housing
over the summer. His recommendation at this point is that we can’t do a pilot program this summer. Miles
announced that last summer Pat McDonald, Susanne Sherman, Diane Weber, and Paul Scudder had attended a joint
CUR/COPLAC conference on Institutionalizing Undergraduate Research, where they saw how other institutions
were doing a better job of presenting student work than we were. After talking with Jeanne Viviani and Ray
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Burgman, they decided to revamp the Thesis Showcase, which had been initiated by Sonia Labrador-Rodríguez and
usually took place in April. The event will now be called “New Scholars New College” and occur the day before
Commencement, when families will be here. In closing, Miles reported that under the auspices of the senior thesis
project, Kim Anderson would be going to Bard College to look at rubrics for Art theses.
IV. Announcements: None
V. Good of the Order: Hicks requested that the Chair of the Faculty write a letter commending the Presidential
Search Committee for its work.
VI. The meeting adjourned at 4:56 pm.
Submitted by Glenn Cuomo, Secretary of the Faculty
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New College of Florida Faculty Meeting
February 8, 2012: Sainer Auditorium, 3:30 P.M.
Recorded Attendance:
Faculty: Aarden, Anderson, Baram, Barton, Bauer, Beneš, Beulig, Brain, Clore, Coe, Colladay, Cuomo, Dean, De
La Garza, Demski, Edidin, Fairchild, Goff, Goldschmitt, Harvey, Henckell, Hernandez, Herzog, Hicks, Hirshfield,
Khemraj, Langston, Marks, McCord, McDonald, Michalson, Miles, Mullins, Newman, Poimenidou, Portugal,
Ruppeiner, Scudder, Shaw, Sherman, Shipman, Skinner, Sutherland, Van Horn, Van Tuyl, Vesperi, Wallace,
Walstrom, White, Wyman, Yildirim, Zamsky, Zhang , Zhu
Students: Felix Acuña, Sarah Askew, Logan Bartholomew, Marliz Calleja,* Claire Comiskey, Reese Crispen,
Matthew Cutler, Juan R. Elias, Ariel Gonzalez, Ariel Hart, David Hartmann, Erin Kent,* Rosalind Kichler, Joohyun
Kim, Michael Long,* Destiny Lyals, Tian Ma, Kathleen McQueeney, Crystal Miller, Jacob Morton, Emily Myers,*
Alex Nicoleau, Alec Niedenthal, Farrell Ocasio, Taylor Parker, Ashley Parks, Susanna Payne-Passmore, Paula
Pulmano, Daniela Rizzo, Analeah Rosen, Blair Sapp, Barbara Suarez, Samuel Thornton, Emma Wolin
*Voting Students
Guests: Wendy Bashant, Marilyn Brislin, Ray Burgman, Natalie Catasus, Duff Cooper, Brian Doherty, Gail
Donovan, Allen Goldberg, Jake Hartvigsen, Courtney Hughes, Suzanne Janney, Mark Levenson, Julie Morris,
Maura Scully Murry, Alison Piper, Natalie Rector, Caroline Reed, Nancy Spaid, Dennis Stover, Andrew Walker,
Jan Wheeler
Faculty Chair Rick Coe called the meeting to order at 3: 41 pm.
I. Approval of Minutes: Gordon Bauer moved, with Barbara Hicks seconding, that the minutes of the 14
December 2011 Faculty Meeting be approved; and the motion passed by a voice vote.
II. Reports
President Michalson: Commenting on the legislative front and the House and Senate’s differing higher education
priorities, Michalson hoped that the Senate’s proposed cuts in all the SUS units’ reserve funds was a gambit to
expose some universities “generous” reserves. The magnitude of the proposed cut would wipe out the College’s
reserves, which we intended to use in a more judicious way. We were putting all of our efforts into convincing key
leaders in the legislature that across-the-board cuts affect small institutions disproportionately and have not given up
hope of gaining some new funding either recurring or non-recurring. The January instead of March start of the
session has put us off-kilter. Regarding this meeting’s later agenda item dealing with the response by students and
others related to recent campus incidents that touch on the deeper issues of tolerance and campus diversity,
Michalson stated that as imperfect as our institutional efforts may be in creating a diverse and inclusive and tolerant
climate, let there be no mistake about the College’s commitment to diversity, to inclusiveness, and to a tolerant
atmosphere. These are examples of issues, where we cannot afford to be merely as good as the surrounding culture.
In the question period David Mullins asked about an across-the-board percentage of the $400 million cut to
the SUS reserve funds and then followed with a question about the sustainability of NCF as a stand-alone institution
in continuing budget circumstances and any thoughts about realigning NCF with another SUS institution, Michalson
stated that he had seen the number 25% going around; and the message was that this cut was for just one year. There
were talks about a separate budgeting process for the State’s honors college, similar to medical schools, since a good
case can be made for the return on the state’s investment, with our strictly undergraduate focus and all students
being full-time. There was no thought whatsoever about Mullins’ suggestion.
Provost Miles: Steve Miles thanked all the participants in last month’s discussions with the visitors from the faculty
at Bard and Hampshire Colleges working on the senior thesis project supported by the Teagle Foundation. We had a
follow-up open dialog yesterday afternoon and discussed concrete solutions for addressing the issue that even
though the senior thesis is clearly at the center of our program, we say almost nothing about the senior thesis in our
documents. We have not done a good job explaining the thesis. We are on the way to identifying successful senior
thesis models and producing a guide to articulate the successful thesis for current and prospective students. There
were other suggestions dealing with such issues as workload distribution. We will return to a discussion of the
contract system, which was originally scheduled as the topic for a 31 January open dialog. The Provost’s Office and
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other administrative units, such as Enrollment Management, are exploring administrative methods to relieve faculty
of burdens associated with Title IV measures. Miles also reported on the AAC’s discussion of Pat McDonald’s
motion calling for the administration to look into the possibility of summer teaching and address questions regarding
enrollment and tuition. The thrust of this motion was that a summer session would serve education needs of our
students and be revenue-generating. At its 31 January meeting, the AAC looked at the agreement reached in June
2011 with Provost Callahan regarding the three-year schedule for visiting faculty appointments, adjuncts, and
tenure-track searches. Mindful that even talking about this schedule created some anxiety, Miles reported that no
decisions had been made at this time, and it was understood that it would be necessary to revisit this agreement and
the circumstances. There would be more clarity once the budget discussions between senate and house are finalized.
Ending on a much happier note, Miles stated that one of the more pleasurable tasks of his office was to read the files
of promotion and tenure candidates. He announced the promotion to full professor of Barbara Hicks, John Newman,
and Amy Reid. He also announced that the tenure and promotion cases of Necmettin Yildirim and Tarron Khemraj
were moving along smoothly to the Board of Trustees for approval. Here he recognized the hard work of the
members of the PAC: Susan Marks, chair, Tony Andrews, Michelle Barton, Suzanne Sherman, Katie Walstrom,
John Newman, and Kim Anderson, who substituted for John Newman.
Associate Provost Burgman: After informing the faculty that one of the charges of her office is to serve as the
College’s Title IX coordinator, Ray Burgman turned the floor over to Logan Bartholomew, Taylor Parker, Rosalind
Kichler, Ashley Parks, and Sarah Askew, five students who had participated in the Title IX Group ISP. They
elaborated on a handout that summarized the project’s goals, their accomplishments thus far, and the next steps,
such as training for faculty and relevant staff and the establishment of a student peer advocate position. They also
provided a detailed flow chart for methods for reporting and investigating incident.
Andy Walker, Foundation President and Dennis Stover updated the faculty on the Foundation’s comprehensive
seven-year Fundraising Campaign. They are now nineteen months into the campaign and as of today have raised
$17.5 million towards the $60 million goal. They haven’t publicly announced the campaign and are building
momentum before going public. At least half of the funding consists of future and deferred gifts. Fourteen out of 26
planned gifts from the last 17 months are from alumni, who are leading in donors. Since normally in campaigns twothirds of the gifts are legacy gifts, they are outpacing the trends. About $5 million is real money, $3.5 million is
owed to the Foundation from the State in matching funds, and $500,000 consists of pledges. Addressing the
Foundation’s challenges and priorities, Walker noted that most gifts are restricted or for certain purposes such as
scholarships or specific academic programs. More unrestricted private funds are needed. One challenge was getting
people to donate from their assets during tough economic times. There are sheets out in the lobby with further
information on the campaign. Walker closed by mentioning some of the more recent presentations in the new topic
series and solicited suggestions for next year’s series.
Presidential Search Committee: Pat McDonald reported that over the break he and committee members Bob
Johnson, and Felice Schulaner reviewed files of prospective applicants in an external database as part of a factfinding mission and reported back to the search firm with a selection of twelve. A group of ten people were selected
from their common selections, in which there was considerable overlap. He, Bob Johnson, Felice Schulaner, and
Char Callahan conducted lengthy individual telephone/Skype interviews with each of the 10 candidates. After
review of the ten, the committee identified the following five finalists who will be coming to campus: Pamela
Gunter-Smith, from Drew University, Gregory Hess, from Claremont McKenna College, Thomas Krise, University
of the Pacific, Donal O’Shea, from Mount Holyoke, who all are academic administrators, and Kevin Quigley, the
outlier from the Peace Corps Association. These people are now official applicants and their files are available for
review on the web http://ncf.edu/presidentialsearch. He encouraged faculty to look at these and all the files, since he
believed it would show that the money for the search firm had been well spent. McDonald then outlined the tentative
schedule of meetings with various constituencies, with two lunch meetings with faculty. The committee hopes to be
done by early March. In closing, McDonald pointed out that all five finalists had the common trait of extensive
fundraising experience. In response to the question whether students will meet with the candidates, McDonald stated
that the tentative schedule includes meetings with the students.
Chair of Faculty Coe: Coe announced that the Ad hoc Budget Committee had been constituted. The committee
consists of Doug Langston from Humanities, Sarah Hernandez from Social Sciences, David Mullins from Natural
Sciences, and Coe as chair.

8 February 2012 Faculty Meeting--3

III. Announcements
a) Jan Wheeler introduced Natalie Catasus, a New College graduate from 2011, who is the new Assistant Director of
the Writing Resource Center and for the QEP.
b) Erin Kent, the NCSA’s newly elected Vice President for Academic Affairs introduced herself to the faculty.
c) QEP Director Michelle Barton informed the faculty of the upcoming visit by DJ Henry, who has been highly
recommended by SACS and will provide the institution with constructive feedback on its progress so far and on its
directions in the remaining two years of the QEP. She will prepare a formal report of her findings after her visit and
discussions with various faculty, student, and staff participants in the QEP thus far. Her visit is scheduled for March
5-7.
d) Julie Morris announced the Sarasota Bay Watershed Symposium on Coastal Watershed Science Policy and
Education, taking place on 15-17 February in Sudakoff Center with some 170 attendees. Get in touch with her if you
have any questions.
e) Carrie Beneš announced that co-director Nova Myhill and she were finalizing the program for the 18th biennial
New College Conference on Medieval & Renaissance Studies, which will be held March 8th to 10th in Sudakoff.
Jody Enders, Professor of French and Theater at the University of California, Santa Barbara, and Duane Osheim,
Professor of History at the University of Virginia, will be the plenary speakers. The conference reception will take
place on the evening of 8 March. The complete program and additional information is available from the website:
http://faculty.ncf.edu/medievalstudies/index.html
f) Caroline Reed announced that the Library, along with co-sponsor NCF Gender Studies Program, will be hosting
the African American Read-In on Wednesday, 22 February, from 11 am to 1 pm in the Jane Bancroft Cook Library
and encouraged faculty to volunteer for readings and listen in on the event.
g) Sarah Hernandez informed UFF members that they would be able to get free coffee or tea from the Four Winds
Café with their NCUFF cups once a month on designated days.
IV. Resolution on 2/10 School Shutdown Against Discrimination: At the request of Hicks, Michael Long read aloud
the following motion:
Motion for Faculty Meeting – 2/8/2012
WHEREAS, we the students of New College are deeply affected by the numerous acts of discrimination
and injustice within our community; and
WHEREAS, as an institution that prides itself on community, we feel that our institution consistently fails
to demonstrate the expected engagement in addressing ongoing injustices done to students in our
community; and
WHEREAS, in September of 2011, “I own a n****r” was written in large letters on a poster displayed
in the Hamilton Center student union; and
WHEREAS, in November of 2011, an activist from the Southern Poverty Law Center hosted a community
discussion to address the topic of discrimination and diversity at New College and over 80 students
were in attendance and the activist determined that a plan need be put in place to address these issues;
and
WHEREAS, on February 1st 2012, a student displayed a confederate flag in a public space for several days,
and in discussions that followed confronting this student, he expressed racist, negative views about people
of color/minorities.
WHEREAS in February 2012 several students referred to Pocahontas as a "woodland creature" on the
[FORUM] and made several subsequent comments to make light of our country's violence against
American Indian peoples, as far as one person saying that if students think New College is racist for
pointing out these comments, those students are oversensitive and should leave the school.
WHEREAS, diversity of faculty and staff has and continues to be an issue at New College; and
WHEREAS we students recognize that these incidents described above are not isolated incidents, but are
clear reminders of a larger environment amongst students, faculty, and staff; and
WHEREAS we as students understand that there are many more incidents related to discrimination,
oppression, and racism that have gone unnoticed or unreported due to the lack of institutional support; and
WHEREAS we understand that forms of oppression often manifest themselves in more invisible, but
equally destructive and violent ways.
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WHEREAS, we as students have exhausted all options and have spent countless hours striving for
awareness and conscientiousness of diversity issues in our community through events, awareness
campaigns, and community discussions; and
WHEREAS, we the students of New College feel that members of the New College administration have
not made necessary institutional changes addressing the lack of awareness on diversity issues; and
WHEREAS, we as students feel that it is imperative that the college engage in a campus-wide discussion
and awareness event in which all members of the New College community participate.
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that on one of the following dates, to be chosen by the faculty –
including Friday, February 10th 2012, Monday, February 13th, Tuesday, February 14th, Wednesday,
February 15th, Thursday, February 16th, or Friday, February 17th, all entities within the college will
close, including but not limited to: Physical Plant, Admissions, Housing, Student Affairs, Administrative
offices, and Academic offices in order for all members of the New College community to participate in a
campus-wide discussion and series of workshops about diversity, inclusion, and discrimination in all
of its forms.
The motion was seconded by Uzi Baram. Four Students made statements to begin the discussion. Claire Comiskey
reported on the activities of a group of thirty students over several days, which culminated in a public meeting in
Palm Court with over 180 students attending and a survey and petition disseminated via email that received 129
signatures in support as of this day. She also noted the precedent of the 1970 campus shut done in solidarity with
Kent State and similar actions at other institutions. Joohyun Kim noted that the 177 responses to the survey were not
restricted to students and the lack of any institutional avenues to discuss these issues, even though the importance of
a diverse climate was mentioned in the Academic Master Plan of 2008. Felix Acuña related the experience of a
trans* student on campus, including an incident at a CAA meeting where some individuals derided this student’s
preferred gender pronoun, which the student had expressed to those individuals previously. Daniela Rizzo reported
that some students have left because of the lack of respect.
In the discussion, students responded to Leo Demski’s concern about giving up a day of five-hour lab time
by acknowledging that they had considered the issue of the labs but considered the teach-in to be an educational
opportunity that should be treated as a hurricane day with another day added at the end of the semester. In response
to Miriam Wallace question about the teach-in’s structure, students explained that the outreach director of the
Southern Poverty Law Center would be coming and there would be work shops with students who had volunteered
to serve as moderators. When Patrick Van Horn’s asked about the effect on staff by a shut down during the work
week, students stated that they wanted staff to attend and that weekends don’t work for faculty and staff who have
families or second jobs. Paul Scudder raised the issue of how to get the offenders to come to the events and
suggested that if the goal was to prevent future offenses, a code of conduct with consequences for actions would be
more effective at stopping people from doing this again. Wendy Sutherland noted that the burden should not be put
on the students. It was the administration’s job. Students added that the purpose was not to issue a policy but to be
an all-inclusive campus event. David Harvey saw the motion as two distinct proposals: one involving a campus-wide
event on diversity issues, and the other involving a shut down; and he noted that faculty had reservations about
cancelling classes. Harvey moved, with Bauer seconding, to amend the text of the final paragraph as follows:
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the New College community participate in a campus-wide
discussion and series of workshops about diversity, inclusion, and discrimination in all of its forms.
In the discussion of the amendment, Amy Clore noted issues about the staff; and Brain Doherty noted that there
were three shared facilities with USF S/M: the Library, Police Services, and Health and Wellness Center that could
not be shut down. Al Beulig asked for data on context of the acts of discrimination, whether they had occurred in
classes or in a social setting. Sarah Hernandez strongly opposed this amendment and noted among other things that
the full-time position for diversity issues had been eliminated and replaced by part-time staff. We were all
accountable. George Ruppeiner expressed opposition to the amendment and suggested that the administration
consult with the chairs to select the most appropriate day for the event. Hicks saw the question about moving
forward to set a structure to address climate issues. In response, Harvey stated that he strongly supported an ongoing
discussion, but noted on-campus visits of candidates for tenure-track positions and such scheduled events as the
Watershed Symposium. Demski noted that he was comfortable with using the hurricane day as an alternative to
make up classes.
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The amendment failed by a voice vote.
Speaking in support of the original motion, Baram stressed the College’s distinction as a student-centered
institution and the importance that this resolution was coming from the students. Concerned about campus staff
members, who are not represented at this meeting, Alberto Portugal asked whether the intention was to make it
mandatory to attend the teach-in. Students stated that it was not mandatory.
The motion in its original wording was passed by a voice vote.
V. Good of the Order: none
VI. The meeting adjourned at 5:10 pm; and Coe reminded faculty about the Ad Lib in Isermann Gallery.
Submitted by Glenn Cuomo, Secretary of the Faculty
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Minutes of the Meeting of the New College of Florida Faculty
November 9, 2011: Sudakoff Hall, 3:30 P.M.

Recorded Attendance:
Faculty: Barton, Bauer, Coe, Colladay, Cuomo, Dean, De La Garza, Edidin, Gilchrist, Goff, Goldschmitt,
Harley, Harvey, Henckell, Hernandez, Herzog, Hicks, Labrador-Rodríguez, Marks, McDonald, Mullins,
Newman, Poimenidou, Portugal, Ramirez, Reid, Rohrbacher, Scudder, Sengupta, Sherman, Wallace,
Walstrom, White, Wyman, Yildirim, Zhang
Students: Zach Low,* Emily Myers,* Thayer Warne*
*Voting Students
Guests: Marilyn Brislin, Duff Cooper, Gail Donovan, Courtney Hughes, Suzanne Janney, Julie Morris,
Sarah Norris, Caroline Reed, Nancy Spaid, Hui-Min Wen
After calling the meeting to order at 3:40 pm, Faculty Chair Rick Coe announced that both President
Michalson and Provost Miles could not be present due to their attendance at a Board of Governors meeting.
I. Approval of Minutes: Gordon Bauer moved, with Barbara Hicks seconding, that the minutes of the 19
October 2011 Faculty Meeting be approved. The motion passed by a voice vote.
II. Reports:
a) Provost: Reporting on behalf of Steve Miles, Associate Provost Ray Burgman drew the faculty’s
attention to the first two pages of the handout containing summary points from New College’s answers to
Gov. Rick Scott’s questions, which Steve Miles had presented at the last BOT meeting. The College is
answering each question in the way the governor wanted; and a first draft will be run past our lobbyists
before the 15 November deadline. While responding to questions about how the College delivers in areas of
interest to the governor, particularly students who graduate in STEM fields, we were also emphasizing the
particular character of our academic program and the emphasis on the liberal arts. Regarding the fulfillment
of this task, Burgman asked the faculty to recognize the hard work of the Provost Office’s staff, since both
Julie Morris and Hui-Min Wen had to work many hours to deal simultaneously with two big data requests:
Governor Scott’s information request and the completion of the College’s annual report to the BOG.
Burgman then noted the handout’s next pages, which included State Senator Mike Bennett’s guest column
in the Sarasota Herald Tribune (“Scott is right about higher ed”), and Sarah Hernandez and Steve Miles’s
letters to the editor that informed the public about what it is that our faculty do. She announced next
Tuesday’s Open Dialog on the Academic Program in ACE 201 at 12:00 noon and noted that the room
location might be changed to accommodate all the people who had responded thus far. This dialog is an
opportunity to discuss how we will realize the goals of the 2008 Academic Master Plan in today’s very
different context in face of any regulatory changes or a different political climate, to make sure that we are
active rather than reactive with regard to changes from the outside. The first topic is the academic contract
system. Burgman then reminded faculty about the Survey on Values, Policies, and Practices and asked
them to complete it prior to 15 November, if at all possible. In closing, she mentioned that the Academic
Administrative Council meets every Tuesday at 10:30 in the Cook Conference Room. The committee’s
charge is outlined in Section 3.4 in the Faculty Handbook; and everyone is welcome to attend those
meetings. In order to promote greater openness, the agenda will be sent out to the campus community and
the minutes are published in the Provost’s area inside the Portal.
b) Chair of Faculty Coe: Update on ad hoc committees: Coe reported that in consultation with Sandra
Gilchrist, the EPC had agreed to address the LAC course issue. With respect to the other ad hoc faculty
committees, he had only received one response to his call for nominations; Barbara Hicks had volunteered
to serve on the committee for procedures for the appointment of high-ranking administrators. He will be
consulting with the movers of the motions that established the other ad hoc committees and making
individual inquiries.
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III. New Business
Motion on ISP Deadlines: On behalf of the EPC Eirini Poimenidou moved, with Aron Edidin seconding,
the following changes to section 6.8.2 of the Faculty Handbook regarding deadlines for ISP evaluations:
6.8.2

ISP Completion Deadline

ISPs are normally completed during the January Interterm as outlined in 6.8. A January
ISP that has not been evaluated as Satisfactory in the Student Evaluation System by 5:00 pm on
the Wednesday of the eighteenth week after the beginning of the subsequent Spring Semester will
be designated as Unsatisfactory. Summer work undertaken at another institution may, with the
written consent of the ISP advisor, be counted as an ISP. The expected completion date for a
summer ISP is the beginning of Fall Semester. A summer ISP that has not been evaluated as
Satisfactory in the Student Evaluation System by 5:00 pm on the Wednesday of the eighteenth
week after the beginning of the subsequent Fall Semester will be designated as Unsatisfactory.
(The current language of the relevant paragraph in the faculty handbook is as follows:)
ISPs are normally completed during the January Interterm as outlined in 6.8. Summer
work undertaken at another institution may, with the written consent of the ISP advisor, be
counted as an ISP. The expected completion date for a summer ISP is the beginning of fall term.
An interterm ISP that has not been evaluated as either Satisfactory or All Work Submitted in the
Student Evaluation System by 5:00 on the first Monday of the following fall term will be
terminated. Appeals of termination will be heard by the Student Academic Status Committee,
which can waive termination in exceptional circumstances.
RATIONALE:
Each January, NCF Enrollment Services (ES) staff review the academic performance of students
who receive financial aid through Federal Aid programs and Florida Bright Futures. Continued financial
aid for spring semester depends on student performance during fall semester. Enrollment services staff
must complete their audit of student fall performance in early January, for example January 2, 2012.
The same financial aid audit of student academic performance is repeated during June each year, this time
reviewing both the January ISP and the spring semester academic performance. In 2012, the June Bright
Futures audit must be completed by ES staff by June 5. In this case the Faculty Handbook deadlines for
the spring contract certification and the January ISP evaluations are both several months later than the
financial aid audit window.
Without faculty contract certifications in hand, Enrollment Services has developed a work-around
in which they compare each student’s contract certification criteria with their narrative evaluation
designations. This is less than ideal but can be a temporary fix until the faculty completes the round of
discussions initiated by the Provost regarding the entire New College academic program.
However, without ISP evaluation designations in hand in June, Enrollment Services consider any
undesignated (including work all submitted) ISP as unsatisfactory. This can have dire consequences for the
students. Letters of financial aid warning, probation, and dismissal are generated, creating anxiety and
frustration for students, faculty, and families.
The motion passed by a voice vote with one nay.
IV. Report on the QEP: As a follow-up to the last month’s overview on New College’s Quality
Enhancement Program, Michelle Barton gave a PowerPoint presentation focusing on the assessment of the
results from the QEP’s first two years. After acknowledging the work of Maribeth Clark, Miriam Wallace,
Alexis Orgera, and Hui-Min Wen in collecting the data, Barton explained how the assessment plan targets
fifteen measurable student learning outcomes that are related to the desirable output of increasing student
retention. She presented a series of tables based on data from students’ performance in the QEP courses
taught in the Academic Years 2009-10 and 2010-11. In analyzing the breakdown of students’ mean scores
on a scale of 1 to 5 and the percentage of students who showed improvement in key outcome areas, she
discussed how the assessment process evolved from term to term through such refinements as the
introduction of worksheets to facilitate faculty members’ assessment of student progress on assignments
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from the early, middle, and end of the term. A rubric was also recently developed in order to achieve more
consistency in faculty members’ rating of students’ progress.
In the discussion that followed the presentation, faculty members raised questions about the effect
faculty with higher expectations could have on the improvement percentages and whether students could be
directed to evaluate the time and effort they invested in the course. Barton noted that with regard to one key
output the first QEP cohort of 2009 shows a significant difference in retention rate, which is not affected by
high school GDP, FTIC status, or ACT or SAT scores. In closing, Barton noted that it will soon be possible
to evaluate theses by the first cohort, in addition to having NSSE data available.
VI. Announcements
a) Caroline Reed reminded faculty about the community event focusing on The Hunger Games by Suzanne
Collins. There will be a dinner and discussion on 21 November, as well as a food barrel in the library for
donations. She also informed the group about the My Librarian Program for first-year students.
b) Sandra Gilchrist reminded faculty about the Pritzker Center’s Open House from 10 to 3 on Saturday as
part of Water Opportunities Week.”
VI. Good of the Order: None
VII. The meeting adjourned at 4:19 pm.
Submitted by Glenn Cuomo, Secretary of the Faculty
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Minutes of the Meeting of the New College of Florida Faculty
October 19, 2011: Sudakoff Hall, 3:30 P.M.
Recorded Attendance:
Faculty: Anderson, Andrews, Baram, Barton, Bauer, Brain, Carrasco, Clore, Coe, Colladay, Cuomo, Dean,
Demski, Edidin, Gilchrist, Goff, Goldschmitt, Harley, Hart, Harvey, Henckell, Hernandez, Herzog, Hicks,
Hirschfeld, Khemraj, Labrador-Rodríguez, Marcoux, Marks, McCarthy, McDonald, Michalson, Miles, Mullins,
Newman, Poimenidou, Portugal, Ramirez, Reid, Rohrbacher, Ruppeiner, Scudder, Sengupta, Skinner, Sutherland,
Van Tuyl, Wallace, Walstrom, White, Wyman, Yildirim, Zamsky, Zhang
Students: Emily Myers*, Michael Long*
*Voting Students
Guests: Kim Bendickson, Duff Cooper, Brian Doherty, Gail Donovan, Suzanne Janney, Kathy Killion, Mark
Levenson, Sarah Norris, Caroline Reed, Nancy Spaid, Nicole Van Der Berg, Andrew Walker, Hui-Min Wen
After calling the meeting to order at 3:37 pm, Faculty Chair Rick Coe drew attention to the new meeting
arrangement in the center of Sudakoff and announced an agenda change in that the EPC had withdrawn its
discussion of academic deadlines.
I. Approval of Minutes: After Glenn Cuomo had noted the need to correct an error in the spelling Katie
Walstrom’s name on the top of page three, the faculty moved and voted to approve the minutes of the 14 September
2011 meeting.
II. Reports (part 1): Coe informed the faculty that both President Mike Michalson and Provost Steve Miles were
busy in a telephone conference with the other university presidents to discuss their response to the Governor’s
Office recent list of requests for information. Their reports would come at a later time in the meeting.
a) Chair of the Faculty: Since NCF Foundation President Andrew Walker had also not yet arrived, Coe reported on
the Advisory Council of Faculty Senates meeting in Orlando he had attended along with the faculty senate chairs
and senate presidents from the other SUS institutions. Ava Parker, Chair of Florida’s Board of Governors, came to
the meeting and talked about issues concerning the BOG. These included items of minor relevance to New College:
USF Polytechnic’s move to independence, the three new dental schools that been started by other SUS units, and
concerns about cuts in PECO funding and the search for alternative revenue sources. With respect to present
scrutiny of the State University System from the governor’s office and the legislature, she distinguished between
two attacks: one directed against the universities and how they are conducting their business, and a related attack
against tenured professors. The perception in Tallahassee is that tenured professors are basically overpaid, lazy
employees, who are not held accountable. We have to be prepared for initiatives to make us account for our time,
and we had to convince the legislature that we working hard. When Coe asked whether the idea of intellectual
freedom resonated anywhere in Tallahassee, Parker responded “no.” She advised the attendees that if they wanted to
have a favorable impact on the governor, they should make him aware of anything they were doing that contributed
to his goal of creating 700,000 new jobs.
b) NCF Foundation President: New College Foundation President Andrew Walker reported on the work of the
Foundation and presented an update following the completion of the Foundation’s first year of its six-year
campaign, summarizing the information that had been disseminated in an email to faculty on 3 October. He passed
around samples of the official campaign materials for the next three years, drawing attention to the case statement,
which contained no figures but employed general terms to stay current, and a fact sheet that would appear on the
back with the latest statistics. Whereas two years ago, the Foundation had brought in $2.2 million in revenue in
2008-2009, and $5 million in the FY 2009-2010, in the fiscal year 2010-2011 they had raised a total of $11.2 million
consisting of outright cash gifts, pledges, and future planned gifts, which appears to be a record. He noted that it
depended on the stock market whether they could repeat this success. Walker explained that many pledges were
future gifts that won’t have an immediate impact, but he also pointed out that between fiscal year 2010 and fiscal
year 2011, the Foundation had doubled the amount of cash gifts. On the issue of Planned Giving, he announced the
establishment of the “101 Club” for alumni, honoring the first class of 100 admitted students, for which 101 showed
up.
III. Motion to create an ad hoc committee to review section 6.2.1.1 of the Faculty Handbook: Sandra Gilchrist
moved, with Barbara Hicks seconding, to create an ad hoc committee to review section 6.2.1.1 of the Faculty
Handbook and report back recommendations to the faculty at the first faculty meeting of calendar year 2012. At the
time of the report, the ad hoc committee would sunset.
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Rationale: The LAC and the approval of courses were in response to general education requirements. The creation
of the guidelines was done quickly in anticipation of the SAC review. There are some questions that should be
settled such as what constitutes “teaching regularly,” inter alia. The guidelines imply that the courses will be
proposed by tenure earning or tenured faculty as the descriptions are to be submitted for the two-term syllabus (see 1
under 6.2.1.1). The courses are to be submitted to the Division, suggesting that there could be a discussion or
consideration of the whole division. One interpretation of the language is that the division approves the designation.
Another is that only the Division chair approves. These and other questions should be clarified to provide
consistency between the Divisions.
In response to David Harvey’s question as to the necessity of creating an ad hoc committee to address an
issue that could be referred to the EPC or the Academic Council, Gilchrist responded that the EPC was
overwhelmed with a lot of tasks and it would be better to send the issue to a short-time committee. Miriam Wallace
then asked whether the ad hoc committee would report to the EPC or report directly to the faculty, since it might be
good to pass the matter through the committee structure with EPC involvement. Gilchrist stated that any member of
the EPC could participate in the ad hoc committee, but the intention of the ad hoc committee’s creation was to save
the EPC some work. David Rohrbacher raised the question regarding the problem that the motion will solve and
asked what was not happening now that should happen. Gilchrist explained that there was inconsistency in how the
different divisions followed section 6.2.11. Some divisions have the division chair only making the determination of
what constitutes an LAC course instead of a divisional discussion, which is her understanding of the language.
The motion passed by a voice vote with one abstention.
II Reports (part 2):
c) President Michalson: President Michalson updated faculty on the issue most on people’s mind, Governor Scott’s
interest in what we do at universities and the letter that all the SUS university presidents received. Based on
information one of the university presidents learned at a private dinner with the governor, the governor will make an
effort to get the request streamlined and to sort out questions that can answered by the BOG and ones that had to
answered by each unit. Michalson pointed out that the bigger issue was what the larger agenda was and how this
affected the Liberal Arts. He was now more reassured on the latter issue, since administrators could demonstrate
how Humanities and Social Sciences courses helped pay for the higher-cost science, engineering, and technology
courses in the state budget. There was no direct interest in New College in any negative sort. There is every interest
in insuring the universities are graduating people who go right out and fill jobs that are waiting. There are anecdotes
about frustrated legislators who have unfilled jobs in their districts. Michalson was much more worried about the
budget overall than about this one issue. All of the lobbyists had met with the governor’s staff to sort out some of the
questions, and the work issue is not the overriding issue. He did not see a broadside attack on liberal arts and no
attack on tenure, at least for this year. Michalson remains worried about the budget every time a budget revenue
conference report is issued that shows declining state revenues. On a concluding note, he mentioned the recent visit
by consultants from the presidential search firm and thanked all those people who had participated in the on-campus
meetings with the consultants.
After Gordon Bauer asked in the question period if there was any way to emphasize the time we spend on
teaching without undermining the other units, Michalson noted that in some ways, New College is the poster child
on teaching, contact hours and dedicated teaching. He also noted our productivity in STEM-related fields, including
Environmental Studies, and questioned the notion that you would major in what you will do for a living. In
response to a question on his budget concerns, he noted that if the base budget resulted in a 10% cut in the
universities, we would have a really hard time, since this would be the fifth year in a row with cuts. Michalson
mentioned a BOG work group that is dealing with the governor’s interest in the Texas Plan for higher education and
the possibility of giving more freedom to schools with respect to their marketing plans. New College has its own
sticker shock issues, which can be sobering, and there may be some other ideas on budget enhancement. Data on
where our graduates are working will show that there is not a direct match, and any higher education program that
simply prepares graduates for their first job isn’t doing well.
d) Provost Miles: Noting that he had been en route to a conference last Thursday when he received President
Michalson’s email with the attached letter from Governor Scott, Provost Miles stated that his first thought was how
glad that last Tuesday afternoon he and Sandra Gilchrist, Al Beulig, Heidi Harley, Katie Walstrom, Suzanne
Sherman, and Gordon Bauer had been at a meeting at the Roskamp Institute to discuss more research collaboration
and the sophistication of our students. He tied this to a presentation on Biological Sciences that the Office of
Research Program and Services organized last August for Congressman Vern Buchanan’s office and staffers, in
which Sandra Gilchrist, Amy Clore, and Chris Hart informed them about our faculty’s work and especially their
collaborative work with students. Another presentation is planned in January with Mathematics, material science,
and chemistry to show not only what our faculty is doing but what we are doing with students, which helps to make
the case. There will other presentations involving Social Sciences and Humanities in due time. Miles then stated that
the things that concern him are not just the questions in Rick Scott’s letter but reports in the papers about approaches
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to education according to a business model. He questioned a business model that only plans one year in advance and
puts all its resources in one area, since that sounds like the economy we have now. On this issue, he emphasized the
long-term rather than the short-term view taken by the Liberal Arts, which as Brian Doherty had suggested, should
be called the “Conservative Arts,” the irony is that there is truth to that. Moving on to other issues, Miles alerted
faculty that as part of the integrated marketing update faculty will be contacted by Jake Hartvigsen’s staff about the
updating of AOCs, and Hui-Min Wen and Jessica Rogers were collecting outcomes data on graduates. With respect
to the Library, he noted that the use of the Library’s U-Borrow service is up, and he reminded faculty about the
stellar cohort of librarians who were on hand to assist students and come to their classes.
On the EPC draft motion discussed in divisions last month, Miles reported that Ray Burgman and he had
gone to EPC meetings. It was clear as a result of the significant changes the institution had gone through in response
to outside challenges that we had not been able to address issues that were on our mind. He mentioned there was a
possible administrative solution for the contract certification issue, which was not just an issue of timely evaluations
but also a workload issue. He was against any solution that would increase faculty workload without compensation.
For purposes of the financial aid audit, the Office of Financial Aid would be able to certify a contract, but this is not
a good permanent policy. The ISP is different and less controversial; and we will need to adjust that deadline. He
then expressed the need for a more comprehension discussion of the academic program, noting that we already have
an Academic Master Plan from 2008 and the inadequacy of either regular faculty meetings or a two-day mid-winter
conference. Miles proposed a series of conversations, the first of which will take place next month and address a
number of issues, the first of which will be the contract system. We need to discuss how that fits with us today.
What if the College’s founders were inventing a system in the present context? We were against the grain in the
1960s. We are running even harder against the grain than before. If we want to defend the values that we support, it
will require imagination and work that cannot be done over night. His office would be sending around a survey to
take the faculty’s temperature on such issues as the thesis, contract, etc. to frame our conversations and serve as a
snapshot of the program for the new president, who will be coming in a little more than eight months. This
discussion would include other institutional responses. If we take the time to address these issues, we can decide
how our system needs to work now so that we are not constantly in the position of responding. The first meeting will
be on Tuesday, 15 November, there will be plenty of food, and announcements will be forthcoming.
In the question period, Gilchrist asked about the urgency to hold meeting in November instead of January,
since teaching obligations will disenfranchise some faculty. Miles believed there was urgency; and we needed to
have lunch conversations and to circulate the outcomes of multiple discrete conversations. With respect to the ISP,
Katie Walstrom noted the importance that students are told that they need to show up at the start of ISP, since delays
affect lab work and other progress. Miles mentioned that this issue would be addressed at next Tuesday’s ISP
workshop.
IV. Report on the QEP: QEP Director Michelle Barton gave a comprehensive PowerPoint presentation, in which
she traced the history of New College’s Quality Enhancement Plan from its origin in the winter of 2007 and the start
of the campus-wide discussion, when the College learned that it was a core requirement for the SACS Accreditation
Review in 2008, to the current status of the third year of the College’s five-year program of Seminars in Critical
Inquiry. After recognizing the work of the EPC in the initial faculty brainstorming on the QEP topic, the QEP
committee, Maribeth Clark, who drafted the QEP plan and spearheaded the program with a pilot run with three
courses in the spring of 2009, and Miriam Wallace, who directed the QEP’s first two years starting in fall 2009,
Barton shared with the faculty the insights she had gained from a summer SACS workshop for QEP directors. Since
this involved a lot of information, she would postpone the presentation of the actual data from our QEP until another
meeting. She noted that the Seminars in Critical Inquiry were either new or reconfigured classes that were targeted
for first and second-year students and limited to around 15 students to reflect the College’s stated mission of small
classes. The core purpose was to embed within these courses the development of foundational researching and
writing skills and to provide an idea of college-level research and writing, with the long-term prospect of improving
the end product of the senior thesis by conveying skills in the evaluation of evidence, development of argument, and
use of evidence. All QEP courses were introductory level courses with no prerequisites and incorporated the use of
Writing Resource Center staff and librarians. At the end of five-year period in 2014 there will be an assessment and
report. Barton discussed at length the essential features of the assessment practices that SACS expected for an
institution’s QEP and the need for student learning outcomes that are measurable skills determined by knowledge
and not subject to other factors. Thus a focus on student retention was less effective than one on critical thinking or
writing skills that could be tested over time to demonstrate improvement by the end of the course. Barton also
expressed the hope that the QEP would not end after its five-year cycle but rather be integrated into the overall
program. To this end, she demonstrated how the four major categories of student learning outcomes could apply to
the papers a first-year student would write. She noted that by end of spring 2012, 18 faculty members will have
participated in the QEP, with at least three having taught more than once. An estimated 241 students so far have
taken a QEP course, and there are four more classes for the spring. She showed the great variety of “cool topics”
with an overview of all courses with faculty and noted that the courses are only identified as QEP courses by a
sentence at the end of the description in the course listing. She concluded her presentation with a bridge metaphor to
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illustrate how the QEP can help make New College a better and more interesting place by addressing our core
values. She noted that she will be providing some outcome assessments at the November meeting and that in March
a QEP consultant will come to work with her and QEP faculty to provide feedback on what they have done so far.
She concluded with a call for additional faculty participants for the QEP’s final two years.
In the question period, Sarah Hernandez asked whether the assessment was internal by the professor or
external beyond the professor, and Barton noted that it would be done both ways. The issue of workshops and
faculty show-and-tells also came up; and in response to Miriam Wallace’s question about transdisciplinary QEP
courses, Barton noted that it wasn’t a problem, since the courses had to be content-based within academia.

VI. Announcements:
a) Coe announced the breaking news from East Lansing, Michigan, that Visiting Assistant Professor of
Environmental Studies, Dr. Ivan Ramirez had just successfully defended his PhD dissertation.
b) Barbara Hicks reminded faculty about the second annual International Career Development Seminar that was
taking place on 29 October from 8:30 am to 3:00 pm in Sudakoff Hall.
s) Sandra Gilchrist invited everybody to the Pritzker Marine Center’s Open House on 12 November from 10 am to 3
pm, as part of Water Awareness Week, which will include family-based activities. A brochure with the schedule of
activities throughout Sarasota County was available on the sign-up table.
c) Mike Michalson reminded the faculty that immediately following the meeting in Sudakoff lobby there would be a
celebration to thank Char Callahan for over 35 years of service.
VI. Good of the Order: None
VII. The meeting adjourned at 4:57 pm.
Submitted by Glenn Cuomo, Secretary of the Faculty
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Minutes of the Meeting of the New College of Florida Faculty
14 September 2011, College Hall Music Room
Recorded Attendance:
Faculty: Anderson, Baram, Barton, Bauer, Brain, Carrasco, Clore, Coe, Colladay, Cuomo, Dean, Demski, Edidin,
Gilchrist, Goldschmitt, Harley, Hart, Harvey, Henckell, Hernandez, Herzog, Hicks, Hirschfeld, Khemraj, LabradorRodríguez, Marks, McDonald, Miles, Mullins, Newman, Poimenidou, Portugal, Reid, Rohrbacher, Ruppeiner,
Scudder, Sengupta, Sherman, Skinner, Van Horn, Van Tuyl, Wallace, Walstrom, Weber, White, Wyman,
Yildirim, Zamsky, Zhang
Students: Zach Low, Emily Myers, Thayer Warne, VPAA,*
*Voting Students
Guests: Duff Cooper, Brian Doherty, Jake Hartvigsen, Courtney Hughes, Suzanne Janney, Mark Levenson, Maura
Scully Murry, Sarah Norris, Alison Piper, Caroline Reed, Nancy Spaid, Nicole Van Der Berg, Hui-Min Wen
Faculty Chair Rick Coe called the meeting to order at 3:38 pm.
I. Approval of the Minutes: After Gordon Bauer moved to waive the 48-hour rule, with Barbara Hicks seconding,
the faculty moved and voted to approve the minutes of the 11 May 2011 regular meeting, the 18 May 2011
Executive Meeting to approve the graduates, and the 17 August 2011 regular meeting.
II. Reports: Coe informed the faculty that President Michalson was en route to a Board of Governors meeting in
Miami could not be present and then turned the floor over to Provost Miles
Reporting on this year’s new initiatives, Miles explained that with no new tenure-track hires this year, his office was
looking at the faculty mentoring process from recruitment to retirement and that Ray Burgman had met with the
PAC to talk about procedures. He also noted that his office was looking at third- and fourth-year students who might
be having problems and that Ray Burgman was taking over the peer advising program. While recognizing that only
faculty can advise students, it was clear that students did talk to other students about contract issues. Miles also
mentioned the College’s integrated marketing plan, the results of which Char Callahan had presented at an earlier
faculty meeting. The findings showed where the College was strong, as well as our weakness in retaining continuing
students. The consultants had met with 25 people, including division chairs and staff, and will help us become better
organized and get in touch with the priorities of the academic program. Miles noted the need for contextual planning
and the need for clarity about our values and mission when formulating policies. With reference to the New College
Foundation’s $60 M campaign, Miles introduced Daryl Thomas, the Foundation’s Director of Campaign Operations,
Marty Katz, Director of Marketing, and Johnette Cappadona, Director of Special Initiatives.
Closing on a high note, Miles cited US News and World Report’s ranking yesterday of New College as #6 in the
category of Best National Liberal Arts Colleges.
Before moving on to the new business of establishing the work agenda for the current academic year, Coe brought
up two items. First of all, he had received comments from two colleagues about a possible change of venue from the
side rooms of Sudakoff currently being used for faculty meetings. The options included Sudakoff’s middle section,
the College Hall Music Room, and Sainer Pavilion. An informal poll on continuing to meet in Music Room elicited
five votes of support. Responding to Susanne Sherman’s question as to the problem to be addressed by a change in
venue, Sandra Gilchrist noted that for faculty who taught until 3:20 pm, it was impossible to locate a parking space
in close proximity to Sudakoff. Leo Demski drew attention to the acoustic problems with the Music Room with
regard to speakers dispersed throughout the room. Miriam Wallace suggested that Sudakoff’s middle section could
be set up with an arrangement of large tables that could accommodate more faculty members and students than can
be seated at the table setup in the side rooms. Coe commented that he would explore the alternatives.
Secondly, Coe reminded the faculty that it had already passed Susan Marks’ motion to refer the issue of the makeup
of the SASC to the FASC and that it was already on the agenda.
III. New Business: Establishing Faculty Work Agenda for AY2011-12 (Note: Coe requested permission to
rearrange the order of the motions to have Motion D considered last)
A. Motion to Establish an Ad Hoc Faculty Budget Committee: David Mullins moved, with Hicks seconding, that
an Ad Hoc Faculty Budget Committee be established for AY2011-12. Committee members will be the Chair of the
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Faculty, who will chair the committee, and one member elected from each Division. The Chair of the Faculty will
be responsible for conducting such elections.
Charge of the Committee:
1. To review the College’s current budget
2. To advise the Administration on current budgetary allocations
3. To formulate strategies to recommend to the Administration to address any significant cutbacks in budgetary
allocations. Such recommendations will be brought to the faculty for review and approval.
Rationale: The budgetary situation facing the College remains in flux, with the possibility that additional
reductions to our operating budget may occur this year. In the past, the Ad Hoc Faculty Budget Committee has
provided valuable input to the Administration in developing strategies to deal with such reductions. That role
should be continued.
In addition to the above rationale, Coe noted that the administration was receptive to the committee input and that
this committee was important because one often does not know what will happen to the budget until the end of the
academic year when the faculty is no longer meeting. The motion passed by a voice vote.
B. Motion to Refer the Question of Team-Taught Courses to FASC: After the faculty voted to waive the 48-hour
rule, Barbara Hicks moved, with Sherman seconding, that the FASC clarify the policy on co-teaching of courses
with respect to the “accepted norm” of two courses or seminars per semester, as stated in Section 6.6 of the Faculty
Handbook.
Rationale: There is an inconsistency across the College in how the co-teaching of courses is counted toward the
two-course norm, and this has made it difficult for the PAC to make fair assessments of teaching for faculty
members engaged in different practices.
In the discussion, Sherman explained that constant changes in PAC membership resulted in differing interpretations
of team-taught courses. Bauer noted Social Sciences’ policy on granting full credit if an instructor taught every class
session; whereas Michelle Barton commented that when it came to the documentation in end-of-year letters, faculty
members involved in team-taught courses weren’t sure if they had to do an overload. Speaking in support of the
motion, Sarah Hernandez emphasized the need for balance in teaching loads. The motion passed by a voice vote.
C. Motion to Refer Question of Responsibilities of First-Year Regular Faculty Members to FASC: After the faculty
voted to waive the 48-hour rule, Hick moved, with Susan Marks seconding, that the FASC clarify the
responsibilities of first-year regular faculty members.
Rationale: The PAC has noticed that there is a lack of uniformity across the Divisions regarding the responsibilities
of first-year regular faculty members with respect to such items as the sponsoring of ISPs and tutorials and serving
on baccalaureate committees. These responsibilities should be clarified so that uniformity exists across the College.
In the discussion, faculty members brought up the lack of uniformity in responsibilities for first-year faculty in terms
of teaching contact hours and the expectation that they offer tutorials and ISPs or supervise senior theses. Miriam
Wallace asked whether the motion should also address the status of visiting faculty. Mullins noted that the twelve
contact hours reflect a statutory requirement and faculty could be subject to audit on this matter. Richard Herzog
stated that the needs of an area of concentration were a factor, which were echoed by Cuomo’s comments on the
situation of one- and two-person disciplines, where a first-year or visiting faculty member might be called upon to
take on a senior thesis or serve on a baccalaureate committee to enable students to graduate in that AOC. Barton
drew attention to the implications that contact hours and assignment of duties letters can have on a faculty member’s
tenure and promotion.
In response to faculty input, the motion was amended to include visiting faculty with the following wording: That
the FASC clarify the responsibilities of first-year regular and visiting faculty members. After Mullins called the
question, the motion passed by a voice vote.
E. Motion to Refer Reconsideration of Selection of and Criteria for LAC Courses to EPC was postponed to the
October Faculty meeting. Due to the 48-hour rule, this motion was postponed to the October meeting.
F. Motion to Refer Issue of Approval for Emeritus Status to FASC: After the faculty voted to waive the 48-hour
rule, David Rohrbacher moved, with Bauer seconding that the FASC review the procedures for the appointment of
emeritus status as stated in Section 4.1.1 of the Faculty Handbook and recommend changes if needed.
As a rationale, Rohrbacher noted that revision was needed to make the procedure more coherent.
In the discussion, Demski said that he did not know a real problem with the current procedure and asked if there had
been problems in the past. The motion passed by a voice vote.
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G. Motion to Establish an Ad Hoc Committee on Tuition Exchange Program: After the faculty voted to waive the
48-hour rule, Katie Walsh moved, with Amy Reid seconding, that an Ad Hoc Faculty Committee on Tuition Benefit
Programs be constituted. Membership is open to all interested parties.
Charge: To examine the feasibility of New College joining a tuition exchange programs as well as studying other
possible tuition benefit programs for the children of New College faculty members.
Rationale: Many of our peer institutions offer tuition benefit programs for the children of faculty members (and
other employees as well). New College has no such program, which puts us at a competitive disadvantage in
recruiting faculty members. (It is worth noting that we do not even offer tuition benefits to faculty member’s
children who attend New College!)
In the discussion, Walstrom noted that this item had been on the UFF’s list for a long time and had been under
discussion for two or three times in past negotiations. One of the issues has been the calculation of the cost to the
institution. In response to Glenn Cuomo’s question about precedents of tuition benefit programs at other public
institutions, faculty cited programs at state institutions in Massachusetts and Maryland. The faculty passed the
motion by a voice vote.
H. Motion to Refer to the EPC the Question of Adjustments to Deadlines for ISP Evaluations and Contract
Certifications: After the faculty voted to waive the 48-hour rule, Jocelyn Van Tuyl moved, with Bauer seconding,
that the EPC review our deadlines for ISP evaluations and contract certifications in light of the revisions to the
academic program adopted last spring.
Rationale: Our current deadlines conflict with the audit schedule for financial aid and need to be adjusted.
In the discussion, Van Tuyl noted that Provost Miles had raised this issue at the August meeting. Whereas our
current contract certification deadline is ten days after the start of spring term, the audit of students’ progress is
conducted in January. There were at least three cases where our deadlines did not coincide with audit reporting
requirements. The SASC has been looking into the same issues and has a new policy. Mullins asked the faculty to
view this issue in a larger context and to review the academic calendar as a whole with an eye for a possible
meltdown to the academic program as a result of readjusting deadlines. The faculty passed the motion by a voice
vote.
D. Motion to Form an Ad Hoc Committee to Develop Guidelines for Faculty Input into the Selection of High-Level
Academic Administrators, and to Review the Procedures for Granting Tenure to External Appointees: After the
faculty voted to waive the 48-hour rule, Hicks moved, with Harvey seconding, that an Ad Hoc Faculty Committee
be constituted to address the question of faculty input into the appointment of high-ranking academic administrators
and the process for granting tenure to external appointees to such positions. Committee members will be the Chair
of the Faculty, who will chair the committee, and one member elected from each Division. The Chair of the
Faculty will be responsible for conducting such elections.
Charge of the Committee:
1. To formulated procedures for faculty input into the appointment of high-ranking academic administrators.
2. To review the procedures for granting tenure to external appointees to high-ranking academic administrators.
Rationale: With respect to the appointment of high-ranking academic administrators (President, Provost, Associate
Provost), there has been no formal procedure for soliciting the opinion of the faculty with respect to the candidates
for these positions. Given the importance of such appointments, it seems appropriate that the faculty have a formal
voice in these appointments, as was done at times prior to independence.
With respect to the tenure-granting process for external appointees to such positions, we have tried to follow our
standard tenure process designed for internal candidates. This has been awkward at times, resulting in a twisting of
the normal process, such as the solicitation of external letters on scholarship or the use of teaching evaluations. An
expedited system of granting tenure for such appointees might serve us better.
In the discussion, Coe noted that since independence there have been two appointments of Associate Provosts and
Provosts with no formal faculty input. Whereas he was not questioning the quality of the appointments, he found the
procedure more troubling and raised the question as to how the faculty grants tenure to external appointees. At the
present we were following our internal procedures with respect to the scrutiny of teaching, scholarship and service.
Here Demski stated that the criteria should not be any different from those of a division and questioned whether a
special category was needed. Natural Sciences had evaluated Sam Savin’s teaching and scholarly credentials as a
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scientist. Rohrbacher noted that is was not possible to evaluate everything we do at New College and asked whether
teaching would be relevant for the president. With respect to the presidential appointment, Pat McDonald explained
that the granting of tenure was a requirement and that the state statute governing the appointment of university
presidents may undermine the faculty’s role in the process. The motion passed by a voice vote.
IV. Presidential Search Committee Report and Report on Criteria for Evaluating Presidential Candidates:
Pat McDonald reported that the Presidential Search had met four times thus far. He noted that State of Florida laws
greatly complicate presidential searches and that the committee had been reviewing examples of ads, with the one
for Davidson College’s recent search as an example. At the present the committee has no list of candidates and that
after deciding to hire a search firm, the committee had vetted four forms and chosen two firms for interviews,
Archer-Martin Associates and Storbeck/Pimentel & Associates. Representatives of the former firm had been oncampus yesterday, and representatives from Storbeck/Pimentel were here today. Regarding concerns about failed
searches, McDonald explained that if the firm did not produce a viable candidate, the College would resort to a oneyear interim administration and the firm would then run the search again the following year at no cost. He did note
that the process was expensive, but he did not have an answer to Susanne Sherman’s inquiry about the source of
funding for the search.
With respect to the search process, McDonald stated that the standard time line was for a final decision in late
February/early March. The first stage will take one month and will involve on-campus visits by members of the
search firm to gather institutional input to develop a marketing plan. McDonald stated the need for the faculty to
meet before it met with the firm, and this was the reason that he had circulated the two items pertaining to a previous
executive search in 1991-92 and the criteria utilized in the faculty’s evaluation of the provost and president.
In response to McDonald’s question about what faculty wanted to see in a presidential candidate, Gordon Bauer
made the observation about the College’s lack of success with outside applicants and asked about the opportunity to
suggest internal candidates. McDonald replied that one should inform him or go directly to BOT Chair Bob Johnson
with suggestions. He answered no to Sandra Gilchrist’s question about a preliminary job description and stated he
would call a special meeting for that purpose. Search Committee member Aron Edidin added that the solicitation of
input for a detailed job description was part of the process’s early stage. He also noted that the search firm seemed to
be very energetic and understanding of a broadly based process. In response to a request for additional questions,
Barbara Hicks expressed her concern that the College should not hire a candidate to justify the cost of the search and
that we had to be able to walk away. McDonald noted there was no guarantee and that the College would not have to
pay for a second round. In response to Leo Demski’s inquiry as to the search’s cost, McDonald noted that the charge
was one-third of the taxable compensation up front plus incidental expenses.
V. Announcements:
a) Speaking for the International Studies Program Committee, Barbara Hicks announced that the second annual
International Career Development Seminar will take place on 29 October from 8:30 am to 3:00 pm in Sudakoff Hall.
Held under the auspices of the Young Professionals for International Cooperation program of the United Nations
Association, this seminar will feature such international corporate, government, and university executives as Jeffry
Olesen, Senior Officer of the US Department of State Diplomatic Service.
b) Provost Miles announced the kick-off social event for New Music New College and the season’s first concert on
24 September at 8:00 pm with a performance by violinist Miranda Cuckson, which will be preceded by an Artist’s
Conversation on Friday at 3:30 pm in Sainer. Miles reminded people to reserve their free tickets.
c) On this issue, Jake Hartvigsen alerted the faculty to the new online reservation system for free tickets for New
Music New College and New Topics events with the following URLS:
donate.ncf.edu/newtopics/free and donate.ncf.edu/newmusic/free
VI. Good of the Order: None
VII. The meeting adjourned at 4:57 pm.
Submitted by Glenn Cuomo, Secretary of the Faculty
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Minutes of the Meeting of the New College of Florida Faculty
17 August 2011, Sainer Auditorium
Recorded Attendance:
Faculty: Anderson, Andrews, Aarden, Barton, Bennaji, Brain, Carrasco, Clore, Coe, Colladay, Cuomo, de
la Garza, Dean, Demski, Edidin, Fitzgerald, Gilchrist, Goff, Goldschmitt, Hart, Harvey, Henckell,
Hernandez, Herzog, Hicks, Hirschfeld, Khemraj, Labrador-Rodríguez, Langston, Marcoux, Marks,
McCarthy, McDonald, Michalson, Mullins, Newman, Poimenidou, Ramirez, Reid, Scudder, Sengupta,
Sherman, Skinner, Van Horn, Van Tuyl, Wallace, Walstrom, Yildirim, Zamsky, Zhang
Students: Thayer Warne, VPAA*
*Voting Students
Guests: Wendy Bashant, Duff Cooper, Brian Doherty, Clinton Donaldson, Suzanne Janney, Kathy Killion,
Mark Levenson, John Martin, Jono Miller, Julie Morris, Thomas Olshewsky, Nancy Spaid, YeVette
Thornton, Jeanne Viviani, Jan Wheeler
I. Introduction of New Faculty and Staff: Chair of the Faculty Richard Coe welcomed new and returning
faculty members and called the meeting to order at 3:35. He then invited the Division Chairs and
Administrators to introduce new faculty and staff.
a) Humanities Chair Aron Edidin introduced Kariann Goldschmitt, Visiting Assistant Professor of Music,
who is teaching the courses Music and Film and Music and Ecstasy this term.
b) Natural Sciences Chair Paul Scudder introduced Ivan Ramirez, Visiting Assistant Professor of
Environmental Sciences, who is teaching Climate, Ecosystems and Society: A Climate Affairs Approach.
c) Social Sciences Chair David Harvey: introduced Mayya Sengupta, Visiting Assistant Professor of
Economics, whose courses this term are Game Theory and Intermediate Microeconomics; Brendan Goff,
Visiting Assistant Professor of History, whose courses this term are American History: Pre-Colonial to
1865 and The United States in the World; and two Visiting Assistant Professors of Political Science:
Richard Skinner, who is teaching Introduction to American Politics and Money and American Politics; and
Christopher Marcoux, who is teaching Introduction to World Politics and The Political Economy of the
Global Environment.
d) Provost Stephen Miles introduced our new Associate Provost Raymonda Burgman, a New College
alumna, who is coming from a faculty appointment at DePauw University.
II. Welcoming Comments and Reports
A. Bob Johnson, Board of Trustees Chair: Thanking the group for its diligence, perseverance, and
commitment to New College’s “product,” its students, Senator Bob Johnson noted that he was addressing a
“roomful of believers.” He had communicated to Governor Scott that the College needed “believers” when
it came to new BOT appointments. With special thanks to Mike Michalson as he entered the final year of
his presidency, BOT Chair Johnson also recognized the contributions of retired Provost Charlene Callahan,
Vice President John Martin, and Dean Kathy Killion in keeping the College in business. He was
particularly proud of this year’s incoming class. He recounted the College’s start in 1 July 2001 as a newly
independent institution with its start-up funding vetoed by Governor Bush and reminded the faculty of the
importance of maintaining the College’s standards and consistency, despite a bad economy and bad
attitudes towards public education. In this regard the College Foundation had started a $60-million
campaign to fund scholarships and international travel for students and professors. In his final remarks,
Senator Johnson spoke of his involvement with New College since 1973 and reaffirmed his status as a
“Believer.”
B. Mike Michalson, President:
After thanking returning veteran faculty members and informing new faculty members about New
College’s “healthy and rewarding teaching setting,” President Michalson said how he looked forward to
getting back to full-time teaching. He discussed such major problems from four years of budget cuts as
unfilled tenure-track positions, the inability to hire student workers and provide proper compensation,
things that will not improve until the economy turns around. He also reported on two BOT appointments
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that have been subject to delay due to educational policy issues in the Governor’s Office. President
Michalson thanked everybody affected by the move to ACE for their patience and extended special thanks
to Provost Steve Miles and Associate Provost Raymonda Burgman for handling organizational issues over
the summer. Michalson noted that the 50th Anniversary Celebration had gone quite well and helped to reengage and re-connect some deep-pocketed alumni with the College, which should help to increase the
ratio of giving by alumni. President Michalson noted new BOT member Audrey Coleman’s interest in the
College’s diversity efforts and her willingness to serve as an informal member on any diversity steering
committee, as well as to assist in raising scholarship money for students from under-represented groups.
The College intends to sustain its participation in the postdoctoral program. He also noted the need for a
smaller, task-oriented diversity steering committee and invited the participation of individuals with special
interests. In closing, he expressed his delight that the current presidential search was one major campus
undertaking in which he was not involved and advised the group to focus when choosing his successor on
the institution’s needs for the next 50 years and an individual committed to the values of a liberal arts
education.
There were no questions.
C. Steve Miles, Provost: At his first faculty meeting as Provost, Steve Miles described the learning curve
since his assumption of office on 1 July as “drinking from the fire hose” and expressed his appreciation for
the assistance he has been receiving from Provost Office staff members Julie Morris, Nicole Van der Berg,
and Raymonda Burgman. He thanked especially Ray Burgman for her handling of the final moves and
setup of offices in ACE. Based on feedback from faculty and the hoc committee on diversity and taking
advantage of the lack of any new tenure-track hires this year, she is currently working to revise the faculty
resource person program in order to develop a mentoring program for junior faculty that extends
throughout a faculty member’s career, starting with recruitment and continuing through all stages of one’s
progress towards tenure and promotion to full professor. The goal is to strengthen the process so that at
every stage the expectations for faculty are clear. Provost Miles then noted that just as important as
consistent expectations for faculty are consistent expectations for students and discussed his office’s current
efforts to address problems with third- and fourth-year retention, when students are at the critical stage of
designing a thesis proposal, constituting a baccalaureate committee, and producing a senior thesis. Over the
summer the Provost’s office contacted sixth-semester students who had not yet submitted thesis
prospectuses in order to facilitate the process and discourage the bad practice of such students’ desperate
scramble for faculty signatures during mini-classes. Miles noted that by strengthening our retention of
third-years through better preparation for the thesis stage, we won’t need such large incoming classes.
Since it costs more money to recruit new students than to retain them, it made good sense to make sure that
more students advance to graduation. He also mentioned the need to look at advising and drew attention to
the two-page Memorandum on “Important Changes for Advising” and “Notes on Financial Aid” he had
disseminated to faculty via email the previous day and in hard copy at the meeting. He noted that faculty
were not expected to advise students on financial aid and should use the time to advise on academic
interests. The second highlighted issue was that timely evaluations were critical and that the financial aid
requirements raised technical issues regarding deadlines in the Handbook that were not in sync with the
audit of student progress. He wants EPC and the faculty to address these issues
In the question period, David Mullins’ expressed concern that the financial aid requirement to pass 2/3 of
“courses attempted” would remove flexibility from the contract system. His question as to whether faculty
could be copied on the financial aid probation notices being sent to their advisees raised legal issues that
had to be explored. Kathy Killion explained that the financial aid requirement went back to federal scrutiny
of the way the College determines students’ satisfactory progress in the academic program and that the
majority of students affected by the probation notices had incomplete or unevaluated ISPs, and the overall
number of 39 was small. Katie Walstrom expressed concern about the effect that faculty on leave would
have on the submission of evaluations. Provost Miles added his observations from the March faculty
meeting and the faculty’s concern about the piecemeal changes being made to our program in a reactive
rather than proactive mode. He noted the need to come up with solutions and expressed his belief that the
College’s values were totally secure.

D. Kathy Killion, Dean of Admissions: Dean Killion opened with questions about our fall enrollment,
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which was somewhere near 850, and reported that our current student body’s unmet financial aid need
exceeded $1.93M, the highest amount she has seen in her time at New College. This resulted in part due to
the loss of $340K in state financial aid after the entering class had already been packaged and commitments
had been made. She then explained the importance for returning students of the 1 March priority deadline
for obtaining the best financial aid package and that the deadline was widely advertised to students and
their parents. Students who met the deadline got the best package. She was reluctant to offset this year’s
shortfall from the financial aid reserve of over $500K that had taken over eight years to build up. Dean
Killion urged faculty to send to Financial Aid staff any students who were concerned about changes in their
financial aid packages and noted that there was an appeals process. On the issue of staffing, she announced
the failed searches for Directors of Financial Aid and Admissions and that as a result of reframing the
issues, the Financial Aid Office has undergone restructuring and signed agreements to outsource much of
Financial Aid’s operations, as other small colleges do. The other grim story with the decrease in the state
aid budget was that the state aid had been used to supplement federal work-study and had funded 75
student positions at the College last year. John Martin is trying to supplement work study with OPS, but it
is doubtful that will go far. Going on to the good news, she explained the overview distributed at the
meeting on the makeup of the fall entering class, the importance college guide books placed on the
freshman class, and the implications of an inquiry total over 10K. This year’s enrollment targets were 825
for the fall and 725 for the spring, with an entering class of 280. There was fabulous news with the number
of underrepresented students at 74, or 26%, and Dean Killion recognized the success of Sonia Wu’s
dedicated efforts on behalf of diversity. In concluding, she noted a decrease in the average SAT scores and
that we still cannot attract a higher percentage of none-Florida freshmen.
In response to a question regarding the College’s loss of state-provided aid, President Michalson explained
that as a result of its change to a non-profit institution, Keiser University had become eligible for state
funds, and the State came up with this money by cutting the financial aid allocations to all SUS units.
E. Rick Coe, Chair of the Faculty: Chair Coe encouraged all faculty members to read the “Notes on
Financial Aid” page and to check on the strategy of dropping courses when discussing contracts with their
advisees. With respect to this year’s large incoming class, Coe noted that these numbers would impact the
perennial problem of capping students out and would most likely cause pressure on entry-level courses. He
was still collecting suggestions for items of faculty business for the academic year and had already
circulated an email with items from the PAC and Susan Marks’ motion on the composition of the SASC,
which had already been passed. These and other items will be our primary business at the September
faculty meeting.
Before moving on to announcements, Rick Coe asked if there were any additional new staff to be
introduced. Dean of the Library Brain Doherty announced two new appointments: Alison Piper, who is the
new public services visiting librarian, and Sarah Norris, the new technical services visiting librarian.
Dean Bashant informed the group of the departure of Donita Pace, Rebecca Marshall, and Sean
McDonough and introduced Student Affairs’ new on-campus staff members Sean McCan and Larry Locke.
III. Announcements: Sarah Hernandez informed the group about the UFF Labor Day Party at the Caples
Bay Front on 5 September.
IV. Good of the Order: Katie Walstrom reminded the group that faculty members were still meeting on
Fridays at Growler’s Pub. In closing, Chair Coe mentioned the Ad Lib in Isermann Gallery immediately
following the meeting and solicited a motion to adjourn.
V. The meeting adjourned at 4:47 pm.
Submitted by Glenn Cuomo, Secretary of the Faculty

Agenda
New College of Florida Faculty Meeting
September 14, 2011: College Hall Music Room, 3:30 P.M.

I. Approval of Minutes:
A. Regular Monthly Meeting: May 11, 2011 (attached)
B. Executive Meeting: May 18, 2011 (attached)
C. Initial Meet and Greet: August 17, 2011(forthcoming)
II. Reports: Provost Miles
(President Michalson will be on route to BOG Meeting, and will not be present.)
III. New Business: Establishing Faculty Work Agenda for AY2011-12
Below are listed a series of motions/questions that I have formulated in response to faculty
suggestions as to issues the faculty should address this academic year. As Chair, I cannot formally enter a
motion, so I am trusting that individual faculty members will volunteer to officially move the
motions/questions. All motions are attached.
A. Motion to Establish an Ad Hoc Faculty Budget Committee (Coe)
B. Motion to Refer the Question of Team-Taught Courses to FASC (PAC)
C. Motion to Refer Question of Responsibilities of First-Year Regular Faculty Members to FASC
(PAC)
D. Motion to Form an Ad Hoc Committee to Develop Guidelines for Faculty Input into the Selection
of
High-Level Academic Administrators, and to Review the Procedures for Granting Tenure to
External Appointees (Coe)
E. Motion to Refer Reconsideration of Selection of and Criteria for LAC Courses to EPC (Gilchrist)
F. Motion to Refer Issue of Approval for Emeritus Status to FASC (Rohrbacher)
G. Motion to Establish an Ad Hoc Committee on Tuition Exchange Program (Khemraj, Dean)
H. Motion to Refer to the EPC the Question of Adjustments to Deadlines for ISP Evaluations and
Contract Certifications (Miles)
IV. Committee Report: Presidential Search Committee (McDonald)
Report on Criteria for Evaluating Presidential Candidates (material forthcoming)
V. Announcements
VI. Good of the Order
VII.

Adjourn

Motion
That an Ad Hoc Faculty Committee be constituted to address the question of faculty input into the
appointment of high-ranking academic administrators and the process for granting tenure to external
appointees to such positions. Committee members will be the Chair of the Faculty, who will chair the
committee, and one member elected from each Division. The Chair of the Faculty will be responsible for
conducting such elections.
Charge of the Committee:
1. To formulated procedures for faculty input into the appointment of high-ranking academic
administrators.
2. To review the procedures for granting tenure to external appointees to high-ranking academic
administrators.

Rationale: With respect to the appointment of high-ranking academic administrators (President, Provost,
Associate Provost), there has been no formal procedure for soliciting the opinion of the faculty with
respect to the candidates for these positions. Given the importance of such appointments, it seems
appropriate that the faculty have a formal voice in these appointments, as was done at times prior to
independence.
With respect to the tenure-granting process for external appointees to such positions, we have tried to
follow our standard tenure process designed for internal candidates. This has been awkward at times,
resulting in a twisting of the normal process, such as the solicitation of external letters on scholarship or the
use of teaching evaluations. An expedited system of granting tenure for such appointees might serve us
better.

Motion:
That an Ad Hoc Faculty Budget Committee be established for AY2011-12. Committee members will be
the Chair of the Faculty, who will chair the committee, and one member elected from each Division. The
Chair of the Faculty will be responsible for conducting such elections.
Charge of the Committee:
1. To review the College’s current budget
2. To advise the Administration on current budgetary allocations
3. To formulate strategies to recommend to the Administration to address any significant cutbacks in
budgetary allocations. Such recommendations will be brought to the faculty for review and approval.

Rationale: The budgetary situation facing the College remains in flux, with the possibility that additional
reductions to our operating budget may occur this year. In the past, the Ad Hoc Faculty Budget Committee
has provided valuable input to the Administration in developing strategies to deal with such reductions.
That role should be continued.

Motion:
That the FASC review the procedures for the appointment of emeritus status as stated in Section 4.1.1 of
the Faculty Handbook and recommend changes if needed.
Rationale: In the words of David Rohrbacher, the current appointment procedure is “incoherent”. Revision
is needed.
Note: David has drafted a proposal to change the procedures, which should lessen the workload imposed
by this motion on the FASC.

Motion:
That an Ad Hoc Faculty Committee on Tuition Benefit Programs be constituted. Membership is open to all
interested parties.
Charge: To examine the feasibility of New College joining a tuition exchange programs as well as
studying other possible tuition benefit programs for the children of New College faculty members.

Rationale: Many of our peer institutions offer tuition benefit programs for the children of faculty members
(and other employees as well). New College has no such program, which puts us at a competitive
disadvantage in recruiting faculty members. (It is worth noting that we do not even offer tuition benefits to
faculty member’s children who attend New College!)

Note: Tarron and Erin have agreed to serve on the Committee.

Motion:
That the EPC review our deadlines for ISP evaluations and contract certifications in light of the revisions to
the academic program adopted last spring.
Rationale: Our current deadlines conflict with the audit schedule for financial aid and need to be adjusted.

Motion:
That the FASC clarify the responsibilities of first-year regular faculty members
Rationale: The PAC has noticed that there is a lack of uniformity across the Divisions regarding the
responsibilities of first-year regular faculty members with respect to such items as the sponsoring of ISPs
and tutorials and serving on baccalaureate committees. These responsibilities should be clarified so that
uniformity exists across the College.

Motion:
That the EPC reconsider the selection process and criteria for LAC courses, as currently laid on in Section
6.2.1 of the Faculty Handbook.
Rationale: There are currently no checks on the Division Chair’s authority to approve LAC courses and
there are no definitions of such terms as taught “regularly”.
Note: Sandra proposed the formation of an Ad Hoc Committee to deal with this issue, but it strikes me that
the EPC is an appropriate standing committee to deal with this question. Of course, the final decision
remains with the faculty.

Motion:
That the FASC clarify the policy on co-teaching of courses with respect to the “accepted norm” of two
courses or seminars per semester, as stated in Section 6.6 of the Faculty Handbook.
Rationale: There is an inconsistency across the College in how the co-teaching of courses is counted
toward the two-course norm, and this has made it difficult for the PAC to make fair assessments of teaching
for faculty members engaged in different practices.

Evaluation of the [Provost/President] of New College
In accordance with the motion passed by the faculty October 21, 1992 (modified for the current
administrative structure), we are circulating this questionnaire concerning the performance of the President.
For your convenience, you should receive both a hard copy version and an electronic version of this form.
You may complete either version, but if you use the electronic form, please print out your responses rather
than emailing them to the committee. You may sign the questionnaire if you wish. Please use the double
envelope procedure and return a hard copy of the form to your division secretary by Tuesday, April 23rd.
Instructions: In commenting on the following topics, please provide a basic narrative response. Expand
on your comments and please provide as much clear, evaluative language as possible.
For purposes of this evaluation, please consider the current period the President has served.
Leadership:
Evaluate the President’s leadership. Please refer to specific issues and situations if these are relevant to
your evaluation.

Evaluate the President’s leadership in the these particular spheres:
The College
The local community at large
National level
Communications:
Evaluate the President’s effectiveness in keeping New College constituencies informed and the President’s
receptivity and responsiveness toward them.
Faculty
Staff
Students
Evaluate the President’s interactions with:
State Government
New College Board of Trustees
Community at Large
Advocacy:
Evaluate the effectiveness of the President at:
Obtaining resources in support of educational programs
Obtaining resources in support of faculty development and research
Management:
Evaluate the effectiveness of the President at:
Administration of the College’s business (e.g., SACS accreditation, managing the
to independence, negotiating shared services agreements)

transition

The Allocation of resources
Personnel matters
Other Areas:
Comment on other aspects of the President’s performance that you consider relevant
Overall Assessment:
Provide us with your overall assessment of the President’s performance

Search of 1991-92

In 1991-92, New College ran a search for what was then it's chief administrative officer, the Dean and
Warden. The job was offered to an individual who eventually declined, but provided, upon request, a
“consultant's report” in the interest of helping the College advance. After suitable adjustments for time
and place, the report contains a number of valuable suggestions and pointed warnings which may be of use
in our current search.
The following is extracted from the aforementioned report.

New College is excellent in many ways, but at the present time it is not very innovative. It has trouble
visualizing the potential in precisely those external relationships which are most vital to its future. It is
probably wise to seek outside leadership for the Dean/Warden position to bring fresh and different
perspectives to campus.

The ideal Dean/Warden candidate will be an individual who can build on the enormous potential of the
College-University-Foundation triangle. The challenge for the Dean/Warden is to become, with vigor and
persistence, the primary architect of the College's future. This requires bringing a vision to the Foundation
and the University that is so appealing as to galvanize each on behalf of the College's priorities. The
Dean/Warden must be able to talk to diverse groups in language each understands and each can use in
helping the College: faculty, students, staff, the Foundation trustees, the University administration and a
broader national audience of current and potential supporters.
Ideally, then, the Dean/Warden will have proven experience in three areas: high quality undergraduate
education for very bright students, a complex University setting, and raising external funding on a national
level. The College understands well the importance of the first area, but may not well perceive the value of
the other two.
The College is somewhat inward-looking and suspicious of change. As was so well put by Steve Witt
during my visit, the College seems to be saying to the Dean/Warden candidates, “Help us improve, but for
heaven's sake don't change anything!” There is no point in hiring from the outside unless significant
change is desired. Yet, if a newly-arrived Dean/Warden tries to put his/her ideas in place and they do
involve noticeable departures from current practice, I sense that the reaction of the faculty and students may
be, “See -- we knew you weren't 'one of us'.”

