Faculty Caucus Minutes
Wednesday January 25, 2012

(Approved)
Call to Order

Senate Chairperson Dan Holland called the meeting to order.
Approval of Minutes December 7, 2011

Motion: By Senator Cedeño, seconded by Senator Weeks, to approve the Faculty Caucus Minutes of December 7, 2011. The motion was unanimously approved.
Action Item:

12.15.11.01
Appeals for Non-Reappointment-Revised –ASPT Document (University Review Committee)

Motion: By Senator Cedeño, seconded by Senator Stewart, to accept the ASPT Appeals for Non-Reappointment document.

Senator Holland: There were five sections; there should be four because section three was removed. It is pretty much the identical thing as section four; it is just expanded upon in section four. We have the updated version.
Senator Bushell: In the largest paragraph it talks about timing within five business days. Since I am not familiar with the timing of the AFEGC, how late would someone get their letter and they would have to act on it before May 1? Is the timing ok?


VP Catanzaro: The timing is ok. The DFSC should make that recommendation well ahead of May 1 because of the notification cycle.

Senator Bushell: The title of this section could be written to be more consistent with the others in the ASPT document. Initiation of a Non-Reappointment Recommendation Appeal could be the title. I would like to make it as a friendly amendment.

VP Catanzaro: I’ll accept it.

Senator Holland: Senator Cedeño, since you made the motion, you would have to accept that as a friendly amendment.
Senator Cedeño: I accept it.

Senator Stewart: In number 4, second sentence, it says “in order to to”. Strike the second “to”.

Senator Kalter: Could you say that you formally accept the editorial change?

Senator Holland: Since you seconded the motion.

Senator Stewart: I accept the friendly amendment.

Senator Horst: We talked about the special colleges where the CFSC serves as the DFSC and whether that would be appealed to the FRC. I believe you said that language would go in here.

Senator Holland: Last time, we specifically made a change to ASPT processes for the appeal of annual evaluations for colleges without a DFSC. We may just say for Mennonite. Then appeals would go to the FRC. Was that the intention of this also?

VP Catanzaro: It is silent on that; so we could revisit that.

Senator Horst: Could we add an amendment? Maybe appeal to the CFSC or FRC when appropriate?
VP Catanzaro: We could use similar language as in the other and say in instances when a non-reappointment recommendation is made by a CFSC in the absence of a DFSC, the probationary faculty member may appeal to the FRC.

Motion: Sen. Horst: I make that motion and I accept his language.

VP Catanzaro:  “which will follow the provisions of this policy”. I don’t know if that is necessary.

Senator Kalter: I am a little concerned about that wording because it could give uninformed CFSCs in other colleges the feeling that they have the right to non-reappoint.

VP Catanzaro: That’s why in the absence of a DFSC.

Senator Kalter: I am wondering if we should just name Mennonite. Say something much more simple like things from Mennonite shall be appealed to the FRC. That way there is no way of misreading.
VP Catanzaro: Except that Mennonite has in the past and hopefully again soon will have a large enough contingent of tenured faculty to have both a DFSC and a CFSC, so we wouldn’t want to constrain them.
Senator Kalter: I think that language is still a little bit ambiguous. Say something like in colleges where there is no DFSC.

VP Catanzaro: Would it be more accurate to say in a department or school where there is no DFSC or SFSC?
Senator Kalter: Is there any instance when they are not in a college?

VP Catanzaro: In theory, I know this is extremely unlikely, but a department may not be able to have a DFSC and there may be other departments in a college that do.
Sen. Horst: I think his wording covers the situation.

Sen. Stewart: “In the absence of a DFSC”.

Sen. Holland: Right now, we have it as “In instances when a non-reappointment recommendation is made by a CFSC in the absence of a DFSC/SFSC, the probationary faculty member may appeal to the FRC”.

Sen. Crowley: If you put “in the absence of” at the beginning, it would be a little less convoluted. 

VP Catanzaro: Susan, would your concern be addressed if this were edited to say because there is no DFSC/ SFSC.

Sen. Kalter: Yes.

Sen. Holland: This will be inserted in number one. I am assuming that this is a friendly amendment from Sen. Horst. Will Sen. Cedeño and Sen. Stewart accept this?

Sen. Cedeño and Sen. Stewart: Yes.

Sen. Stewart: Non-reappointment has been hyphenated except in number five.
Sen. Holland: We’ll take that as just an edit.

Sen. Rich: The discussions we have had and the changes that have occurred are in the direction of doing that. I want to know, on Sen. Fazel’s behalf, that the changes that have occurred don’t address her concern and that is that non-reappointment should follow more like going up for tenure and due process.

Sen. Holland: In the Executive Committee discussions, where she was present, she commented that if this is what people want, she is ready to vote on it. She will vote how she wants and everyone else can vote how they want.

The non-reappointment appeal, as amended, was unanimously accepted by the caucus.
Information Item:

11.30.11.04
Termination of Appointment of Probationary and Tenured Faculty –ASPT Document (University Review Committee)

VP Catanzaro: The steps listed as 1, A through D, are heavily borrowed from AAUP recommendations and procedures.
Sen. Kalter: This has been here at least twice and at least twice we have asked for an extra step in the A through D list. Both times it was indicated that it would be a good amendment. That is, after the oral reasons, the wording that I had was “The chair or director shall advise the probationary faculty member of the pros and cons of obtaining such a statement in writing. If the probationary faculty persists—you can change that if you want to—the chair or director shall provide the requested written statement.”

VP Catanzaro: URC did not get a chance to consider that, so if there are any other suggestions, we will deal with all of them at our next meeting. I found an e-mail from Susan that says “If a faculty member still wishes…”

Sen. Kalter: Terrific.
Sen. Cox: Will that list of pros and cons be standard across departments?

Sen. Holland: I think that is going to have to come out of the training for chairs. A wise chair would consult with the Provost’s Office about what the pros and cons would be.

Sen. Cox: Might that list be available to probationary faculty as a training guide in orientation so that it is not left up to the person to inquire what they are or to the chair to provide that list—if they are pretty standard across the board.

VP Catanzaro: I’m wondering about the pros and cons of sort of generally highlighting the issue for all probationary faculty, given the relative rareness of this eventuality, the risk of unnecessarily creating anxieties and concerns about a process that is pretty unlikely to happen.

Sen. Horst: If this is happening to a faculty member, they might consult this language and see the pros and cons. I think that the addition of that language will be enough to advise faculty if there is an issue that they might pursue. We don’t need to counsel incoming faculty on the pros and cons of getting terminated.

VP Catanzaro: In practice, any such document will be reviewed by the Provost’s Office and legal counsel to protect everyone’s interest.

Sen. Cox: So we don’t have a chair or director constructing a list of his/her own?

VP Catanzaro: Correct.

Sen. Cox: It will be channeled and edited in some fashion so that it meets some consistency across the board?
VP Catanzaro: Indeed.

Sen. Holland: This shall come back to us…do you have a URC meeting in the next two weeks?

VP Catanzaro: It may not be until two weeks from yesterday, which won’t give us enough turnaround time.

Sen. Holland: We won’t have a Faculty Caucus the next time, but we would the following time.

Adjournment

Motion: By Senator Gizzi, seconded by Senator Dawson, to adjourn. The motion was unanimously approved.
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