Faculty Caucus Minutes
Wednesday, March 7, 2012

(Approved)
Call to Order

Senate Chairperson Holland called meeting to order.

Approval of Minutes February 22, 2012

Motion: By Sen. Stewart, seconded by Sen. Fazel, to approve the minutes of February 22, 2012. The minutes were unanimously approved.
Action Item:

02.23.12.01
Termination of Appointment of Probationary and Tenured Faculty –ASPT Document (University Review Committee)

VP Catanzaro: This is identical to the one presented as an Information Item last time. We approved the language that makes it clear if the faculty member requests a written statement of why they were not reappointed, the chair is to provide that instead of leaving that open-ended.

Sen. Cox: I do want some reassurance. I asked this question earlier and I don't remember the wording of the response. In respect to the pros and cons that chairs will share with the non-reappointed individual, I understand that those pros and cons will be standard. Is that correct across campus? Is it left to the chair?

VP Catanzaro: There are some general principles that will inform those pros and cons that will be incorporated into regular training and professional development that we provide for chairs and directors. I also think that each case will have its own nuances and chairs and directors will provide appropriate judgment to help people understand their own unique situation.

Sen. Cox: Would we be able to see a list of those general principles?

VP Catanzaro: In general, they are nicely summarized in the AAU P document that we used as a model for this.

Sen. Fazel: In the last minutes, there were some suggestions about having on the Provost website something related to this. For example, an AAU P document would be on that site. Then somebody who is not being granted reappointment could be directed to that.

VP Catanzaro: I don't think a decision has been made. These new policies, the one last time and this one, will be effective January 1, 2013. So we have time to get that together

Sen. Fazel: The concerns I have about the reasons for non-reappointment: I have talked about the faculty member who was non-reappointed and the reason given to her was the lack of fit. Would that take care of this when you are asking for an oral statement or written statement? Should we add a statement of specific reasons? Would that be acceptable?

Sen. Holland: The only thing that a person can be evaluated on teaching, scholarship and service. Lack of fit would have to be defined as to how they affect those.

Sen. Fazel: When they say there is no fit, they have to specifically say why there isn't a fit. That should be included in that statement.

Sen. Holland: I think it tacitly is.

VP Catanzaro: I think the statement of the pros and cons should reflect language in the ASPT document about the expectations of faculty members—the general statements about criteria with regard to teaching, research and service.

Sen. Fazel: The question is do they have to be specific. Could we reword it to imply that we are looking for more than lack of fit?
Friendly Amendment: Sen. Fazel: We would say an oral statement of reasons. Just add the words specific reasons.

VP Catanzaro: I am hesitant to speak on behalf of the URC .I think it would need to go back to the committee. I am comfortable saying that they would be willing to consider that.

Sen. Holland: I think that it is tacitly in there. Teaching, research and service—those are the only three things that you are allowed to be evaluated on. 

Motion: By Sen. Fazel to add the word specific to the statement of specific reasons in item A.1.a.
Sen. O'Rourke: I would be careful for unintended consequences. There would be some situations where someone who was being let go preferred not to have the specific reasons in their letter.
Sen. Fazel: This is not the letter; this is the oral statement. It has nothing to do with the letter.

Sen. Cox: I am worried about the interpretation of specific reasons. I can imagine a chair offering specific reasons for your performance in either teaching, research or service as not satisfactory.

Sen. Horst: I would like to stick with the language provided by the URC.

Sen. Stewart: I can see the quibbling over specifics. You are just not adequate in teaching and research. That's not specific. I think it's covered here. The reasons for non-reappointment are given here and it has to be within the three areas we are assessed on. Lack of fit is not complying with this.

Sen. Holland: My guess is that there was much more to it than lack of fit. The only person who can talk about it is the person impacted.

Sen. Kalter: I do not have the same opinion about this that our University Counsel has. I am given to understand that the Open Meetings Act requires decisions that are made at the University are to be recorded when they have to do with budget and personnel. One strain of thought means that we should be recording what happens in DFSC meetings. Another strain of thought is that never happens and the Open Meetings Act doesn't apply to that. If a person is given letters that say satisfactory, satisfactory, satisfactory, is that FOIA-able? If a person is bringing a lawsuit about being non-reappointed, they may ask where is your recording of that decision.
Sen. Holland: I don't think that falls under open meetings when you are discussing personnel issues. You would effectively be in executive session. If they give actual incidences where they did something egregious, they could say no I didn't, yes you did.
Call the Question: Sen. Reifschneider called the question. There were no objections. 
By majority voice vote, the motion to add the term specific was defeated.

Motion: By voice vote, the ASPT section, Termination of Appointment of Probationary and Tenured Faculty, was unanimously approved.

 Adjournment
Motion: By Sen. Stewart, seconded by Sen. Fazel, to adjourn. The motion was unanimously approved.
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