COMMENTS FROM MEMBERS ABOUT THE PROPOSED ACADEMIC PLAN
In response to the AAUP request to forward for dissemination suggestions made directly to Administration (Deans, Provosts) the AAUP has received quite a few comments.  Often, when addressed to Administration they are prefaced with short or longer compliments about either the objective or the authors’ efforts, but the following are excerpts, abbreviated comments or summaries of comments from what we have received.

………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Tenure track faculty or alternate reliance on “in-residence” titles are not addressed.
Plan lacks clear justifications as to why certain areas have been chosen as focus for investment.  Laundry list of goals with little or no background as to why they are important.

Do more of everything seems to be plan.

No distinction between goals that are hard to achieve and those that might be easier.

Little attention to basic research and scholarship.
With focus on interdisciplinary work why not wish to be recognized for research excellence in particular disciplines?  Interdisciplinary work is built from bottom up not top down.

Missing are areas of current greatest strength at UCONN.

Much seems to be reshuffling administrative deck of cards; what needs to be done to enhance the ability of faculty to secure more grant funding?  We have a wish not a plan.

Plan calls for more students and better students but we don’t have the classrooms to teach them.

No assessment as to what this would cost.

Concerned about the reference to “exploring” current use of tuition waivers.
No plan to make better use of adjunct professors, or how to elevate their standing where credentials permit.

More support for existing international research and related activities is necessary without  more demands for same.  University lacks tenure track faculty in languages deemed important to any forward-looking international program (Chinese, Hindi, Arabic, etc.).

Needs to include affirmation of support for traditional disciplines that are the foundation for building the proposed towering strengths.

To enhance the undergraduate experience we probably need fewer not more given the lack of needed faculty.

Proposal drives resources toward biological and life sciences…response to funding agencies?

Human rights emphasis…donor driven?  Foundation influenced?
Social sciences and humanities are marginalized; emphasis on environmental work ignores existing shared work in AgEcon, Econ, and Sociology.

Internationalization emphasis seems empty without preconception as to what it means and what role it plays at institution like the one UCONN is or wants to be.

Seems top-down driven initiative; lacks role for humanities and social sciences.
Metrics?  Hiring a new VP doesn’t seem like metrics as much as more bureaucracy.

How about more emphasis on quality of what UCONN does now?

The title of the plan is great; but it is deceptive.  It includes only environmental issues…Emphasizes international mission but only “American Studies” gets special emphasis.

  What does international scholarship refer to?

Goal 3A relates to human rights.  Doesn’t connect to international personnel.  Human rights are an international matter.
Students need to learn more than cultural knowledge.
Hiring more faculty with international and area expertise is important; Africa and Asia specifically mentioned.

Administrative grab-bag is implied with proposal to have a Vice-Provost with responsibilities for regional campuses, continuing studies, outreach, and international affairs.

International affairs should be elevated, not demoralized and demolished.

Unifying sense of purpose not provided.  No notion of why these activities were selected or how they fit together to move the university toward its broader goals.

Failure of process due to extreme time pressure.  Go back to May 2007 Plan and ask for ideas on how to visions and goals.  Faculty will have more confidence in a plan that is developed with more openness…
Marginalizes regional campus initiatives especially in urban studies and public health.

Plan does not make a case for better funding; pursues better funding by promising a hodge-podge of future initiatives.
Section on resources needed cannot be relegated to a page and a half at the end like an afterthought.
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