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GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY 
MINUTES OF THE FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 

Tuesday, January 22, 2019, 2:00 – 3:30 p.m. 

Johnson Center Meeting Room E (334) 

 

Present:  Lisa Billingham, Melissa Broeckelman-Post, Shannon Davis, Timothy Leslie, Keith 

Renshaw, Suzanne Slayden, Girum Urgessa, Provost David Wu, Senior Vice President Tom 

Calhoun; Kim Eby, Associate Provost for Faculty Affairs and Development, Jamie Lester, 

Presidential Fellow and Professor, Higher Education Program. 

 

I.  Approval of Minutes of September 17 and October 19, 2018:  The minutes stand 

approved. 

 
II.  Announcements 
Provost Wu noted several searches have been successfully concluded:  Carol Kissal will be 

the new Senior Vice President (March 1, 2019); Trishana Bowden will be the new Vice 

President for University Advancement (March 4, 2019); Gesele Durham will replace Kumar 

as Associate Provost for the Office of Institutional Research and Effectiveness (March 1, 

2019). She is currently serving in the same position at the University of Wisconsin – 

Milwaukee and has a lot of experience; a good balance between technology and leadership 

skills.  Robert Matz will be the first campus dean for Mason Korea (February 1, 2019). 

 

Question:  Were these announcements directly only to the President’s Council?  I saw them 

in The George.  Why not distribute to all faculty?  To make them more prominent, 

particularly for new hires? 

 

Provost Wu understands rationale behind it – average opening rate of emails = 30% or less.  

Software can track what people read or never read (not identifiable by individual). What is 

deserving of campus-wide distribution? Announcement of new Deans are distributed to 

President’s Council and everyone in individual college.   

 

Follow up:  We are going to fill a lot of VP slots, such as David Moore (Asst. VP and Chief 

Budget Officer) and Mark Fournier (Assoc. VP Real Estate and Business Services, Auxiliary 

Enterprises).  To note for future discussion under New Business:  to expand distribution of 

senior-level administrative hires announcement beyond President’s Council?  Within 

individual colleges/schools? 

 

We have committed to create a new School of Computing and a new multidisciplinary 

Institute for Digital InnovAtion.  Two working groups formed, with representation across 

the university.  The first group was charged on Friday, the second one (including Keith 
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Renshaw) will be charged today.  To work on concept/division for these entities; 

committees are supposed to complete work by end of March. 

 
III.  Progress reports, business, and agenda items from Senate Standing Committees 

A. Academic Policies – Suzanne Slayden  

The drop deadline for the 2019-2020 academic year calendar has not been 

approved; Faculty Senate approval for a 3-week drop deadline extends only as far 

as Spring 2019. Importance of this deadline impacts many offices. No meetings 

with representatives from the Provost’s office and other interested parties have 

been scheduled.   

 

B. Budget and Resources – Tim Leslie 

Human Resources will have salary numbers for February meeting, including 

stipends. We have the attrition data in hand and are determining the best way to 

proceed.  After Budget Model presentation, we received several emails back from 

deans. We have submitted a FOIA request for the full detail budget model 

information for all colleges. Deans are very interested in information. 

 

C. Faculty Matters – Girum Urgessa 

The Faculty Evaluation of Administrators now being summarized, our target to 

have it out by March 1st.  This year’s rate of participation lower at 26%.   

Second issue:  looking at COS contracts which require faculty to generate 50% of 

their salary.  To investigate whether practice goes beyond COS.  Third issue: Need 

for Department Chair Evaluation systems, to work out a way to do this.  Provost 

Wu will meet with them in February. He has not heard any comments (positive or 

negative) since Faculty Matters presentation to Chairs & Directors in fall. 

Discussion:  Should this be instituted by the Provost Office or the Faculty 

Handbook?  If not standardized, will go off the rails.  Should happen at least 

annually, does it make sense to work with college/school or provost office or 

both?  Proposal could be pretty circumscribed. If it is going to be driven by deans, 

need to codify and ensure they are held to account for making sure they happen. 

 

D. Nominations – Melissa Broeckelman-Post 

Can members of USCs appoint someone to attend – and vote – in their absence? 

USC members are not departmental representation, but university representation. 

So probably should not allow this. People filling in might not have full context to 

vote. Also, absentee voting isn’t a good alternative, because people miss the 



Page 3 of 16 
 

discussion. USC meetings are typically open, so anyone can attend – but a 

representative cannot simply choose someone else to fill in to vote.  If this is a 

significant problem, should the Faculty Senate elect an alternate?  Or should the 

Faculty Senate representative step off the committee? Generally speaking, if it’s a 

1-time occurrence, these things happen. If it’s a regular problem, the 

representative should consider stepping off the committee, and FS can elect a 

replacement. 

 

E.  Organization and Operations – Lisa Billingham 
Faculty Liaison Pilot Training Team – Working on draft of call, HR training to start 

in March, distribution at the beginning of semester OK.  Too late to (arrange) 

stipends, course release. 

 
IV.  Other Committees/Faculty Representatives, EFC form even thought  
Effective Teaching Committee:  Keith Renshaw will attend their meeting to hear proposal, 

recommendations.  Martin Ford, a member of the ad hoc CEHD Task Force   (see Faculty 

Senate Minutes March 7, 2018 pp. 13-18) contacted Keith to report they got a good 

response with shorter form … but the response rate for the regular form was even higher.  

Since the primary purpose of their shorter form was to increase response rate, they don’t 

feel they need to spend FS time on reviewing results. Martin Ford said he would investigate 

further.  When Dr. Varier joins us, one task we have is to increase evaluation rates online – 

continued use of paper evaluations is untenable. Provost Wu noted we are the only Virginia 

institution left using paper evaluation forms.  Perhaps more importantly, how do we get 

beyond student evaluations as the only real metric we use to evaluate teaching?   

 
V. New Business, Updates, and Discussion 

 Gift Acceptance Committee Draft Recommendations Attachment A 

 

Sections C2g and C5i potentially inconsistent: 

If C2g is in effect (the university shall not accept gifts which affords the donor influence 
over the continued employment of specific personnel) then why would we need to say C5i, 
that these gifts are referred to the committee:  
Gifts that are specifically related to the appointment or retention of a specific individual? 
Those gifts would not be accepted under C2g, correct?  
 

Discussion:  Concur, need for clarification.  Suppose University wishes to start a new 

program?  Should a specific person leave, then purpose might be gone. What happens to 

the money?  To create a specific position, e.g. “Director of Debate.” 

 

http://www.gmu.edu/resources/facstaff/senate/FS_MINUTES_3-7-18.pdf
http://www.gmu.edu/resources/facstaff/senate/FS_MINUTES_3-7-18.pdf
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Keith Renshaw and Provost Wu clarified that section C2g is intended to prevent donors 

from giving money contingent on the university hiring someone new. Section C5i is 

intended to allow departments, etc. to approach donors to help them recruit/retain 

someone they already want. Need to reword to clarify. 

 

Section C6: "The determination of whether a gift must be reviewed by the Gift Acceptance 
Committee shall be at the discretion of the Vice President for University Advancement and 
Alumni Relations" is very problematic.   There needs to be some other mechanism setting 
up the review. Suggestions included:   

 to have one of the members of the committee "on call" for each month to do a first read 
with all agreements and, like with the IRB, determine via a checklist whether the full 
committee needs to review? This could allow us to suggest a 6-12 member committee, 
where the responsibility includes not just reviewing but determining what needs to be 
reviewed, with an audit by (someone) either yearly or biannually.  Only one thought, but 
we need something with greater transparency than having the determination sitting only 
in the hands of the VP for advancement. 

Provost Wu noted:  We receive over 6,500 gifts/year.  Huge logistic task if we did 1/10th of 
them. He indicated we need to create a committee to handle the specifics of 
implementation like this, once new VP of Advancement arrives.   

Other comments:  Donor oversight different from Advisory Committee.  Is there a conflict 

of interest if donors are also members of Advisory Committee – e.g. Transportation, 

includes Toyota?  Point is academic and faculty control, outside influences unacceptable.   

Section 2: C 3 “The Gift Acceptance Committee shall be composed of the following persons: 
was deliberately left blank.  Do faculty (not just Faculty Senators) get to weigh in on who 
will be on the GAC? 
 

Chair Renshaw suggested thinking about what big pieces do we see, and how to structure the 

committee.  He will send out another call to invite more comments.  Provost Wu noted not 

likely to finalize the policy until after new VP of Advancement begins in March.  There is not a 

specific deadline, but as soon as possible.  While the BOV does not approve university policies, 

they will be asked for input. 

 

Online University Discussion – Timing & Format -- there continues to be interest in this, 

suggestions we work on plan with Michelle Marks.  Suggestions include a town hall 

meeting, video it; on a Wednesday afternoon at 3pm when the Senate does not meet?  

Needs to be fact based, how it works, structures, answer questions (like why adjunct vs. 

term/tenured)?  Mix of adjunct/term faculty is already our primary model. What about 
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predatory practices?  What are best practices?  What are the metrics – dollars?  What is a 

realistic expectation of retention rates?  Need to determine what primary themes will be. 

 

Bethany Letiecq wants to schedule joint FS-AAUP Meeting on online education.  To include 

Michelle Marks?  Who sponsors, organizes the meeting?  Bethany Letiecq wants to 

represent AAUP, Chair Renshaw will discuss this with them.  Provost Wu supports joint 

meeting, the more the merrier. 

 

 Discussion of affiliated organizations who use email servers, etc. Attachment B 

Also see MOUs forwarded from Provost’s Office in separate email 

Chair Renshaw:  Spoke with University Counsel to get understanding of legal 

parameters. Ultimately, affiliated institutions can do what they want to do.  The issue of 

parameters around FOIA depends on VA statutes – if you are a public employee, work is 

FOIA-able.  An independent institute affiliated with Mason does not fall under that 

statute – their work is not FOIA-able, even if they slap Mason’s name all over a 

document. The issue of whether work another institution does that is on a Mason server 

is less clear – then, Mason is in possession of it, unsure whether it might be subject to 

FOIA then. 

 

University Counsel spoke primarily about what you can do legally. He indicated that his 

role was not to speak on what a university should do – that is a question for the 

university. So should we allow affiliates to use our name if they are not part of us? 

Should we allow them to use our email domains, servers, etc., if they are not part of us? 

 

KR offered some comments on the MOUs we were given to review. The agreement for 

Mercatus Center says it should be a center as described in the Faculty Handbook (p. 15) 

– that description is: 

 

Section 1.3.10 Centers 

A center is a unit of the University intended to advance the University's mission of 

research and/or public service. Normally housed within a department or 

college/school, a center does not develop or administer academic degree 

programs, nor does it possess instructional faculty appointed to primary affiliation 

with it. Centers may require the presence of research, clinical, and/or 

professional faculty whose affiliation with the center is subject to the availability of 

research funds. Faculty appointed to a center under externally funded grants or 

contracts may not receive tenure-track or tenured appointments through the 

center. A center is chartered for a specific period by the Provost on the 

recommendation of appropriate faculty and Dean(s). Renewal of a center's 



Page 6 of 16 
 

charter, when called for, is subject to favorable review of a center's performance 

and accomplishments.  

 

A center is administered by a director who serves at will and who is appointed by 

the local unit administrator of the unit within which the center is housed. 

Whenever possible, centers are expected to derive most of their operating 

budgets from a source or sources other than state appropriations. 

 

Discussion/questions:  What about other things – like, do many affiliates use our payroll 

system?  Are there other elements of affiliates piggybacking on Mason systems?  

Provost Wu:  typically it’s spelled out in affiliation agreement….  The Mercatus Board of 

Directors agreed it will not appoint anyone to its Board of Directions without approval 

of Provost Wu…….Mason lets the Mercatus Center use GMU Logo and device.   

If Centers (contain) public employees, wouldn’t their work be FOIA-able? 

Provost Wu:  There are two different entities.  The Mercatus Center is a university 

Center and Mercatus LLC is a separate entity. 

Senators: it’s like a front, firewall (LLC is not FOIA-able) makes it look like University is 

a visual cover. 

Provost Wu:  Mercatus Center agreement was drawn up in the early 80s and has 

continued to evolve.  Tyler Cowen reports twice a year on the Mercatus Center. Those 

with Mercatus Center include affiliated employees of Mason.   

 

KR: (reads from IHS agreement) shall not use Mason log in its external communications 

without express written authorization. However, IHS has “at Mason University” all over 

their website.  So IHS may be in violation of their agreement. 

Provost Wu:  There are big challenges. Not sure we should be involved in brand 

enforcement.   

KR thinks it’s more than just brand enforcement – need some way of monitoring 

affiliates to ensure they are consistent with agreement, and some way of addressing it 

when they’re not. 

So if they are representing themselves as part of Mason, should we address that?  

 

From here, how should we move forward? Should we report out to FS in some form, 

then see from there who wants to go further? 

Perhaps we should make FOIA requests for each affiliate we have MOU from (not GMUF 

– we already know where that stands), to see what we get.  Chair Renshaw will give a 

progress report for February Senate meeting – full report to follow after FOIA requests 

are made. 

 

 Harvard COACHE survey – Kim Eby, Jaime Lester 



Page 7 of 16 
 

One of the president’s goals, to meet strategic concerns about morale, to use this to dial 

down into instructional faculty work life.  It will allow us to benchmark with five 

institutions as part of cohort, a good way to see where we stand in terms of faculty 

work life.   It includes governance among many other things. Faculty Engagement 

Survey Themes include topics:  Nature of work, Tenure and Promotion, 

Interdisciplinary Work, Collaboration and Mentoring, Resources and Support, Shared 

Governance, Department Engagement/Quality and Collegiality, Institutional 

Leadership, Appreciation and Recognition, and Retention and Negotiations.  Survey is 

uniquely tailored toward faculty experience, and provides very interesting results. For 

instance, some national data indicates faculty stay for +/- $6K salary increase.  That is 

useful to know, when trying to retain people! The important piece of things is that the 

results will be used to develop action plans, not just a report that sits on shelf.  Two 

surveys will be launched: (1) Faculty Satisfaction Survey – the week of February 4, 

2019; (2) Faculty Exit and Retention Survey:  to the identified subpopulation in the fall 

of 2019.  Please see Attachment C for additional details.     

 

The leadership team includes Girum Urgessa, Keith Renshaw, and Solon Simmons.  We 

need high completion rate. Average is 70% - hoping for 75%. In launching the survey, to 

appeal to colleges and schools’ competitiveness.  We cannot provide our own 

institutional incentive per IRB regulations.  One EXC suggestion included having an 

opportunity to meet at the Mason Club, with free coffee service.  People will want 

something, not just buttons.  Additional information is also available on the Provost 

Office website at Mason Coache Partnership. 

 

 
VI.  Agenda Items for February 6, 2019 FS Meeting 

 Draft FS Minutes December 5, 2018 
 Provost Wu  
 Announcements 
 Committee Reports 

- Academic Policies – 2019-20 Calendar  
 New Business 

o Gift Review Committee Recommendations 
 

VII.  Adjournment:  The meeting adjourned 3:36 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meg Caniano 
Faculty Senate clerk  

https://provost.gmu.edu/faculty-matters/coache
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Attachment A 

 
 

Responsible Office: 

University Advancement and Alumni Relations 

Procedures: 

Appendix A: George Mason University Required Endowment and Deferred (Planned) Gift 

Minimums) 

Appendix B: George Mason University Philanthropic Naming Opportunities 

Gift Acceptance Committee Procedures 

 

Related Law & Policy: 

Policy 1129, Art Collection Management 

Policy 4006, Sponsored Programs Administration 

Policy 4008, Private Sector Funding (draft in progress) 

Virginia Freedom of Information Act, Va. Code § 2.2-3700 et seq. 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

I. Scope   

This Policy covers the transmission, acceptance, disposition, and management of Gifts (as later 

defined) made for the benefit of George Mason University (the “University”). The policy applies 

to all University offices.  This policy does not apply to grants, which are governed in part by 

Policy 4008, Private Sector Funding for George Mason University, and Policy 4006, Sponsored 

Programs Administration. 

 

 

II. Policy Statement 

 
A. Taxation 

Policy 1123: Gift Acceptance 
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1. George Mason University is a public institution of higher education of the Commonwealth 

of Virginia. The University is an organization described in Internal Revenue Code section 
170.  The George Mason University Foundation, Inc. (the Foundation), is a Virginia 
nonstock corporation organized and operated exclusively to receive, manage, invest, and 
administer private gifts and property and to make expenditures to or for the benefit of the 
University. The Foundation is an organization described in Internal Revenue Code section 
501(c)(3) and is classified as a publicly supported organization under Internal Revenue Code 
sections 509(a)(l) and l 70(b)(l)(A)(iv). 

 
2. The University does not provide specific tax advice to donors. In general, under IRS 

regulations, a donor may deduct a Gift to the University if the donor does not retain control 
over the Gift and does not receive any benefit from the Gift. 

 
B. Receipt of Gifts 
 

1. Collection of Gifts from donors directly by a University department is strongly 
discouraged. In the event that a donor makes a Gift directly to a University department, 
the department administrator must contact the Office of University Advancement and 
Alumni Relations immediately for instructions. 

 
C. Gift Acceptance 
 

1. The University is obligated to use Gifts in a manner consistent with the stated intentions 
of the donor. Because the University must comply with donor restrictions, only Gifts 
that are consistent with federal and state laws, are consistent with the University’s values 
and policies, and are supportive of the University’s mission, may be accepted. 

 
2. The University shall not accept any Gift that:  

a. interferes with or influences the University’s academic freedom or its capacity to fully 
control the management, operations, and direction of its affairs, including admission 
procedures, faculty selection and promotion, academic programs, and their integrity; 

b. contains restrictions that unlawfully discriminate on the basis of race, creed, color, 
citizenship, national origin, religion, sexual orientation, gender identity, gender 
expression, age, marital or partnership status, military status, or disability; 

c. presumes or requires a particular result or conclusion of scholarly work;  
d. impedes the free inquiry and scholarly activity of a faculty member, fellowship 

holder, or student;   
e. is offered for purposes inconsistent with its missions of education, research, and 

service; 
f. conveys a benefit to the donor rather than serving the public benefit; 
g. affords the donor influence over the continued employment of specific personnel; or 
h. impairs the University’s ability to define and pursue its mission, require illegal or 

unethical acts, hinder governance or administration, or compromise the University’s 
accreditation. 

 
3. The Gift Acceptance Committee shall be composed of the following persons: 
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a.  
 
 

4. Although the Foundation controls the acceptance of gifts to it, the University 
understands that the Foundation normally chooses to accept gifts that the University has 
determined to be in furtherance of the mission of the University.  Accordingly, the Gift 
Acceptance Committee shall review and approve Gifts under its purview before the 
completion of a gift to the Foundation. 

 
5. The following types of Gifts may only be accepted by the University after review and 

approval by the University’s Gift Acceptance Committee: 
a. Gifts subject to any conditions or restrictions of $500,000 or more (excluding 

established programs and faculty research grants); 
b. Gifts of real estate; 
c. Gifts that would be paid over a period greater than five years; 
d. Gifts that would be paid with assets other than cash or readily marketable securities 

(except for planned gifts); 
e. Gifts that will draw significant public attention, or have significant reputational 

implications for the University; 
f. Gifts from international entities not already known to or affiliated with the 

University; 
g. Gifts that would permit use of the University logo or other trademark by the donor 

or a third party; 
h. Gifts that may have real or apparent conflicts of interest for the donor or University 

officers; 
i. Gifts that are specifically related to the appointment or retention of a specific 

individual;   
j. Gifts that potentially create immediate or future financial or significant 

administrative burdens,  
k. Gifts associated with naming opportunities recognizing current or former heads of 

state or public officials, government entities, corporations, or individuals; 
l. Gifts endowing faculty positions at a lower amount than the threshold established 

for each school; or 
m. Gifts requiring donor oversight or advisory committees. If such a committee is 

created, the University should appoint the majority of the members, and any donor 
designees should be limited to a nonvoting role on any mater related to academic 
governance. 

 
6. The determination of whether a gift must be reviewed by the Gift Acceptance 

Committee shall be at the discretion of the Vice President for University Advancement 
and Alumni Relations.  

 
7. Gifts to the University that may expose the University to liability or that obligate the 

University shall also be reviewed by the Office of University Counsel. 
 

D. Public access to Gift information 
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1. When the Foundation accepts a gift subject to conditions that govern the use of those 
funds by the University, the University shall provide the Foundation with a writing 
specifying the University’s acceptance of those conditions. Such writing is a public 
record of the University under the Virginia Freedom of Information Act. 

 
2. The University affords donors the privacy protections permitted by the Virginia 

Freedom of Information Act. 
 

3. Gifts may be made anonymously, but for gifts $100,000 or more, the President, Provost, 
and Vice President for University Advancement and Alumni Relations must be aware of 
the donor’s identity and agree that the University will accept the Gift on condition of 
anonymity.   

 
E. Administration of Gifts 
 

1. The University’s administration of Gifts must comply with all relevant federal and state 
regulations.  

 
2. The financial management of Gifts should follow the guidelines set forth in the 

University’s Financial Policies. 
 

3. The Office of University Advancement and Alumni Relations is responsible for ensuring 
that the University is in compliance with applicable laws pertaining to the receipt and 
management of Gifts and that it honors its fiduciary responsibility to donors. It is the 
duty of each department or school to use Gifts in accordance with the donor’s intentions 
as agreed by the University. 

 
4. If it becomes impossible or inadvisable for the funds associated with a Gift to continue 

to be used for the specific purpose for which given and subject to the terms of any 
applicable gift agreement, the University shall contact the donor or notify the 
Foundation so that the Foundation may contact the donor to discuss an alternate 
application of the funds in the case of funds subject to a gift agreement with the 
Foundation. If the donor cannot be contacted, the University, subject to the terms of the 
applicable gift instrument(s) and applicable law, will determine appropriate uses of the 
funds or work with the Foundation to do so in consultation with the University’s 
President, Senior Vice President for Administration and Finance, and Provost and 
Executive Vice President. 

 
5. Exceptions to this policy must be approved by the President.  

 
 
 
III. Definitions 

Bequest - A gift of real or personal property made at death by a will or a trust. 



Page 12 of 16 
 

Gift - A voluntary transfer of property made without consideration, which may or may not be 

restricted as to its use.  The term “Gift” as used in this Policy includes both transfers of funds or 

property made by a donor directly to the University; as well as restricted and unrestricted funds 

transferred by the Foundation to the University. 

Grant - An agreement representing the transfer of money, property, or services by a sponsor in 

exchange for specified services or activities (e.g. research and development). Grants are 

enforceable by law, and performance is typically accomplished with set time parameters with 

payment subject to being revoked for cause. 

Cash - Money, currency, checks, money orders or cash equivalents. 

Securities - Stocks, bonds, options, warrants, notes, or similar instruments, either publicly traded 

on an exchange (public) or not publicly traded (private). 

Gift-in-kind - A gift that is a tangible item, for example, a work of art, equipment, or a literary 

collection. 

Internal Revenue Code (IRC) – 26 U.S.C.S. §1 et seq. 

 

IV. Responsibilities  

 

A. Department Administration –  
Promptly deposits Gifts received in the form of cash or check in accordance with University 
procedures or forward such Gifts to the Foundation.  
 

B. Office of University Advancement and Alumni Relations –  
Responsible for overseeing University compliance with laws pertaining to the management 
of charitable gifts and confirming that the University honors its fiduciary responsibility to 
donors. Performs quality assurance reviews to ensure that gifts are assigned to correct 
accounts. 
 

C. Vice President, University Advancement and Alumni Relations - Has general oversight of 
gifts accepted by the University. 

 

 

V. Forms 

 

___ 

 

VI. Dates:  

 

A. Effective Date:  
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This policy will become effective upon the date of approval by the Senior Vice President 

for Administration and Finance and the Provost and Executive Vice President.   

B. Date of Most Recent Review: 

 

N/A. 

 

VII. Timetable for Review  

This policy, and any related procedures, shall be reviewed every three years or more frequently as 

needed. 

 

VIII. Signatures 

 

Approved: 

   
_________________________   ___________________ 

  Senior Vice President for    Date 

  Administration and Finance 

      Approved: 

  
_________________________   ___________________ 

  Provost and Executive Vice President  Date 
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Attachment B 
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Attachment C 
 

Mason COACHE Faculty Engagement Initiative 
January 2019 

 
Why this Initiative 

 Mason’s success depends squarely on our ability to attract, retain, and support talented faculty.  

 Our goal is to collect data about key areas of faculty work-life, in order to create a Mason-
specific strategic framework that intentionally strengthens faculty well-being and success. 

 Part of our work will include benchmarking and collaborating with peer institutions to design 
programs, policies, and practices to facilitate organizational change and improve faculty 
outcomes. Other institutions that have participated have developed a range of programs such as 
department chair workshops, faculty mentoring programs, more robust guidelines for tenure 
and promotion dossiers, and new internal awards. 

 This strategic framework will be primarily informed by the results of two COACHE Faculty 
Surveys. 

 
What is Harvard COACHE?  

 The Collaborative on Academic Careers in Higher Education (COACHE) is a national, research-
based initiative that is designed to help us better understand and actively put into place plans 
for improving the quality of work-life for faculty at Mason.  

 Faculty Engagement Survey Themes: 

 Nature of work  

 Tenure and Promotion 

 Interdisciplinary Work 

 Collaboration and Mentoring  

 Resources and Support  

 Shared Governance  

 Department Engagement, Quality, and 
Collegiality   

 Institutional Leadership  

 Appreciation and Recognition  

 Retention and Negotiations 

 Faculty Retention and Exit Survey Populations: 
o Faculty who have left 
o Faculty who had another offer and who we were able to keep 
o Faculty to whom we made preemptive offers because they were ‘flight risks’ 

 
Who will be encouraged to participate? 
All Mason full-time tenure-line and term faculty will be asked to participate.  
 
Who are your resources for this project? 
A Mason COACHE Leadership Team has been created that represents many colleges and faculty ranks on 
campus, co-chaired by Kim Eby (Associate Provost for Faculty Affairs and Development] and Jaime Lester 
(Professor of Higher Education). 

 
What is the timeline for the project?  

Faculty Satisfaction Survey: This survey will launch the week of February 4, 2019 and close on April 7, 
2019. The Mason COACHE Leadership Team will receive the institutional summary report with aggregate 
findings in the summer of 2019. Results will be shared in late summer 2019 with multiple reports to the 
campus community in fall 2019. Beginning in the AY2019-2020, the leadership team will engage the 
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campus community in the interpretation of the findings and identify actions to address COACHE 
findings.  

The Faculty Satisfaction Survey will be administered again in the spring of 2022 in order to assess the 
effectiveness and impact of the actions we have taken to address issues and concerns identified in the 
spring 2019 results. 

Faculty Exit and Retention Survey: This survey will launch to the identified subpopulations above in the 
fall of 2019, 2020, and 2021. The Mason COACHE Leadership Team will receive preliminary observations 
after the first two iterations of data collection, with an institutional summary report after the third 
round of data collections.  
 
Want to learn more? Additional information can be found at Mason COACHE Partnership. General 
questions can be sent to Kim Eby at facaffs@gmu.edu.  
 

https://provost.gmu.edu/faculty-matters/mason-coache-partnership
mailto:facaffs@gmu.edu

