Faculty Caucus Minutes
Wednesday, January 27, 2016
(Approved)
Note:  The recording of this meeting was lost prior to being transmitted to the Senate office, so the minutes are a re-creation based on notes taken by URC Recorder Bruce Stoffel. Even where seemingly verbatim, they should not be assumed to be so.
Call to Order

Senator Kalter called the meeting to order.
Election of Library Committee Representatives (Term Spring 2016):

Carlyn Morenus, CFA

Clinton Warren, CAST

The Caucus unanimously elected these two nominees to the open seats on the newly expanded Library Committee.

ASPT Discussion:

Action items session on existing Articles VI-VIII, X, XII (and related appendices)
Article VI

Senator Kalter called for a motion to approve the changes proposed to existing ASPT Article VI.

Motion: By Senator Daddario, seconded by Senator Huxford, to approve proposed revisions to Article VI.

Senator Kalter reviewed the recommended changes. She noted that the word “Dismissal” would not be added to the title at this time. 
A Senator [name not recorded] made a motion amend VI.G. to “in this case” retain the “must” rather than changing it to “shall.” There was no second.

Senator Kalter recommended against any motion to amend of this nature, explaining that the Caucus had already decided to reject all changes proposed by URC to the must/shall, will/shall, etc., areas as well as deferring all changes related to the proposed new disciplinary articles, which will not be approved until at least 2016-17.  She recommended against any motion to amend so that the other changes to the proposed version before the Caucus could be made without engaging in extended debate on the must/shall question. She explained that VI.G would indeed retain the “must” in any event under this previous agreement so that the motion to amend was not necessary.
After asking for debate and seeing none, Senator Kalter called for a vote.  
The motion to approve the proposed changes to Article VI was unanimously approved.
Article VII
Senator Kalter called for a motion to approve the changes proposed to existing ASPT Article VII.

Motion: By Senator Huxford, seconded by Senator Hoelscher, to approve proposed revisions to Article VII.

Senator Kalter reviewed the recommended changes. She noted that the section reference in VII.F would not change as a result of the vote but may change later. She noted again that the must/shall changes would also be disregarded.

Senator Krejci, referring to the recommended change to VII.A, noted that service is an area that is not often assigned to a faculty member. 

Senator Kalter: Some departments include it (service) in their assignments, some don’t.

Senator Krejci: No, I am referring to faculty usually volunteering for service rather than having service assigned to them. Some volunteer, some don’t.

Senator Kalter: There is an interesting middle ground. In my college we are assigned to some (service work) and some we volunteer for.

Senator Krejci: The question I sometimes get is “I wasn’t assigned service.”

Senator Kalter: Let’s refer that to URC for a longer discussion. How do we make sure this (wording) reflects that well?

Senator Krejci: So, I appreciate the changes made (to VII.A). So if we are to say we are to support service, we aren’t doing that necessarily.

Professor Dean, URC Vice Chair: So, in your reading (of the passage), the switch to a positive word may imply an expectation?

Senator Krejci: It implies all faculty get assigned to teaching, research, and service. This almost gets interesting. We don’t assign such activity (service). But (this passage) may not be interpreted that way. I just want to raise it (the issue). (The passage, as revised,) may not be (interpreted) that we are assigning these things (service), but it could be.

Senator Troxel: I should delay comments before fully forming them. My question is the definition of assignment relative to contributions being evaluated. Maybe add language like including voluntary (service) but maybe this needs more thought.

Senator Krejci: It says assignments are in all three areas. We don’t assign in all three areas. If there is a way to change that (language in the passage). 

Senator Clark: Instead of saying “teaching” maybe “the teaching assignment shall support …”

Senator Kalter: We are assigned research but we aren’t told what to research. I may be assigned three courses and one unit of release time (from teaching) for research. That is your assignment. On top of that we add 10 percent service. 

Senator Kalter suggested keeping the wording in VII.A as it was, keeping the status quo (rather than accepting the URC’s proposed change).

Senator Huxford: Maybe we should think about this more deeply. 100 percent is teaching and research. No time is assigned to service. But you’re judged on it (by DFSC/SFSC). It is part of the job but we aren’t given time to do it.

Senator Daddario: Service is unpopular.

Senator Troxel: When I was interim chair completing the faculty report, I was told that service kind of counts in teaching. This needs more discussion. Is the assignment for you to do teaching, research, and service? Not that it is balanced out.

Senator McHale: As I read this, for me at least, (the change) modifies (the word) “contributions” rather than (the word) “assignments.” Whatever the assignment is shall not inhibit teaching, research, and service. 

Senator Alcorn: I think that is correct, if you parse it. Would it be beneficial to be very clear?

Senator Kalter: We could (decide) to leave (the passage) as is and ask URC to work it out. Or we could table (the matter). I recommend not changing VII.A and approving the rest of the article. Senator Huxford has brought up a long-standing issue. 

Senator Hoelscher: Should we vote (the motion) down?

Senator Kalter: I recommend a friendly amendment to keep VII.A as is.

Senator Clark: Or we could vote the motion down.

Senator Rich: Let me add one more note. I am comfortable with (the word) “support.” The expectation has not changed. There is an expectation depending on the department. Then they are in conflict in the faculty activity report. There are three ways we look at this. In the time and effort report, implicitly, and in the faculty activity report. This is conflict in the time and effort report. I think the language (recommended by URC) is laudable. The time and effort report is the issue. 

Professor Dean: [To Senator Kalter] We (URC) can accept that as a friendly amendment.

Senator Rich: I am pretty indifferent.

Senator McHale: I would make a motion to keep the language “not to inhibit”.

Senator Rich: I’m happy either way. I don’t think that the change changes much.

Senator McHale: Senator Kalter suggested we would change the language for future consideration [??].

Senator Kalter: The first option is to keep VII.A as it is but refer these questions to URC. The third option is to change it to “support” and still refer them to URC. The second option is to table it all.

Assistant Vice President Catanzaro: You could vote it down.

Senator Kalter: But I don’t want to dump VII.F. 

Senator Clark: But we have a motion.

Senator Kalter: I suggest an amendment.

Motion: By Senator Rich, seconded by Senator McHale, as follows:
Senator Rich: I move to move it back to “not to inhibit” with the understanding that URC will take this up.

Senator McHale: Second.

Debate followed on the motion to amend the language in VII.A (Rich/McHale) so that it remains unrevised as in the 2012 ASPT document.
Senator Krejci: I wish I hadn’t mentioned it [laughter]. I didn’t want anyone to believe that faculty could be assigned specific things in all three areas. But I’ve heard you are not interpreting it that way. I am concerned that someone might do this.

Senator Daddario: There are two different definitions of “assignment”. [???]

Senator Crowley: Looking at this, the fourth line (of VII.A) is too long.

Senator Kalter: We are not wordsmithing.

Senator Crowley: Break (the sentence) into two pieces.

Senator Kalter: I am still going to rule it out of order as it doesn’t relate to the motion. Is there further debate?

Senator Daddario: Call the question.

Seeing no objection to calling the question, Senator Kalter asked for a vote on the motion to amend. 
The motion to amend (Rich/McHale) was approved. The effect of the vote is to leave VII.A as it is in the current version of the ASPT document and to refer the matter of assignments to URC for discussion.
Senator Kalter: Is there further debate on the article as a whole? 
There being none, Senator Kalter called for a vote, explaining that VII.A is to read “not to inhibit”.
The motion to approve the proposed changes to Article VII as amended was unanimously approved.
Senator Kalter: What we will do with Senator Crowley’s suggestion is to ask URC to consider the length of the sentence.

Senator McHale: Long introductory phrases can muddy the water. But I am wordsmithing.

Article VIII
Senator Kalter called for a motion to approve the changes proposed to existing ASPT Article VIII.

Motion: By Senator Rich, seconded by Senator Dyck, to approve proposed revisions to Article VIII.
Senator Kalter reviewed the recommended changes. She noted the need to re-letter sections since a new “C” has been added. She explained that Senator Bushell had requested this (new section “C”). It pulls language from another article, from Article IV. 

Senator Kalter: Any debate?

Senator McHale: Move to approve.

Senator Kalter: We already have a motion.

There was a pause in the proceedings for Dr. Catanzaro to review his copy of Article VIII.

Senator Kalter: In the copy (of the article) originally sent to us, there was an explanatory comment and a renumbering. But it doesn’t appear in the version we have now.

Dr. Catanzaro therefore read to Faculty Caucus members the parts that did not get into the Faculty Caucus version.  His reading indicated that Section VIII.C as proposed would now be:  “In all situations involving a positive DFSC/SFSC recommendation for promotion, the CFSC shall review the promotion application of the individual involved and either endorse the DFSC/SFSC’s recommendation or reach an alternate recommendation.  A faculty member may withdraw a promotion application at any time during the review process prior to review by the President.  Negative DFSC/SFSC recommendations for promotion shall not be forwarded beyond the Department/School to the CFSC unless the faculty member requests, in writing, to the Department/School Chairperson/Director, additional review.  See also Section IV.C.2.”  He also read “Comment SC2” which said: “This is a new section added by URC in response to suggestion from Faculty Caucus to align with and reinforce the provision of IV.C.2.  We also updated section lettering for current sections VIII.C through VIII.G to VIII.D through VIII.H.”
Senator Kalter: Any other debate?

Senator Daddario: In new VIII.C, should the last sentence read “requests such action”?

Dr. Catanzaro: It (new VIII.C) is a copy/paste from IV.C.2.

Senator Daddario: I don’t like it but I withdraw (the question).

Dr. Catanzaro also noted that “See also Section IV.C.2” was added to the end of VIII.C but it doesn’t appear (in the copy Faculty Caucus has). (URC was) trying to respond to Senator Bushell’s concern about adding a cross reference.

Seeing no further debate, Senator Kalter called for a vote, including in the motion on the floor the wording Dr. Catanzaro had added to VIII.C.

The motion to approve the proposed changes to Article VIII was unanimously approved.

Article X
Senator Kalter called for a motion to approve the changes proposed to existing ASPT Article X.

Motion: By Senator Clark, seconded by Senator Bantham, to approve proposed revisions to Article X.
Senator Kalter reviewed the recommended changes. She read the new X.B. She noted that the old X.B. would be renumbered as X.C. She noted again that the body should ignore the must/shalls as no changes will be made to any of those. She read the new X.D.

Senator Huxford: May I ask a question? The unsatisfactory thing? It is overall satisfactory or in an area?

Dr. Catanzaro: University ASPT policy only considers overall satisfactory. (Cumulative post-tenure review) is triggered only by overall (unsatisfactory rating). However, your department or school defines it (overall unsatisfactory). 

Senator Kalter: Debate?

Senator Troxel: I read it (new X.B) differently, too. I suggest adding “overall” (as a qualifier) to “unsatisfactory rating.”

Senator Kalter: Senator Troxel is asking that we clarify so we understand that it is triggered when (a faculty member’s performance is rated) overall unsatisfactory. Is that within the spirit (of URC’s intent)?

Dr. Catanzaro: That’s what is implied. But that (the suggested addition of the word “overall”) does make it clear. We (URC) would accept that as a friendly amendment. Do you want to insert “overall” a second time (prior to the second use of the word “unsatisfactory” in X.B.)?

Senator Kalter: Yes.

Senator Troxel agreed that that change was acceptable.

Senator Ellerton: But the second line of the introductory paragraph (introduction to X) needs to insert “overall” as well.

Senator Kalter: Does everyone follow (what Senator Ellerton has suggested)?

Senator Crowley: Do we have departments that actually evaluate satisfactory/unsatisfactory on teaching, research, and service? Isn’t that an overall?

Dr. Catanzaro: No. ASPT requires an overall evaluation that integrates evaluation in three areas. Department/school policies must define what satisfactory/unsatisfactory is. It is up to the department. It is shared governance. Departments aren’t required to use satisfactory/unsatisfactory (to rate teaching, research, and service). They can use good, super good, double plus, wonderful … [laughter]

Senator Crowley: Yes, I understand. We can make it confusing (by adding) words. Is it helping or making it more obtuse?

Senator Huxford: It (adding the qualifier “overall”) helps me.

Senator Troxel: Because of differences across schools, adding (the word) “overall” helps clarify.

Senator Ellerton: (ASPT policy requires that evaluation) letters have to give an overall evaluation as satisfactory or unsatisfactory. We are trying to clarify rather than to add something.

After asking for further debate and seeing none, Senator Kalter called for a vote.  

The motion to approve the proposed changes to Article X as amended was unanimously approved.

Article XII
Senator Kalter called for a motion to approve the changes proposed to existing ASPT Article XII.

Motion: By Senator [not recorded], seconded by Senator [not recorded], to approve proposed revisions to Article XII.
Senator Kalter read the recommended changes, since Faculty Caucus may not have received the version of XII that Dr. Catanzaro intended the Caucus to receive. She noted that the article number will not change at this time due to no insertion of new articles yet to the ASPT policy book. She noted the formation by URC of working groups and that, until URC reports back, the passages that are the subjects of additional URC research will not change. She noted that she was happy that URC did not change XII.B.5 despite her previous suggestion. She called for debate.

Senator McHale: There’s no way to get the salary increases times ten? [laughter]

Senator Kalter: I am going to defer to the colleague on my left (referring to the provost).

Senator Krejci: If I could, I would.

Senator Kalter noted again that must/shall were not being addressed at this time. 

After asking for further debate and seeing none, Senator Kalter called for a vote.  

The motion to approve the proposed changes to Article XII was unanimously approved.
Information items session on proposed revisions to Appendices 2, 3, 4 & 8
Senator Kalter: On to the appendices. [Senator Kalter referred the Caucus first to Appendix 2.]

APPENDIX 2
Senator Kalter: Let me read a comment from a chair or director gathered during the campus comment period. This chair/director questions including “reviewing” as scholarship and asks if we can reword (the reference to it) to allow it to count as (the department decides). I responded to this chair/director over email by saying that we may send the question through the URC (and possibly the other URC) for thorough review and recommendations to us. 
Senator Kalter then reminded the Caucus that it previously discussed the first paragraph of Appendix 2. 
Senator Kalter: Are there any other comments on the first paragraph? 

Seeing none, Senator Kalter asked for comments about the section on Teaching Productivity and noted the change on page 82 from “Writing successful competitive grant proposals related to teaching” to “Submitting successful competitive grant proposals related to teaching.” 
Senator Kalter: Seems sensible to me.
Senator Kalter then, seeing no comments, moved to the next section and read the complete list (1-15) under “Evaluation Guidelines and Criteria for Scholarly and Creative Productivity.”

Senator Ellerton: There is almost an implied order and that concerns me. I’m not sure there is a simple way around it. Can we indicate it is not an ordered list?
Senator Daddario: When you have a list so long, it looks like you are including everything. I see they (URC) are trying to help, but …
Senator Kalter: I for one have found this list to be helpful (when a probationary faculty member). (I suggest) adding a 16, “Other activities approved by the department/school.”
Senator Chebolu: Reviews of articles are not included on this list, but they are published too.
Senator Kalter: I was concerned (in 1) about getting rid of (the word) “peer-reviewed,” but I see URC is trying to open it up. But a department can take something out.
Dr. Catanzaro: Regrettably, there are often heated debates in departments (as to) what “peer-reviewed” means.
Senator Kalter: Another slight concern is with number 10. There is no “successful” here as there was in (the section of Appendix 2 on) teaching.  (I was concerned that ) by crossing out (the word) “writing,” one person can take credit for another person’s work. Then I found out that in some departments it is okay, like a GA writing and a faculty member submitting. But in other departments it may be the opposite … where the faculty member gets credit but doesn’t do anything. 
Senator Clark: In some fields, hard sciences, a student in the lab may have done the work but the faculty member’s name is on the article. 
Senator Kalter: (It is like) kind of getting credit for teaching, because you have passed along (knowledge and skills to the student).

Senator Cox: I see that in IRB protocols. I have to be listed as PI. Students cannot be listed. Maybe, is that a department area to clarify?
Senator Kalter: I’ve heard IRB is changing to require more work on the part of PIs. Grad students won’t be able to submit IRBs themselves.

Senator Dyck: In doctoral work I spent hours working on IRBs, on others not so much. (The faculty member) should get credit. 
Senator Clark: (I have a comment) about writing and submitting. In our department submitting is considered one level (of performance), success is considered another level.
Senator Kalter: Is there a distinction between successful and submitting?
Senator Clark: Yes.
Senator Rich: Department guidelines (regarding grant writing and submission) are good when a lot of faculty members (in the department) do grants. (But guidelines are) poor in other areas (departments and schools).
Senator Kalter: Do you think this (??) can help with that?
Senator Rich: (It) could be dangerous. I know John Baur is working on it. Submitting and receiving should be separate. (The process of submitting grant proposals to) NSF is arduous. It could take a semester to submit.
Senator Ellerton: Number 9 is obtaining [referring to item 9 in the section on research on page 83]. Number 10 is submitting. They are there. But maybe should be reversed (in order).
Senator Kalter: Can we put something that says this (list on page 83) isn’t in order?
Senator Ellerton: Yes. I also like (Senator Kalter’s) idea of (adding a) number 16. 
Senator Alcorn: I really like adding a 16. Do we need to do anything?
Senator Kalter: URC is taking notes (tonight) and will make the changes.

Professor Bonnell, URC member: [To Senator Ellerton] What were you saying?
Senator Elleron explained her suggestion to switch the order of 9 and 10 on page 83.

Professor Bonnell. Got it.
Senator Hoelscher: As I read this list (on page 83) … is getting endowment funds just implied?
Senator Kalter: It is in number 10 … “or other resource development activities.” Currently, Senator Hoelscher is not getting credit but will. [laughter]
Senator Chebolu: How do we define (the word) “competitive”?
Senator Wortham: Where?
Senator Chebolu: In numbers 9 and 10 (on page 83). How do we interpret that?
Dr. Catanzaro: That’s legacy language.
Professor Bonnell: There are actually non-competitive grants. [Bonnell tells about a library grant made to all conference attendees, just for attending.]
Senator Kalter: Competitive means fewer slots than applicants. Also in number 15 (on page 84), (should it be) demonstrating “substantive” leadership?
Senator Hoelscher: Sounds like an indictment of state government. [laughter]
Senator Kalter moved the discussion to the next section, referring Senators to the “Criteria for Evaluation of Service” on page 85.
Senator Kalter: One change. Senator Rich, notice number 12. [Referring to submitting a proposal and obtaining a grant listed as separate items.]
Senator Dyck: In our department (a faculty member) must have leadership to get credit for service. Even being present doesn’t count.
Senator Clark: For number 9 [referring to item 9 on page 85]. How do departments look at writing accreditation reports?
Senator Huxford: We had this (question) with program review. We were told it couldn’t be research even though it is.
Senator Kalter: What is it that makes it (compiling a self-study report) research?
Senator Clark: It usually involves research. Documents are very thick. (Documents are) peer reviewed by colleagues. (It involves a) substantial amount of work. Involves research, documentation, peer review.
Senator Cox: In our department it (compiling a program review report) is considered service because it is appointed. It would depend on the department whether a department appoints (a program review coordinator).
Senator McHale: Are teaching loads decreased so that that research can be conducted? If I get a course waiver, is it teaching, service, research?
Senator Clark: There are components of self-study that are research.
Senator Kalter: I don’t think it matters if it (working on program review) is assigned or not. (It is about) whether they did it and did it successfully.
Senator Ellerton: It will depend on the department. I did an external review but it was (counted as) service … sometimes you can refer (to such work) in several sections (of the faculty portfolio).  (It is a) gray area.  It is in the faculty’s interest to leave it open for interpretation. (You will) always get some that won’t fit.
Senator Kalter: I would say that all service that is well done requires good research. In my parents’ day it was expected that faculty contribute to the university. That muddies the water, opens more cans of worms … it is not just showing up. What Senator Clark is saying … self-studies are high stakes. 
Senator Troxel: Sometimes it is considered assessment. From the federal (government perspective) it is not research, because that research (compiling a self-study) is not shared. If data is used internal only, (it would be) service.
Senator Huxford: Program review requires actual critical evaluation. How do we use data to make changes? We are drowning in service. If you don’t watch it, you can squeeze out teaching and research. If we can move some of this to research it would help.
Senator Kalter: Yes. But they blend. Service can contribute back to teaching.
Senator Huxford: Yes. Try to work it into teaching.
Senator McHale: I hear accreditation and program review being discussed. Are we confusing them? If I get a course release for program review, it pushes out teaching and research. Maybe it is administrative work and is not being recognized (as such).
Senator Huxford: Hold on. Program review work was extra work that she [apparently referring to a program coordinator in the School of Communication who facilitated program review] had to do. (There is) so much work you need to do as a (program) director.
Senator Cox: I wonder if this (work on program review) is up to the faculty member and (department/school chairperson/) director, whether it is service or research, to work out.
Senator Kalter: I would concur. But in my department we are dealing with five people (referring to DFSC). It seems that in one past case a person thought something was research but it was counted as service, and thought it was counted as service just because DFSC membership changed.
Senator Cox: Yes. But get clarification before the job.
Senator Rich: Appendix (2) includes definitions of research and service. Those who contribute more in service don’t get more credit toward tenure. If I call it (an activity) service, it doesn’t get credit. If (I call it) research, it falls into (an) area getting credit (toward tenure).
Senator Kalter: The assumption is that research contributes more than service. It is an interesting assumption that research is more important to the university … (but it is) not necessarily true.
Senator McHale: I hear research being discussed and service being discussed. But are administrative responsibilities accounted for when we talk research and service? Is course redesign (considered) research or service or teaching?
Senator Kalter: Sam? [To Dr. Catanzaro]
Dr. Catanzaro: That is a department/school or initially negotiated matter. One model would be to say what you did and have DFSC decide how to evaluate parts. (In) another model … (a) chairperson supervises (an) administrative assignment more directly and could write a brief summary and submit it to DFSC for evaluation. (There is) no hard and fast rule. (It) recognizes that, even in a department or school, each assignment can be different and can be handled differently.
Senator Troxel: Where it becomes problematic is at evaluation time. You get dinged for not doing research … counts against you.
Senator Kalter: Yes, particularly when a (faculty member is) pre-tenure.
Senator Daddario: This issue will relate to our discussion of equity.
Senator Kalter: That reminds me. Exec (Executive Committee of the Academic Senate) has not made progress with the equity committee, so that’s why you did not receive an update about that tonight as planned.
Senator Krejci: I have been involved in promotion and tenure. External reviews come to play. (It is) very important how you select external reviewers and how your department uses their feedback.

APPENDIX 3
Senator Kalter referred to the notation in Appendix 3 to “See College website for current College Standards.
Senator Kalter: Are these standards posted? On College websites? Have they been found? (I found that) at least one college didn’t have discoverable (ASPT) standards for the college or its departments. Colleges need to post their DFSC/SFSC, CFSC, and URC members (as well).
Dr. Catanzaro: Anyone interested can find college and department standards on the Provost’s website. But that doesn’t cover college websites. 
Senator Kalter requested that the URC and/or the Provost’s office ensure that Appendix 3 was being adhered to by all colleges.
APPENDIX 4
Senator Kalter reviewed recommended changes.
Senator Kalter: Any comments? We might include (in the notation at the bottom of the page) deans and chairs. Are minority reports forwarded to the President?
Dr. Catanzaro: Yes, the President gets all (documents).
Senator Kalter: It might be helpful to spell (that) out. It might also be useful to star (asterisk) (the box regarding review by FRC of a) negative recommendation as to what can be reviewed by FRC. Or maybe not … it is in the text.

APPENDIX 8
Senator Kalter: (In the) last review (of the ASPT document in 2011) we wanted a timeline for non-reappointment. But the timeline varies. (We) got a chart instead. 
Senator Ellerton: (It is) worth double checking business days and working days (use of terminology, for consistency).
Senator Hoelscher: This would be non-reappointment of tenure track faculty or non-tenure track?
Senator Kalter: Only tenure track. ASPT deals with tenure-line faculty only.
Senator McHale: This chart (is pertinent to) probationary faculty?
Dr. Catanzaro: Yes. Probationary is non-reappointment. Tenured is dismissal.
Senator McHale: (Why) is exigency not on the chart?
Dr. Catanzaro: It is a separate process.
Senator Kalter: Is five days long enough? I asked before. It is just the intent to file, so we decided to keep it as is.
Senator Dyck: The first line [in the Timeline column] says within five days. The third [box in the Timeline column] says within 10 days. Does the 10 include the five?
Dr. Catanzaro: Yes.
Senator Kalter: Hopefully that is stable. Anything else?  [There were no further comments.]
First information item session on proposed Article XII* and Appendix 5 (will require two information item sessions), if time
Senator Kalter: I think we should plow on with Article XII. 

Caucus members interrupted the chair in order to discuss whether to continue or to adjourn, pointing out that it was already about 7:50 p.m. and a soft stop of 8 p.m. had been set forth when the meeting was scheduled. Bantham suggested continuing the discussion until 8 p.m. Stunned at how time flies when you are having fun, Senator Kalter agreed.

Senator Kalter: Proposed new Article XII is the Sanctions article. [Senator Kalter described the article and read parts of it.] Any comments?

Senator Troxel: Are the personnel file and the ASPT file separate files [referring to a reference in proposed XII.D to “the personnel/ASPT file”].

Dr. Catanzaro: Conceptually there is one file. But there are pieces in multiple locations. And they tend to be duplicates. Department, college, HR. The HR version tends to be technical stuff. The department (file) may have added materials not as essential or useful (to HR). (Elsewhere) in (the) ASPT (document) there is language about these files. For faculty, the ASPT file is the personnel file. The HR version (of the personnel file) will include information common to all personnel (regardless of personnel category). 

Senator Troxel: So, the section that refers to a faculty member wanting to review their file, the procedure is the same regardless of version (of the personnel file)?

Dr. Catanzaro: Yes.

Senator Kalter: Other comments?

Senator Cox: To clarify, the personnel file is a composite of three (files)?

Dr. Catanzaro: Correct. And some of it is virtual. In some sense, what is in iPeople is part of the (personnel) file.

Senator Kalter: Or in Digital Measures.

Senator Cox: (To) clarify … a faculty member has access to all (personnel files) so it would be best (for a faculty member seeking his or her personnel information) to go to the ASPT file?

Dr. Catanzaro: Correct. There are documents and letters (in it). They stay together as they move through the process.

Senator McHale: Do we think the language should be changed to reflect there is not one file? Maybe say “record”?

Senator Kalter: I think (the word) “file” (is acceptable) since we have a policy that explains what a personnel file is. 

Senator Kalter noted that there was not enough time to continue discussing proposed Article XII but that she wanted to note her concerns before the meeting adjourned for the night.

Senator Kalter: I have five concerns (regarding Article XII). This (Article XII) is here partly because of my recommendations during the early drafting of these new articles. I noticed that we were headed toward a situation in which we would not have any disciplinary measures less severe than suspension or dismissal. AAUP recommends progressive measures (for discipline). First, we should cite the 1971 AAUP list of major and minor sanctions so it is clear it is a progressive list. Second, we should put in language that makes it clear that measures don’t always escalate.  (A faculty member) could have several sanctions (and never be considered for suspension or dismissal). Third, we should take out language (in XII.B.1 that the DFSC/SFSC recommendation) is non-binding. We know that. Repeating it over and over (including that reference in the text) lessens our (faculty ASPT committees’) value. Fourth, I am concerned with the violation report that the Provost is given. In Letter D (XII.D). (That is) pretty problematic that the Provost is involved. (The intent of XII.D is that an) oral reprimand is supposed to be minor. Having the Provost involved escalates it (inappropriately). Fifth, for XII.B.1, I have a problem with the way it is written. I strongly suggest taking (references to) AFEGC and the Integrity in Research and Scholarly Activities committee completely out of it. One point of this section of the (ASPT document) is to afford due process. Going through AFEGC already provides due process. A DFSC should not be able to overrule the AFEGC. The same is true with respect to the Integrity in Research committees. (Those policies are) unbelievably complete and tight, providing committees that afford due process already. The way this (XII.B.1) is written, (it) implies that a DFSC could get a second bite at the apple. We should simplify (this) by taking those (references to AFEGC and research) out, leaving two of four.

Senator Crowley: Senator Kalter’s comments were interesting. They clarify roles.

Senator Kalter: (At the next Caucus meeting) we are going to extend this conversation and go into (Article) XIII. We are cancelling the Senate meeting next week and will be able to have a two-hour Caucus session.
Adjournment
