IV. FACULTY
A. Number, Qualifications, and Functions

1. Describe factors that facilitate and hinder the recruitment and retention of faculty members at your

institution. Is the current size and mix of faculty (gender, ethnicity, academic discipline) appropriate for the attainment of your institutional goals?

SOM department chairs were surveyed and asked to score factors that are perceived to influence the ability of academic departments to recruit and retain high quality faculty members. The major factors perceived as facilitating the process relate to the excellent academic environment at the school built upon the strong commitment of a dedicated group of talented faculty members.  Factors considered to facilitate faculty recruitment and retention included the collegiality of faculty and the strong institutional support for critical infrastructure such as the learning resource center, central animal facility and biomedical instrumentation center. Other highly ranked factors include the quality of medical and graduate students attracted to the school by its mission, resources and faculty, and the logistic support provided for medical and graduate education. The interdisciplinary approach of the graduate program creates a common ground for academic and administrative collaboration among the faculty members from different departments.   The physical proximity of USU to the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and its location in the National Capital Area were also reported as positive factors. NIH provides a unique platform for academic and scientific collaborations in almost all the major areas of biomedical sciences. 

Other noted strengths include the security offered by hard money salaries for faculty from the university budget, a clear-cut policy on granting tenure and promotion to faculty members, and a strong benefits package including good health care, retirement benefit plan (portable to other academic institutions), and life insurance options.  Despite being a young school USU has managed to develop a well-articulated intramural research program with competitive startup packages for recruiting young scientists. A successful faculty development program supported by the active involvement of the Office of Research oversees mentoring of junior faculty members in obtaining extramural research funding and in the development of a career in medical education and research.  The collegiality and scientific cooperation among faculty members has facilitated the development of extramurally funded research programs with long-term scientific goals.  A major positive force in the process is the presence of peers among the faculty who have achieved national and international recognition in their fields. Some departments are also highly regarded nationally; these factors have aided the recruitment of outstanding junior faculty in recent years. 

Although it is encouraging to see very highly qualified individuals among our new recruits for junior faculty positions, there are increasing concerns regarding our failure to retain in recent years a number of more established senior researchers each with a strong record of extramural grant support. Those successful mid-career faculty members who have chosen to continue their careers elsewhere generally cite the limited scope for expansion at USU, and the limitations of space, available resources, and incentives needed to support a growing research program.  The situation is further aggravated by the fact that SOM faculty salaries for mid-level and senior positions have declined in comparative terms in recent years, and salaries of the clinical faculty and department chairs are significantly below their counterparts at other institutions.  We are no longer competitive in the recruitment of successful faculty with substantial extramural research funding at ranks above assistant professor.  This situation cannot be remedied by using funding sources that are available to many other schools since USU is not permitted to supplement a federal salary with research grant funds under the current regulatory guidance. Faculty salary ranges imposed by the Department of Defense (DoD) are increasingly seen as limiting opportunities for recruitment of the most competitive candidates for senior faculty positions. The relative stagnancy of the academic job market and our hard money salary support may have minimized faculty losses at a time when NIH research funding is particularly tight, but it is a matter of growing concern that USU has not attracted and successfully recruited outside scientists to any of the basic science chair positions that became vacant within the past 8 years.  The problem is compounded by the high cost of living in the Washington DC area and the lack of a mechanism that provides an annual cost-of-living salary adjustment for faculty (who are technically administratively determined (AD) federal government employees).  

Department chairs have also become increasingly frustrated with the processes of budgetary control at USU.  It is generally perceived by faculty that academic policies at USU are being shaped unilaterally by non-academic officials, leading to micromanagement of departmental and programmatic resources from outside the academic departments. The clinical departments perceive a similar management constraint related to their lack of direct control over the clinical services in the affiliated hospitals and by the physical separation of the clinical facilities from the main campus.  

An unforeseen problem that has emerged since 2003 is the restriction imposed by the DoD on the hiring of persons from the Peoples Republic of China for any position at USU, including recruitment as students and postdoctoral fellows.  Since a significant fraction of basic and clinical research positions in all U.S. medical schools across the country are filled by highly motivated individuals from China, this constraint has had a negative effect on recruitment to USU of highly successful potential faculty members from China, and of highly qualified junior scientists for many research programs directed by SOM faculty. More generally, limitations on the use of federal funds in the support of foreign (i.e., non U.S. national) graduate students has adversely affected the growth and development of our graduate program. Overall these factors are perceived by the faculty as having a negative impact nationally and internationally on the name recognition of the school.  

As a DoD agency, the conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan may also be having an impact on the retention of active duty military faculty in some of the military teaching hospitals, and to a lesser extent at USU.   In addition to the short-term impact caused by faculty deployment, which is discussed elsewhere in this document, there is a perception supported only by anecdotal evidence that more than the usual number of faculty are electing to leave the military after their tours of duty are completed.  The increased rate of loss also may be exacerbated by concerns and anxiety over the DoD Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process and its impact on USU.  Because of the way the personnel systems of the services function, there is little solid data available to accurately evaluate these concerns. Those leaving the military are not formally asked to explain their reasons for leaving, and because service members request approval to separate from active duty approximately six months before their obligation is up, there are few mechanisms to reliably predict personnel losses in the future.    

In some instances, it has been difficult to fill active duty teaching positions in the major teaching hospitals and at USU because of the demands of the war.  In addition, there is some evidence that suggests recruitment of new physicians into the military is more difficult at the present time.  Manning in the military constantly waxes and wanes and a variety of measures including increased pay and bonuses are under review in the services to assure they can recruit and retain medical officers.  Mechanisms to increase the number of civilian faculty, with significant prior experience in military medicine, as a buffer for periodic fluctuations of active duty faculty resulting from operational activities are also under consideration. At the present time, the SOM has been able to adapt to deployments and to faculty who have separated from the service.  In conjunction with physician community managers in the services, and with key leaders in military medicine and the military personnel system, the SOM is carefully monitoring the situation and developing a variety of contingency plans to adapt and maintain the quality of medical education.

Plans for USU linked to the BRAC have also brought a new perspective to the size and makeup of the SOM faculty. The Walter Read Army Medical Center (WRAMC), 1 of the 2 major teaching hospitals for USU, will be relocated to the National Naval Medical Center campus adjacent to USU by 2011.  This brings new opportunities for USU, and new challenges. The DoD has informally asked USU to consider increasing the size of the medical student body although no formal requirement for such an increase has yet been made.  Other new potential roles for the SOM faculty that have been raised include increased commitments in the teaching of nursing students and the possible creation of a dental school at USU. The academic responsibility of the SOM faculty is to provide our medical students with quality teaching in preparation for their medical careers. Should SOM faculty be required to take on any of the tentatively proposed major new assignments without an appropriate increase in the size of the faculty, and in teaching and research space and infrastructure, it would have an immediate negative impact upon SOM faculty recruitment and retention.  

Finally, USU and its faculty recognize that they serve a community made up of individuals from very diverse backgrounds.  The faculty is committed to achieving an appropriate level of diversity in its ranks. There is a need for increasing diversity in the faculty makeup. The university continues to struggle with recruitment of minority faculty appointees, although the recruitment of a few very highly qualified minorities to junior faculty positions is encouraging.  

2. Evaluate the availability of opportunities for both new and experienced faculty members (full-time, part-time, and volunteer) to improve their skills in teaching and evaluation. Is institutional or departmental-level assistance, such as training sessions from education specialists, readily available?

Continued improvement of faculty members’ teaching and evaluation skills resides within 3 areas of responsibility: the individual faculty member, the department/program, and the SOM.  As in all other areas of scholarship in the SOM, scholarship of teaching is defined and described in considerable detail in USU Instruction 1100 and its attachments.  This provides a practical and very meaningful yardstick against which individual faculty, their chairs/program directors, and the SOM measure achievement in teaching.  

All departments utilize peer review of class-based teaching and student evaluations to provide feedback to faculty members.  Course and clerkship directors provide extensive guidance to participating faculty concerning their teaching responsibilities and effectiveness.  In some departments, the chair provides direct feedback to teaching faculty with specific recommendations and expectations.  Examples of specific departmental activities currently available as an SOM resource include a faculty development series initiated by the Department of Family Medicine, open to all faculty, and an ongoing seminar series sponsored by the Department of Medicine based on the Stanford model for clinical teaching. 

Faculty at the departmental/program level participate in a wide range of nationally available venues to enhance their teaching and evaluation skills, as well.  Examples include participation in teaching workshops conducted by the various medical professional societies devoted to advancing the quality of education in virtually all core disciplines in the curriculum. Indeed, SOM faculty are recognized nationally and internationally as leaders in innovation and quality of medical education.  For example, one faculty member was the 2006-07 president of a medical specialty professional education association and committed the term of office to faculty development and mentoring.  In addition, the dean’s office continues to fund 4-6 individual faculty a year from various departments/programs to participate in national educational forums to gain teaching and evaluation techniques and approaches from other institutions and to share with others our successes.

The Office of Educational Affairs works with department-based programs and supports faculty development of teaching skills through workshops which focus on a variety of topics (e.g., lecturing skills, small group teaching skills) and which are open to all faculty and are available online in streaming video format.  Specially designed workshops are also provided for academic departments upon request. The programs available in effective teaching skills, offered both within the clinical departments and by the Office of Medical Education, are all considered effective.

Recently the dean established a position of associate dean for faculty development.  The individual in that position will be responsible for the development of centralized programs in support of faculty teaching and evaluation skills.  The initial effort involves the development of a faculty mentoring program in collaboration with members of the faculty senate.

The definition of 3 levels of teaching scholarship in the SOM appointment, promotion, and tenure has prompted an initiative to refine our teaching evaluation methods and to develop the appropriate resources and programs to facilitate the faculty in the enhancement of teaching skills.  This activity is in the planning stages, and faculty-based working groups will be established to complete this activity.

B. Personnel Policies

3. Evaluate the system for the appointment, renewal of appointment, promotion, granting of tenure and dismissal of faculty members. Are the policies clear, widely understood, and followed?

The present system for faculty appointments, promotion, and tenure is based on a university instruction -Appointments, Promotion, and Tenure of Faculty (USU 1100) that was reissued most recently in 2003. Since then, it has been included in the faculty handbook, and is accessible on the web to all faculty. The purpose of the last revision of this instruction was to: 1) broaden the range of accepted scholarly faculty activities; 2) maintain a high standard of quality performance based on appropriate peer review; 3) reduce difficulty and confusion by making criteria for all faculty tracks and titles more explicit; and 4) eliminate inconsistencies in process, and establish standardized procedures that ensure improved compliance with requirements of the system.  Evaluation of individual appointments has always been done with care, and despite these prior inconsistencies, the consensus is that this has not prevented the acquisition of highly qualified and motivated faculty.

A portion of the faculty are uniformed officers, who by reason of federal policy cannot achieve tenure.   This issue is considered in our promotion and tenure policy. The civilian faculty can achieve tenure and uniformed officers may fill faculty positions in what would at other schools be tenure track positions.  Some of these officers leave after 3 or 4 years, but many stay for prolonged periods and achieve associate and full professorial rank.  USU 1100 clearly defines a level playing field for all faculty that recognizes their individual contributions while establishing a consistently applied set of criteria to all areas of scholarship.

Previously, many faculty members were not well-informed concerning the details or the system and standards for appointment, promotion, and tenure. The inclusion of this document in the faculty handbook has helped in better informing faculty about university policy, practice, and expectations of individuals at each faculty rank.  Direct contact with the faculty is the best way to provide the necessary information, and the associate dean for faculty affairs meets with departments, chairs, and individual faculty as requested. Department chairs are expected to make clear to their departmental faculty the university expectations for promotion and tenure. 

SOM review of candidates for appointment, promotion, and tenure is conducted by a committee appointed by and reporting to the SOM dean. The membership of the committee on appointments, promotions and tenure (CAPT) has been carefully selected, representing a balance between basic and clinical sciences, and civilian and uniformed faculty. The CAPT has full authority to make independent judgments on the merits of each case, while observing well-defined procedures to assure due process for each candidate.  Review by the CAPT involves 4 areas of scholarly activities - discovery, integration, teaching, and professional service.  In addition, contributions viewed as institutional citizenship are considered.  Peer reviewed laboratory-type research contributions have historically been the standard against which the scholarly contributions of all faculty are measured.  Since most campus-based faculty fulfill requirements in this category, these criteria are widely supported by that group. Hospital-based faculty members whose primary responsibility is for patient care and teaching, and who have little laboratory experience, had been given a variety of academic titles and have not benefited from a clearly-defined SOM policy directed specifically to their faculty status. This issue has been addressed in the USU 1100 document, with the formation of clinician educator and clinician investigator pathways within the tenure-ineligible track. The majority of modified titles have been dropped and those remaining have been redefined.
All departments include peer and student evaluation of teaching in assessing faculty teaching skills. Most chairs also use subjective judgment based on observation of teaching to evaluate faculty teaching skills. Essentially no SOM-defined peer review of a clinician’s patient care performance is provided for consideration in the appointments or promotion process.  The evaluation by the health care facility department chair or division head, as a part of their normal responsibility to monitor practitioner performance, is used in the SOM evaluation process.  There is variation in the importance placed on purely military activities in the evaluation of the service role of military faculty, with some chairs emphasizing the acquisition of military skills more than others.  This variability in emphasis is due to the unique aspects of the school, and will continue to evolve as broadened definitions of scholarship are accepted and applied. The promotion and tenure document recognizes the different roles, academic activities, and scholarly contributions made by individuals who are clinician educators versus clinician investigators. The criteria in the appointment, promotion and tenure document are consistent with the mission and objectives of the institution and the priorities being developed in the current strategic planning process. 

The roles of department chairs in the faculty evaluation process is specified in the promotion and tenure document, as are requirements for the departmental chairs to provide faculty with annual evaluations. Department chairs are also evaluated by the dean. Non-tenured faculty in the tenure track also receive a more detailed evaluation of their progress after their first 3 years of appointment. Procedures and grounds for termination of faculty who are not granted tenure are also clearly specified in the 1100 document and in an attachment to the 1100 document.  The 1100 document does not specifically address or direct an aggrieved faculty person to the procedures available to them should they believe they have grounds for redress of a perceived grievance related to appointment, promotion or tenure of employment. In this regard the 1100 document specifies only that termination of faculty appointments to administrative positions is not subject to review through the grievance procedure.

There is a link to USU Instruction 1205, Faculty Grievances from the faculty handbook. The instruction on faculty grievances describes the grounds on which  faculty may petition for a review of their denial of tenure, or termination or failure of reappointment of employment, or a failure to place them in consideration for promotion.  The Grievance Committee can review the substance of the grounds for the decision of termination, but is limited to reviewing such decisions for evaluation of allegations of bias or procedural irregularities, or to determine if the reported factual basis for the decision is warranted.

4. Assess the adequacy of institutional and departmental conflict of interest policies relating to faculty

members’ performance of their academic responsibilities.

As a federal institution, conflict of interest matters for SOM faculty are guided by 2 federal documents: the Code of Federal Regulations, 5 C.F.R. 2635, and the Joint Ethics Regulation, DoD 5500.7-R.  As noted by the USU Office of General Counsel, the university must follow these guidelines, as well as other related federal and criminal regulations, and cannot modify these rules.  These regulations, as expected, describe general restrictions for all federal employees in matters where the individual (or their family members) would receive a financial gain, whether the gain is obtained by financial means, a gift, or any preferential treatment, such as potential employment or business dealings that could be perceived as a conflict of interest.

In order to assist faculty, the USU Office of General Counsel website provides access to these regulations, as well as other documents and forms related to issues of conflict of interest. For example, the website contains a link to “Frequently Asked Questions,” that addresses questions regarding acceptance of awards and honorary degrees, frequent flyer miles and other promotional gifts, government travel sponsored by non-federal sources, the acceptance of honoraria, matters regulating outside activities, guidelines when seeking employment, and serving as an expert witness. The website advises faculty to seek guidance whenever there is a question concerning a possible conflict of interest.

Faculty are permitted to engage in outside activities, unless there is a conflict of interest. For example, faculty are permitted to participate in educational and other scholarly and clinical events that are customary practices, such as visits to other institutions, presentation of invited lectures, and performing as a consultant. When acting in an official capacity, and there is financial support provided by a non-federal source, the faculty person must submit USU Form Request for Approval of Acceptance of Travel and Related Expenses from Non-Federal Sources for Official TDY Travel to the Office of General Counsel one week prior to the activity. For unofficial travel, a faculty member may accept reimbursement for travel expenses, and honoraria for teaching, speaking or writing, as long as the activity takes place while the individual is on leave. If the individual is “on government time” while performing these activities an honoraria cannot be accepted, and under no circumstances can the activity involve individuals who seek business from the DoD or “whose business interests are affected by DoD functions.”

When faculty engage in more long-term activities such as extracurricular employment (e.g., teaching at another institution or engaging in health care practices), faculty must request permission and receive approval before beginning such activity by submitting USU Form 1004 - Request for Approval of Outside Activity. This document must be signed by the faculty’s chair or other activity head and forwarded to the ethics official in the USU General Counsel’s Office.

In general, the committee believes these regulations do not hinder the faculty’s ability to meet their academic responsibilities nor impair their participation in outside academic activities. Most faculty appear to be informed about these restrictions and generally the General Counsel’s Office is perceived as open to inquiries and as providing expeditious responses and approvals for requests. Information regarding potential conflicts of interest is described on the General Counsel’s Office website, and the feature, “Frequently Asked Questions,” relates to common issues of outside academic activities of faculty.

Several other activity units at the university have concerns related to potential conflicts of interest, and when needed, can provide corrective action. These include the oversight provided by the university’s Institutional Review Board (IRB), which reviews and provides guidance to faculty concerning human research. Faculty indicate the USU IRB is quite proactive and undertakes an in-depth analysis of each human research protocol, including issues related to patient safety and investigator conflict of interest, and the nature of financial interests in research or trials that involve private interests (pharmaceutical and medical device companies).

The faculty has several options for dealing with complaints concerning conflicts of interest. The university president has an “open door” policy program that provides a "safe" environment for alerting the administration to issues related to conflicts of interest. This program employs a software program administered by EthicsPoint, a service that provides a reporting system for universities and public corporations. This program does not identify the writer, but allows the individual to undertake a dialogue with the university president, if needed. Finally, federal employees at the university, including faculty, can report perceived issues related to conflict of interest that may involve illegal activity. Faculty can anonymously contact the DoD Hotline for Fraud, Waste, and Abuse. If warranted, an independent evaluation of fraud or mismanagement issues is then conducted by the Office of the Deputy Inspector General for Policy and Oversight.
The research program of SOM faculty may be programmed through the Henry M. Jackson Foundation for the Advancement of Military Medicine (HJF), in which case the faculty member becomes a Guest Scientist of the HJF and activities of the faculty member relating to his/her research program are governed by all applicable policies of HJF in addition to the relevant USU policies and regulations.  HJF ethics policies are briefly described at the following URL: http://www.hjf.org/about/ethics/business_conduct.html . A much more detailed description of HJF Ethics policies are provided in a 60-page booklet available in pdf format: http://www.hjf.org/images/HJF_code_of_ethics04.pdf .

5. Describe the extent of feedback provided to faculty members about their academic performance and progress toward promotion. Are faculty members regularly informed about their job responsibilities and the expectations that they must meet for promotion?

Several university policies have been developed to ensure that faculty members get regular feedback about their performance.  USU Instruction 1423 (Faculty Performance Management System) requires supervisors to hold at least 1 progress review meeting each year with all faculty members. These sessions usually focus on the employee’s ratings, as entered onto Form 1423. Prior to being rated, faculty members provide their supervisors with another form which lists their accomplishments in the previous year. 

Form 1423 includes sections for teaching, research, publications, administrative activities, patient care, outside services and personal advancement. There is a place on the form to indicate which of these functions are a critical element of the faculty member’s job responsibilities. It is one mechanism for communicating job expectations to employees. Supervisors rate employee performance for each activity as either outstanding, fully satisfactory or unsatisfactory.  Subordinates are then provided with a narrative evaluation and summary rating. The faculty member must sign the form, indicating that he or she is aware of how their performance for the previous year was rated. Employees are given the opportunity to add a written comment to the rating document. Employees are provided with a copy of this feedback form each year. Another copy is also maintained in that employee’s file in the office of the Civilian Human Resource Directorate (CHR). This enables the CHR to monitor the evaluation process. They follow-up with any department that does not submit these required forms each year. 

Instruction 1100 also states (Section 14) that department chairs must perform an annual performance review of each billeted faculty member, and provide that employee with their assessment in writing.   Chairs are supposed to use these sessions “to provide counsel and guidance in faculty career development.” Chairs are required to evaluate non-billeted faculty members at intervals that are not to exceed 3 years. This section of the 1100 document also describes faculty members’ responsibilities to their chair and the dean.

Section 4 of the 1100 document states that all tenure-eligible individuals should have access to the standards that are used to make decisions affecting promotion and tenure. USU 1100 describes these criteria in detail, for each level of academic appointment. It is available to all faculty members via the internet (i.e., from the university web page). CHR is also drafting an information page for distribution to new faculty members that would include the URL address linking them to the university’s 1100 document.  

Despite these measures, a survey conducted in 2002 suggested that there is room for improvement in the faculty evaluation system. President Rice is contemplating the creation of a 360° evaluation system (i.e. whereby subordinates could evaluate their supervisors). Such bi-directional feedback might help department chairs hone their management and mentoring skills. 

6. Discuss the extent to which education is valued in the institution. How are the degree and quality of

participation in medical student education factored into decisions about faculty retention and promotion?
USU 1100 defines teaching as a scholarly activity, and states that the “scholarship of teaching is an integral part of SOM faculty responsibility as all SOM faculty are expected to contribute to the teaching mission of the institution.” This document presents clear criteria relating to teaching that serve as the basis for faculty development and for evaluation.  The SOM is committed to a fair and comprehensive review of faculty teaching activities and providing guidance and resources to enhance teaching skills. Teaching skills and contributions are given balanced weight, along with the other scholarly activities in which a faculty member is engaged, in all appointment and promotion decisions.  

Department chairs are required to consider the teaching competency and teaching contributions of faculty annually at the time of annual review of faculty performance; in practice most chairs additionally evaluate the teaching competency of faculty informally at several other times during the year. The dean expects that all faculty will contribute in some significant way to USU teaching programs; the majority of faculty members in the school of medicine contribute to medical student education. All recommendations by department chairs for faculty promotions and for faculty merit pay increases must be supported by evidence of significant contributions to the teaching programs in the SOM in addition to other factors. Documentation of teaching contributions is usually accomplished by the development by faculty members of teaching portfolios that include a record of all their teaching contributions.  These are supplemented by formal and informal evaluations of teaching competencies by senior departmental faculty and by students.  Medical students are given an opportunity to rate the teaching contributions of faculty at the end of each course. These evaluations are available to department chairs, departmental faculty evaluation committees, and to each individual faculty member. 

The SOM provides opportunities for enhancement of faculty teaching skills though departmental activities, the Office of Educational Affairs, the Office of Research, the sabbatical program, funding for participation in professional meetings and special courses, and access to educational materials provided through distance learning and the internet.  The creation of a teaching academy at USU to foster distinction in teaching and the propagation of improved teachings skills among all faculty is under consideration. 

C. Governance

7. Evaluate the effectiveness of mechanisms for organizational decision-making. Are necessary decisions made in a timely and efficient manner with appropriate input from concerned parties? Assess the relative roles of committees of the faculty, department heads, and medical school administrators in decision-making.

Academic decisions within the SOM are made by the dean, acting with the advice of standing committees. These committees are advisory, but in practice their advice has usually been followed by the dean’s office. All SOM faculty members are expected to serve on one or more such committees.  Each year department chairs offer nominations of departmental faculty for the standing committees, with the final decision on appointments to the committees being made by the dean. The majority of SOM faculty members appear to be relatively content with their role in the academic decision-making process, although this does not necessarily translate into general agreement on how issues are resolved and policy decisions are implemented.  Restrictions, compliance issues, and mandates that are related to our status within the federal government and the DoD are viewed by some faculty as unnecessary intrusions into the academic decision making process.  This has lead on occasion to some dissatisfaction with the institutional academic policy-making process, but the majority of the faculty understand the unique position of the university and recognize its similarity to some state-supported institutions.  There is regular communication with faculty through committees, meetings, e-mail, and personal contact with dean’s staff to include them in the process.  A small but vocal segment of the faculty have routinely expressed a feeling that they have been distanced from the decision-making process by the administration. The legal deposition of total authority within the central administration and an exclusively consultative role for faculty committees has contributed to this feeling of distance. The administration has tried to respond to this concern by increasing faculty involvement in decision-making processes, and by enhancing communication with faculty and staff through regular meetings with faculty. The electronic communication system is used to apprise the faculty of policy and process issues.

As noted elsewhere, the faculty senate president meets routinely with the SOM dean and the USU president, providing a conduit for the regular communication of faculty concerns. The SOM dean has a senior advisory board consisting of faculty and the chairs of the basic and clinical science chairman committees.  In addition, there is a monthly meeting of all department chairs with senior administrators and the directors of all major administrative support groups in the university. There are also monthly meetings of the executive faculty of the SOM, consisting of all academic department chairs and the dean of the SOM at which academic issues relating to the SOM are discussed. These committees do not have decision-making authority, but they provide a mechanism for senior administrators to become aware of faculty concerns.

There is much less transparency in the processes by which budgetary decisions directly impacting on the SOM are made.  Department chairs are asked to submit a budget for their departments each year within a framework provided by Financial Management, and the chairs have some decision-making power with respect to the expenditures of non-personnel funds within their departments. However, all personnel funds are controlled by the Office of Financial Management to the extent that department chairs have limited powers to effect change through budgetary approaches to the planning of academic activities. As a consequence budgetary issues that have direct impact on academic planning and management are decided by non-academic officers of the university. Faculty recognize that departments and schools in the university must work within available budgets, but there is concern that the placement of control of major budgetary decisions outside the SOM significantly constrains the flexibility of the dean and department chairs in the management of the SOM and its academic departments.  

The faculty assembly and senate provide another conduit for relaying faculty opinions to university  administrators. The faculty assembly is instrumental in providing the leadership required to sustain an atmosphere conducive to academic autonomy and intellectual freedom.  The senate and faculty are instrumental in highlighting and documenting salary comparability data.  There is some dissatisfaction among faculty with the apparent inability of USU administrators to correct the lack of comparability of faculty salaries with those at area and regional medical schools.  The perception of some of the civilian faculty is that not enough has been done to increase salaries to levels that are comparable to those in other medical schools in the area and the region as required in the original legislation establishing the medical school.

As noted above, SOM faculty are expected to participate in SOM standing committees. Participation of faculty on these committees has generally been very good.  The faculty view their participation on university committees as one of their responsibilities and recognize that committee membership is a means of effecting change on campus.  The number and required diversity of committee memberships is defined in university instructions.  

8. Assess the effectiveness of the methods used to communicate with the faculty. Do faculty perceive

themselves to be well informed about important issues at the institution? Do faculty believe that they have sufficient opportunities to make themselves heard?

There are several formal mechanisms which enable faculty to effectively express their concerns and suggestions to the administration and other faculty members.  Regular departmental faculty meetings enable faculty to discuss issues amongst themselves and directly with their chairperson.  Issues discussed with chairpersons can then be raised by the department at regular meetings with the dean, and other administrative personnel.  Faculty members can directly make appointments to speak with the dean and with the university president.  Both the dean and the president are very accessible to faculty, with the president maintaining an explicit open door policy.   As an alternative to directly speaking with the administration, faculty members can voice concerns to the faculty senate, a representative body of the faculty which is advisory to the university president.  Faculty senate meetings are held monthly and are open to all faculty members.  Faculty members can request to add issues to the monthly agenda by contacting their faculty senate representative or the faculty senate president.   Additionally, the faculty senate maintains a point of contact person for each department.   

Information from the administration is disseminated to the faculty through a variety of channels, some of which mirror the faculty to administration mechanisms. The dean holds regular meetings with department chairs, program directors, and administrative leaders. These leaders within the SOM then communicate relevant information to their faculty members. The USU president can also attend these meetings to communicate with leaders of the SOM. The USU Office of External Affairs -http://www.usuhs.mil/vpe/index.html - has been established to communicate with stakeholders outside of USU but distribution of the materials within USU often adds to the faculty awareness of activities involving USU. Currently, USU is involved with changes from the Base Realignment and Closure recommendations and related information is communicated to the faculty through a web site link on the USU homepage (http://www.usuhs.mil/usuhs/brac/SABI.htm ) faculty assemblies, and specially designed meetings of the USU community. Faculty assemblies and a faculty senate email distribution list, including faculty residing on and off campus, facilitate communication related to broad areas of faculty interest. More generally, the USU administrative and support staff maintains electronic bulletin boards, television monitors, and directed electronic mail to further communications. Overall, the methods for involving on-campus faculty in the governance, policy-making, and decision making work well, and avenues for disseminating information to the faculty are effective.

In addition to the formalized mechanisms of communication within the university, informal venues for faculty communication also exist.  For example, a variety of listserves established by the faculty senate and the SOM enable faculty to communicate with each other.  Listserves include specific committee groups and interest groups for different fields of medicine and research.  Finally, the small size of USU facilitates a collegial atmosphere within which faculty frequently meet with each other and with administrators in informal settings.  

Overall, the committee believes that on-campus faculty are satisfied with available channels of communication, if not always satisfied that their concerns are appropriately addressed.  In contrast, there are logistical issues with communication with off-site members of the SOM faculty who are responsible for clinical teaching at the clinical centers. While there is effective communication between off-site faculty members and clerkship directors, many off-site faculty members do not have direct interactions with department chairs and university administrators. The faculty sub-committee heard informally that off-site faculty do not consider themselves well informed of pertinent issues at the school (e.g. the process and factors considered in annual reviews for promotions).  Communication with such faculty continues to be a logistical challenge due to the physical separation of facilities.  There are ongoing efforts to change departmental processes and leverage our information systems to improve communications with off-site faculty members.

Finally, it bears mentioning that while faculty members have multiple mechanisms for communication within the SOM and university, there is a concern amongst many faculty members that decisions substantively affecting the SOM can be made at the DoD in the apparent absence of any opportunity by SOM faculty to provide advice and opinion on the potential consequences for medical education at USU. 
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