


I have heard nothing about the plan for whatever would replace the IFD, just the same vague 
ideas you have including the "umbrella" that would somehow intertwine CLD, Library and IFD 
functions. But again nothing more than an mention - no concrete plans in evidence. 
 
The MOA you mention is the only one regarding the IFD Director - negotiated by the SFT to 
ensure the duties, scope and compensation of the position are inline with other directorships 
and faculty leadership positions. Interestingly the Fellows agreement 
( https://www.sftunion.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/fellowship-agreement.pdf ) and 
the SIPET MOA (https://www.sftunion.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/Summer-tchg-
observation-institute-MOA-3-5-12.pdf) both refer to the IFD Director overseeing those Fellows 
and the SIPET, and both are still in full effect going forward (unless management chooses to 



the Director is a safe person to consult with for faculty. This service is also provided to 
post-tenure faculty seeking promotion 

 
The way they want those delivered is through continuing of the IFD. There is no reason to end 
the IFD - if the administration simply wanted to bring the IFD Director position in line with the 
ending of the MOA, they could do that by renegotiating it with the SFT in the new MOA for 
Faculty Leaders.  
 
If there has been a breach of shared governance, then the correct thing for the Provost to do is 
reverse her decision - the IFD continues through June 30, 2020 under the current expiring MOA, 
so there is no need to make this decision now . The correct thing for the Faculty Senate to do is 
to pressure the Provost to keep the IFD as is.  
 
Here is the feedback I’ve received so far…de-identified/anonymized and organized into themes. None of 
this is from me, although my own experience certainly resonates with much of it. Will let you know if I 
hear from more folks. 
  
First-year Orientation: 
  

• I’ve benefitted from the IFD in so many ways. Our first class together introduced me to the 
whole university as we had a lot of guest speakers. Because IFD was led by (a faculty member), I 
felt like I was less on display and that I could ask “dumb” questions, because I didn’t feel the 
need to impress. Also, because I knew the IFD Director was always in the classroom, it really 
helped him to be more practical. Also, I’ll admit that I knew he as a faculty was a safer route 





experience and its successes and pitfalls. The best advice and guidance I’ve gotten has always 
been from someone who has gone through what I’m going through – that won’t be present 
in IFD if it’s administered by the administration. 
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In sum, I would prefer the IFD not to change at all. However, if it must and if we are to provide the 
suggestions as to how it should change, I think we need more information. Specifically, I would like to 
hear from the administration in terms of what their problems with the current IFD structure is and why 
they want it changed and I would also like to hear from Doug about what changes to the current IFD 
structure he would find useful and what work of the IFD he would feel comfortable offloading to non-
faculty members.  
 
I received some feedback from one of my “constituents” that I would like to share.   
  
The emphasis from this constituent (and I agree with her) is that 

• The IFD is a professional development hub for faculty, by faculty.   
• The IFD should be about supporting faculty, and this best comes from people who are faculty 

themselves and live our lives and share our priorities.   
• The IFD is a place where junior and senior faculty members can learn from other faculty about 

the techniques that they find most useful in the classroom.   
• The IFD should be a place where we can go do help manage the struggles of teaching-

scholarship balance.   
  
This individual expressed concern about how every other initiative/committee taken over by 
administrators tends to run by similar patterns: Administrators tend to start to lecture faculty on their 
priorities, not what faculty see as a priority. Case in point: over the past 3 years, the program 
coordinator and even some of the school meetings have been transformed into outlets where 
administrators lecture faculty about enrollment numbers and coach faculty on our role in improving our 
enrollments. None of that helps us with delivering a quality product in the classroom, developing as 
scholars, etc.  The IFD should remain faculty-led to make sure that faculty priorities are addressed. 
 


