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Case Studies for Discussion 

Case 1:	Curriculum programs developments collaboratively with multiple departments
Case 2: Handling multiple complaints simultaneously 
Case 3: Sequestration of department budget by 15%
Case 4: Promotion denied and recovery

Case 1:	Curriculum programs developments collaboratively with multiple departments
The policy from the University of Maplewood (, a mid-size university out ofin the Midwest, is considered a bureaucratic university), indicates that anyone within the university (i.e., faculty and staff) can be initiators forto developing an academic program.  The policy also allows for collaboration between different departments into building an educational program.  
The University recently conducted a health care study and discovered that there is a need for a biomedical equipment repair technology program within the region.  Therefore, the Associate Vice President of Academic Affairs asked several department chair people (department of engineering technology, department of computing technology, and department of math/science) to consider collaborating on an associate health care program that will would eventually convert to a bachelor degree. 
The associate degree calls for 72 credits, and after the departments dialogued theyand agreed that Math/Science would serve nine credits of GenED, Computing will would serve 24 credits, and Engineering Technology will would serve 24 credits.  The remaining 15 credits are liberal arts courses. 
AVPAA now asks, who will host this collaborated degree as the home department for degree audits and for certifying graduates? Keep in mind, the departments of engineering technology and computing technology have comparable faculty sizes, budgets, and space.  The significant difference between the two departments is in regard toing enrollment (computing technology department projected 24 and Engineering Technology predicted eight based on historical data).   As a department chairperson, what would you do to convince the AVPAA and the other chairperson that your department is more equipped to host this collaborative program via sharing resources?



Case 2: Handling multiple complaints simultaneously 
The 150-year-old campus of Moxie State College, a regional college outside of a small-size city in Vermont, sits ion a wooded valley is a regional college outside of a small-size city in Vermont.  The institution is considered as a collegial institute but functions more like an anarchical setting.  On a typical day, a chairperson receives various types of complaints: For example, 1.) a sStudent complains about future Calculus course scheduling and offerings through an email, 2.) a sStaff member complains about a coworker taking an excessively long lunch hour during a department meeting, 3.) a fFaculty member complains , in person, during the chair’s open door policy, about financial misconduct by a fellow faculty member in their research sponsorship program (i.e., the actual monetary loss incurred, cost of investigation).  
How would you as a chairperson handle these complaints through actions plans (think about the urgency and seriousness of each charge)?









Case 3: Sequestration of department budget by 15%
There is a word that the Governor will impose sequestration via the State College System (SCS) for 20 million dollars.  There are five State Colleges in the system;; your college - Sperry State College – is a large, non-research state school that does not rely on research or other external funding.  The Office of the Finance indicatesd to the President, Provost and the Deans that the college needs to make budget cuts.  The Dean of your college suggestsed that each department needs to make a 15% sequestration cut, and you need to make budget decisions.  The Dean is offering you two options:; the options areeither a lump sum cut or cuts over three years.   Your budget is 1,559,000 and 15% is $233,850.   How will you make your choices and communicate this matter to your department (i.e., consensus or not; centralize or decentralize)?  Your department budget lines are:
Faculty (12)			425,000 (non-tenure)
				330,000 (tenured)
Staff (3)				84,000 (salary)
				44,000 (hourly)
Benefits			350,000
Student workers		19,000
Supplies-office			2,600
Supplies-Instruction		30,000
Supplies-subscription		600
Supplies- software		5,500
Professional fees		1,000
Contract services		7,500
Travel (other)			2,800
Travel (hospitality)		900
Travel (PD)			14,000 (non-transferable)
Maintenance & Repairs		11,000
Hospitality 			500
Computer services		150,000
Services request		15,000
Research (NSF)			40,000
Research (startup)		25,000
Total 				1,559,000   15% is $233,850 needs to  be remove. 
Case 4:  Promotion denied and recovery 
The Southern Peach State University, a small-size and autocratic university out of Georgia, is considered an autocratic university. They have , which has a promotion policy in place. The ABC-123 procedure illustrates the criteria and guidelines for Promotion and Tenure provided by the Office of the Provost.  The Provost approved a policy that states that a college or department may choose to implement more rigorous standards than the University’s guidelines, but cannot be of a belowlesser than the University’s standards.
Before 2010, SPSU was better known as a Carnegie Mellon Masters’ granted school and eventually ramped up to R3 doctoral school.  There are faculty members who obtained tenure as an Assistant Professor prior to the 1990s.  There is a policy on promotion in Rank (to Associate Professor) of tenured faculty. The current? tenure committee containsed five members, who all came from R-1 universities and who went through promotion and tenure at the same time. 	Comment by Microsoft Office User: Need this???
The promotion dossier includedd 1) a letter ofr hire, 2) curriculum vitae, 3) statement on teaching/tutoring, scholarship, and services, 4) student evaluations and peer evaluations, 5) 5 external peer reviews provided by the Dean’s office, 6) candidate’s annual report since the last promotion (added to the dossier by the Dean’s office after the department peer review).  The candidate was hired in 1995 and earned an assistant professor rank in 1999, tenured rank in 2002, and is currently seeking promotion to full??.
To be promoted in the college, a candidate must have performed at a level adequate with expectations for each rank in the following areas of review: 1) Teaching and/or Tutoring, 2) Scholarship, and 3) Service. In each case, the relative weight awarded to each area is to be determined by the candidate’s expectations as these are defined in the annual plan of work.  The successful tenured candidate for promotion to associate professor will be able to 1.) Demonstrate a high level of skill in this domain, 2.) Explain significant contributions in this domain, and 3.) Demonstrate a substantial degree of service such as include relationships with students and colleagues outside the classroom.  like Ccontributions may be found in: academic administration, college and university committee work, student advising, and student activities. A unique and specific policy regarding scholarship for this audience is that tTenured assistant professors seeking promotion to the rank of associate professor should demonstrate a clear record of professional activities since the award of tenure and have a minimum of two peer-reviewed publications in recognized academic/professional journals and two conference presentations. The promotion candidate must demonstrate that he or she has made a significant contribution and played a leadership role in the production of each scholarship product by providing specific details concerning the nature of their contributions.
As a chairpersonn, yourself, you wrote a strong supportive letter to support the candidate for promotion. You understood the culture changes that SPSU underwent. As a result, One day yyou learned from the candidate that their promotion was denied. T and the candidate wasis devastated, and now is disgruntled faculty. 
The candidate shared with you, as the chair, the reasons his/her promotion was denied:
1.    Teaching: 10-year student rating average (a list of 36 courses) was 4.50 out of 5.  The committee did not find any student feedback about the instructor. (written??)

2.    Scholarship:  Candidate provided evidence of three publicationsshing and three presentations evidence, but the committee discrediteds one1 presentation that because the candidate claimed was just was part of the planning but not part of the exhibition at the a conference.  Also, the committee discrediteds one article that was published because it wasat the Department Chairperson Newsletter.  The newsletter was not considered peer-reviewed, but in fact had an 85% acceptance rate.
 
3.    The Office of the Dean did not generate any feedback from external reviewers. 

As a chairperson, you need to help the candidate to recover from this experience. , Wwhat would you do?








Hoy & Tarter (2008, pg. 89) introduced a practical tip for decision making called SMART and the acronym is organized as:
S – Stakeholders.  Who are the major players of this case? Who is your target person for the case?

M - Model.  Which model(s) used to analyze the case?  See cheat sheet next page.

A – Application.  What is the application of the appropriate models? What is your plan of action, resolution for strategy? 

R – Realistic.  What is the realistic chances of success?

T – Talk. What would you say to defend your strategy or choices? 

Other leading questions for consideration: 
1. Do you sense or acknowledge any System 1 (fast thinking) /System 2 (slow thinking) and Heuristic/Bias when reviewing the challenge?

2. List the objectives (e.g., to increase enrollment)

3. List alternatives (i.e., status quo, add or delete program)

4. Methods of predicting effects:
a. Which methods (of collections) would you consider?

b. Which effects of predictions? (i.e., met, not met, Likert scale while you evaluate each alternative with an objective.)


c. If you need a review of the literature, what 3 to 5 subcategories would you consider to support your rationale?



For PowerPoint slides (using RIT):
1. Title w/ name	Comment by Dino Laury (Lauria): This should take 10 minutes
2. Introduction (Brief Intro)
a. Cleveland native
b. Born premature resulted deafness
c. Mainstreamed in hearing schools
d. earned Associate, Bachelors, and Masters from RIT/NTID (Engineering & Technology)
e. earned Doctoral of Education, Education Leadership, University of Rochester
(Interests: Decision making, program evaluation, shared governance, faculty-student interaction, education policy)
f. Appointed as a Department Chair and entering my 11th year
g. Future goal is Deanship
3. Proposed Framework (manifest of intersectional relationships)
a. My best practice
b. Need a future study to validate
4. List of decision making models (no incorrect way; aiding your due process)
5. Discuss the case studies.	Comment by Dino Laury (Lauria): This should take 25 minutes
Show each case while being reported. 
a. 10 minutes group discussion
b. 2-3 minutes reporting (4 groups, 15 minutes)
6. Closing Remarks	Comment by Dino Laury (Lauria): 5 minutes
a. Recommended Resources
i. Administrators Solving the Problems of Practice, Hoy & Tarter (2008)
ii. Smart Choices: A practical guide to making better life decisions, Hammond, Keenely and Raffia, 2002)
iii. DLaury (2019). A Perspective of a Deaf Academic Leader’s Framework for Decision Making in Higher ED for the Deaf. Submission paper for Review.
iv. Email:  djlnet@rit.edu


	Model
	Name
	Description

	Optimizing/Classical 
	Savage (1954)
	Classical decision making model that incorporates steps structurally by identifying the problem, establishing goals and objectives, producing and exploring all alternatives, considering the consequences of all alternatives, appraising all alternatives in relationships with the stakeholder’s aims and objectives, and selecting and recommending the best option (Hoy & Miskel, 2001), like an interrogation.


	Muddling Through
	Lindblom (1959)
	Manage to do something although you are not prepared, or achieve a degree of success or failures without much planning or effort. 


	Mixed Scanning
	Etzioni (1967)
	Aapproach by employing two cameras: a broad-angle camera that would cover all parts of the sky but not in great detail, the second one which would zero in on those areas revealed by the first camera to require a more in-depth examination (Etzioni, 1967, p. 389)


	Garbage Can
	Cohen, March, and Olsen (1972)
	Assumes that problems, solutions and participants are disconnected and exist as separate organizational streams.


	Political
	Lindblom (1955)
	Birnbaum (1988) indicated, in particular with individuals or organizations with different interests, they often interact by forming coalitions (i.e., partnership, alliance, or unions) to reach agreements


	Recognize Primed
	Klein (1998)
	The concept of a recognition-primed decision-making model associated with experiences as a singular evaluation.  


	Satisficing
	Simon (1955)
	Strategy that allows decision makers to choose a satisfactory option (i.e., not optimizing) while sacrificing the better option simultaneously.


	Shared Decision Making
	Hoy and Tarter (2008)
	Encouraged subordinates like administrators, faculty, and staff to be involved with decision making processes when appropriate (Group consensus, Group majority, Group advisory, Individual advisory, or sole leader makes a decision). 
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