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The Committee carried out its three recurring duties and (mostly) completed three major projects begun four years ago. It is forwarding several unresolved questions to next year’s committee. It also bequeaths, however, an annotated timeline of the Committee’s and Chair’s recurring deadlines and duties which contain templates of letters, email lists, and other guidance for completing specific tasks.

Its major accomplishment has been to enhance the credibility of all the awards it administers by making the nominating and selection processes more transparent to the UD community, publicizing and simplifying the submissions of nominations, obtaining many more nominations for worthy candidates, and instituting various safeguards against threats to the integrity of the nomination and selection processes.  
Excellence in Teaching and Advising Awards (Recurring Tasks)
Activities carried out. The Committee reviewed 705 nominations for the Excellence in Teaching Awards and 64 for the Excellence in Advising Award. It selected four recipients for the faculty teaching award (Marie Laberge, Robert Neeves, Jonathan Russ, Elizabeth Ware), three for the teaching assistant award (Oluwafemi Balogun, Lisa Dill, Rodrigo Platte), and two for the advising award (Jackson Gillespie, Kathleen Schell). The Provost agreed to fund three teaching assistant awards this year, rather than the usual maximum of two, because of a tie among the top candidates.

The Committee also clarified the funding of the three awards. According to the Provost’s Office, all Excellence Awards are funded by the Offices of the President and Provost.

The Committee continued to experiment with the best ways to publicize the Excellence Awards and to invite nominations from students, alumni, faculty, and staff. Emailing invitations directly to all students has worked very well, especially when a reminder is sent several days before the deadline. The Alumni Office has helped publicize the awards to alumni, but more alumni nominations would be desirable. Faculty and staff cannot be emailed directly, but only via their chairs or secretaries. Forwarding of our notices by the latter has been spotty and yielded few nominations. Student nominations are most important in the selection process, but faculty and staff nominations provide good supplementation. It’s not clear how useful our advertisement on Channel 2 has been with any group, but it is easy and we will continue with it. The Committee is contemplating additional methods of reaching faculty, including notices in UDaily and personalized letters to chairs. 

It should be noted that the history and intent the Excellence in Teaching and Undergraduate Advising Awards were reviewed by the Student and Faculty Honors Committee at the Senate’s request in 1991. The Committee’s 1992 report, Excellence in Teaching and Undergraduate Academic Advising Awards, codified the criteria and selection procedures to be applied to the awards and the Senate approved them on December 7, 1992 as the Committee’s operating procedures.  

New/unfinished business. The Committee discovered that no one notifies the new recipients of the Excellence Awards of their upcoming events and duties as recipients (see minutes of 4/16/04 Section V.d). The Committee must ascertain what those events and duties are and then include that information in the letters notifying individuals they have won the award.

Francis Alison Faculty Award (Recurring Tasks)
Activities carried out. The Committee reviewed five dossiers submitted by the deans. It selected Mark Barteau as the recipient. 

The Committee typically receives fewer and less well documented dossiers than it would like. During the last two years it has worked together with the Alison Society, the Society with the Provost, and the Provost with the deans to encourage more and better dossiers. The Committee also took steps to better acquaint faculty, chairs, and deans with the requirements for dossiers. We had only modest success. It has therefore has designed (and will post on its website) a more specific checklist for the dean’s offices to follow when compiling the dossiers. It also obtained an increase in the prize, from $6,000 to $10,000. Given the importance of the award, the Committee decided to go back to mailing attractive (paper) invitations to all faculty.
The Committee also clarified its description of the criteria by which it evaluates candidates for the award. Specifically, strong evidence for eminence in research is primary. However, evidence of contributions as an educator, broadly construed, is also essential to exemplify the spirit of Francis Alison as a scholar-schoolmaster.  


It should be noted that the history and intent of the Francis Alison Faculty Award were reviewed by the Student and Faculty Honors Committee at the Senate’s request in 1991. The Committee’s 1992 report, Alison Award: Procedures, Criteria, and Recommendations, codified the criteria and procedures to be applied to the award and the Senate adopted them on December 7, 1992, as the Committee’s operating procedures.  

New/unfinished business. What additional specific steps can the Committee take to encourage more numerous and better documented dossiers?
University Honors Day Program Booklet (Recurring Tasks)
Activities carried out. The Committee received and approved about half a dozen applications from departments to include new awards in the Program. 
After consulting with the University attorney, the Committee also established an additional criterion that all awards must meet: “If funded by the University, the award may not be restricted to members of particular races or ethnicities.” 
The committee decided that winners of external, highly selective, prestigious scholarships be included in the Honors Day booklet if those scholarships require an institutional letter of endorsement. The entry with the winner's name will include a brief description of the scholarship. Those external scholarships include the Rhodes, Marshall, Mitchell,

Truman, Goldwater, and Udall Scholarships. Other prestigious scholarships that do not require an institutional letter of endorsement (e.g., NSF Fellowships) will not be included, for two reasons. The first is the difficulty in deciding which of the many external scholarships would be considered selective and prestigious enough, and what the criteria for establishing that would be, and the second reason is that since no institutional letter of endorsement is required, there is no mechanism to know who all the scholarship winners in a given year would be. The committee did not want to run the risk of providing an incomplete list and offending other scholarship recipients.

New/unfinished business. The Committee learned that awards letters to students from their colleges typically do not describe what their awards are for, leaving some students mystified (see minutes of 4/16/04, Sections V.b-c). Lack of description also denies credit to donors for their generosity. The Committee might work with Public Relations to rectify this situation.
Review and Reorganization of University Honors Day Program Booklet (Special Project)
Three years ago, the Committee decided to review the content and organization of the Honors Day Program. Its major concerns were that the booklet was getting too large, did not organize awards in a meaningful manner, and made unnecessary invidious distinctions among them.

The committee gathered information about all awards from all colleges and departments. It reorganized the booklet so that University awards come first, college awards next, department awards following them, and then honor societies. It made the format and content of the entries more consistent, and also deleted from them the size of any monetary prize accompanying the awards. 

The committee decided not to remove any awards from the booklet so as to avoid antagonizing current and potential donors who sponsor awards.

Committee Website (Special Project)
Activities carried out. Four years ago the Committee began working toward a web-based system for collecting and publicizing the Excellence Awards. In the first year, it made nomination forms available on the web. In the second year, it provided the UD community an on-line form for submitting nominations. 
In the third year, the Committee continued to test and improve the on-line submission system and, with the assistance of an MIS student team, created a public website describing the awards and awards selection process. In the current year, the Committee obtained resources from the Provost’s Office to completely redesign the website to be more attractive and easier for visitors to use (http://www.udel.edu/teachingawards). The site provides full transparency with regard to the Committee’s policies and procedures (including minutes and annual reports), easy access to all forms, criteria, and procedures for both the Excellence and Alison Awards, and the names all past recipients of the Excellence and Alison Awards and (for some) their photos too.  

The website also has a secure section that provides Committee members, but only members, on-line access to nominations data and other Committee work in progress. 

Benefits. The on-line submissions system enhances the legitimacy of the nominating process in at least three ways. First, it generates many more nominations, which not only increases the pool of potential recipients but also reduces the influence of campaigns for particular individuals. Second, using UD’s system of usernames and passwords, the system automatically authenticates all nominators, something not previously possible. Third, the nomination form requires nominators to check off whether their nomination is voluntary and whether it has been solicited by the person they are nominating. Self-nominations and coerced nominations are both forbidden. The nomination form thereby advertises that fact and makes it easier for the Committee to ascertain and follow-up any potential violations. 

The more automated nominations system also helps to assure the accuracy of the data collected for nominees. For two years now, we have merged other administrative data into the nominations system so that it accepts nominations only for eligible individuals. Moreover, those data also allow the system to supply correct spellings and departments for all names nominated, thus ensuring that multiple nominations for the same individual will be accurately collated for that individual.  

The on-line form also elicits more extensive and detailed descriptions of nominees, thus tending to provide fuller evidence for them.

Unfinished tasks. The public website is complete except for uploading some recipients’ photos and finalizing its search feature, which allows visitors to search for award recipients by name, department, or year of award. The secure section of the site is functional but needs reorganization. Who is to be responsible for finalizing and for maintaining the site remains to be determined.
Database System for Collecting, Processing, Reporting, and Storing Excellence Nominations (Special Project)
Activities carried out. The on-line nominations process for the Excellence Awards yielded over a thousand nominations in its first year, well over five times the usual number. Whereas Committee members used to read every (paper) nomination, the new flood of nominations required developing a more automated processing system. The Committee therefore designed and piloted an Access database system into which the raw nominations data is downloaded and from which highly readable compilations of the evidence for each nominee are produced. These reports were then uploaded onto a secure website for the committee members’ review. In the following year, an MIS student team more fully automated the database processing system. Together with the Committee, it drafted a manual to document the system and guide future users. Last year the Committee intended to automate the system yet further, but ended up not having the resources to do so. 

Benefits. The database system is essential for handling the large number of nominations we now receive. But it has also helped to meet some longstanding goals. One benefit is that it allows the Committee to better cumulate data from one year to the next. Specifically, the database system was designed to add the previous year’s nominations data to an individual’s nominations data in the current year, thus augmenting the evidence for all candidates but especially for those who may receive nominations in many years but not many in any one year. We also now have an electronic file, produced by the MIS student team, of the number of nominations received by individual faculty in each year for each award since the inception of the Excellence Awards. 
The system yields electronic reports (pdf files) which Committee members can review at their leisure (on a secure site) from any computer with UD access. This convenience is essential now that there are so many nominations to review. (Five two-person teams screen one-fifth of the nominations for each award, and then all committee members review the data for all finalists.) The reports are formatted for ease of review.
The database can also be used to print letters (and mailing labels) to all non-winning nominees, copied to their chairs, so that all nominees can be recognized. 


Unfinished tasks. The Committee will continue to investigate how to more fully automate the database system or to obtain technical assistance for using it. Either would greatly increase the ability of future committees and chairs to use the system and to avoid occasional technical problems potentially disrupting the selection process. The Committee’s database currently resides on a CHEP server. Its permanent home has yet to be determined.
Questions Brought Before the Committee that Remain Unresolved
1. Should the Aerospace faculty be eligible for the Excellence Awards? They teach at UD but are military personnel and thus not paid by UD. (See the minutes of 9/26/03, Section VI.C.) 

2. Should the eligibility criteria for the Excellence Awards be changed in view of the greater variety of positions (i.e., workload configurations) now classified as faculty than was the case when the awards were instituted? (See the minutes of 3/29/04, Section V, and 4/16/04, Section VII.)
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