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Approved
Call to Order

Senate Chairperson Susan Kalter called the meeting to order.  

Information/ Action Items
11.02.18.02 Proposed Disciplinary Language Milner Library and Mennonite College of Nursing
Senator Kalter: We don't have any advisory items, as it says.  Our first item of business is the proposed disciplinary language for Milner and Mennonite with relationship to ASPT.  Oh, and I forgot about the food.  There is food over there for all of you hungry people, and thanks to I think…  Who was it that asked us for it?  Thank you, whoever that was.  Maybe Senator Martinez or somebody?  No, somebody else.  

ASPT:  so, what we have here and we've got some people.  We've got Joe Goodman and Angela Bonnell over there and Dallas Long, and it looks like Denise Wilson and Sam Catanzaro and John Baur and Bruce Stoffel.  I don't know what John Baur is doing in the mix, but talking about ASPT.  So as you may remember, we are looking to include potential exception language in the disciplinary articles with regard to the recusals that we required on CFSCs that are judging a disciplinary case.  And some important information here that I don't remember whether I've actually really thought this through until the last week or so or whether it came out, but you may remember that in ASPT policy in general, a CFSC does not have to have five members on it in the first place.  That sort of maybe surfaced a little bit when we were discussing the disciplinary articles last year, but since most of us are from colleges that do have five- or six- or maybe seven-person CFSCs, it didn't really get emphasized.  And so I wanted to start out the conversation by just reminding people that that is the case.  And so as we're talking about the language that we have in front of us, which is a revision of what we got at an Information Item several weeks ago, keep it in mind that especially in the case of Mennonite we are probably talking about a CFSC that originally is only three people (the dean and two others), whereas what I understand is that Milner, while that is the current structure of its CFSC – or it may be three people (I can't remember) – Milner is sort of gradually expanding theirs to five over the next year or so.  And so it may not be an issue at Milner, but it will continue to be the fact at Mennonite for a while according to what I understand that they continue to want their CFSC to be a membership of, I think it was three.  Am I correct about that, Bruce?  Do I have that right?  Four.  So, the dean plus three.  Okay.  All right.  And so what we have in front of us…  Although it actually is already under Information/Action item, so we can sort of begin in discussion and then move it to action.  It says, "Milner Library and Mennonite College of Nursing as single department colleges are exempt from the requirement that CFSC members must automatically recuse themselves from disciplinary proceedings involving members of their own departments.  When CFSC members in Milner Library and Mennonite College of Nursing have conflicts of interest arising from other circumstances, they should recuse themselves from disciplinary proceedings as required in XII.B.3.  The faculty of Milner Library and Mennonite College of Nursing will delineate in their college ASPT policies the means by which they will ensure that disciplinary proceedings are heard by a panel of at least five faculty which can include the dean or designated associate dean as chair of the committee."  And I read that all because it's sort of new to us.  Since we're starting in Information, does anybody have any observations, questions, comments, possible revisions to that language?
Senator Blum: I don't know that I have a suggestion for revision, but I guess a challenge or a difficulty of it…  I think there is a potential problem that it might be hard for somebody who maybe needs to recuse themselves to make that decision.  And without any guidelines or any something to kind of look at that, I don't really have a resolution.  I mean, it just seems like a problem and that they're kind of stuck with it, but, you know, if there's a disciplinary proceeding it's going to likely be a difficult and challenging issue for the CFSC.
Senator Kalter: Are you talking generally about all CFSCs?

Senator Blum: Yes, it would be for all, but because there's no…  Here it's asking the individual to make the decision and be the kind of only…  And I'm saying as individuals that are human beings, sometimes those conflicts of interest are difficult to self-recognize.

Senator Kalter: I think that we actually do already have a solution to that.  I should have prefaced this by saying that it would be my suggestion that if we approve this language that it become XII.B.4 rather than it being incorporated into XII.B.3 because XII.B.3 already has some language, and I don't know if I'll call it up immediately, but it basically goes into some other ways that people get recused.  There is the second paragraph, I think it is, in XII.B.3.  It says, "If either the faculty member being considered for discipline or the initiator of proceedings would like to request that a member of the CFSC or FRC be removed, the faculty member or initiator will have three business days to submit such a request detailing the grounds for recusal to the chairperson of the AFEGC."  So we must have either thought about that already or debated that at some point and changed it last year.
Senator Blum: It sounds good.

Senator Kalter: So I hope that just because this language in what may become XII.B.4 says they should recuse themselves, it doesn't override the fact that they could be forcibly recused – for example, asked to step down, etc.  Other comments?

Senator Horst: Was the Faculty Senate…  Were we supplied with the entire text or just this paragraph?  

Senator Kalter: I think in terms of what Cera sent in the packets, we were supplied with this paragraph only.  We then later, after the deadline for our agendas, got something that had to do with the CFSC articles in the ASPT book which will probably come to us in December, but we did not get this inserted into the General Considerations article.  So for those of you who are looking for that or wish to see that, it's on the Senate's website.  And if you want to look at that right now with your laptops, you can go to the Senate's website and it's under the Documents page right at the top.  Is that what your question is?
Senator Horst: Yeah.  I'm just thinking if somebody didn't serve last year they might not be completely familiar with all of the different solutions that we offer.  We offered a menu of solutions.

Senator Kalter: So, yes.  Let me go through that, Senator Horst.  The reason this is coming to us is that the Caucus decided, first of all, that a CFSC needed to have five members on it in order to hear a case in a way that would be perceived as fair and having a diversity of opinions in such a high stakes matter and, because there are possibilities that there would be enough conflicts of interest or what have you, to bring a CFSC (even one with six or seven or eight members) down below five members, there needed to be a mechanism to fill those vacated seats for the purpose of discipline.  So that's not the case in, like a tenure and promotion type of issue, but we felt that it was very important for this kind of an issue.  So in XII.B.3 from last year that's about to go into policy, we have something that says that if you go down below five members you have to replenish your CFSC and that there are three ways to do it.  One is that you select members from a pool of past members of your own college who have been on the CFSC before, and in a certain order.  Another way is that you select replacements for the elected members from other colleges' CFSCs and/or their past pool members.  And the third would be to have the whole CFSC from another college come in.  And of course you'd have to make sure that that other college is okay with that, right?  
So, one of the things – and thank you, Senator Horst, for segueing me into my second main issue here.  So the first one was to make sure that everybody understood that in both Milner and Mennonite's case right now, and probably in Mennonite's case for the foreseeable future, there is not a five-person CFSC.  It's a four-person CFSC at Mennonite.  And so if there is any disciplinary case, a member would have to be added.  The second issue is that there is a big possibility there that with small colleges like this that only have one DFSC that you could easily run out of members within the college.  And so one of the things that I'm a little bit nervous about is moving this forward without saying that it's a vote pending having Milner and Mennonite's CFSC ASPT policies approved by the URC and sort of checked by the Caucus to make sure that they have a provision in there that says if A doesn't work, or if we run out of members from…  In other words, if we run out of members from our own college, we will do B, which is pulling somebody from another person's CFSC.  Otherwise you have a situation where you could find yourself without the option there, right?  So I think that if we move to a vote tonight, we need to make sure to make it a vote pending other action to make sure that those college level guidelines, those college level policies, have that safety mechanism in there.  Does that help to answer your questions, Senator Horst?  All right.  Other comments?
Senator Mainieri: Can, under this new language, Milner or Mennonite…  They have to choose from the three options or they can go a completely different option?  The 3.a, b, and c.  The ones that you were just reading to us.  The three options that are already in the disciplinary…  

Senator Kalter: Is there a fourth option?  Are you thinking of a specific fourth option that they might…

Senator Mainieri: I'm just wondering if…  Under the new language here, can they come up with a different option other than the three that are already in the approved language?

Senator Kalter: Oh, I think I see what you're saying.  In other words, does this bind them to the same thing that everybody else is bound to?

Senator Mainieri: Right.  Or, does it, on the opposite side, give them more freedom because of their specific circumstances to come up with an alternative option to the three that are already offered?

Senator Kalter: I think that would be inadvisable, actually, so that we might want to make sure that it's clear that XII.B.3 does cover them.

Senator Mainieri: Yes, some type of reference in this new language to that part of the General Considerations, if they're to be limited to those three options, I think would be helpful.

Senator Kalter: Do you have suggested wording there?

Senator Mainieri: Let's see.  It would probably be in that last sentence which is talking about delineating their college ASPT documents the means by which they will ensure disciplinary proceedings are heard by a panel of no less than five faculty from the three options or from…
Senator Kalter: According to the options in…

Senator Mainieri: According to the options in, what is that, II.B.3?

Senator Kalter: XII.B.3.  Okay.  So, according to the options in XII.B.3.  Great, thank you.  That seems like a friendly amendment to everyone?  To the URC back there?  Joe, why don't you come to the table?  This is Joe Goodman from MQM, and he is the chair of URC this year.  

Dr. Goodman: Chairperson Kalter and the Senate, thank you for giving me some time.  I just wanted…  As you made comment pending language, I wanted to let you know that the URC has received the CFSC standards from Mennonite with such language introduced where there would be…  Their language reads, if I may quote, "Five members are necessary for deliberation in discipline cases, only one of which can be a tenured faculty member holding an administrative appointment.  Should elected members recuse themselves due to conflicts of interest in disciplinary cases, selection of replacements for the elected members will follow the processes described in Illinois State University Faculty Appointment, Salary, Promotion, and Tenure Policies.  In cases of fewer than five tenured Mennonite college faculty members, additional faculty members will be sought from the CFSC of Milner Library."  And then they have another statement should the dean need to recuse themselves as well.
Senator Kalter: Thank you for that.  I'm a little bit confused about one thing.  So, a couple times you mentioned tenured members, but the ASPT policy requires that CFSCs all be tenured anyway.  So, is that just kind of a redundancy there?  In other words, if you're sitting on a CFSC anywhere in the University, you better be tenured.

Dr. Goodman: That is correct.

Senator Kalter: So that's just a redundancy.  It's not like there was a possibility that a pre-tenured person could sit on the…

Dr. Goodman: That is correct.  It's redundancy.

Senator Kalter: Gotcha.  Great.  Okay.  Thank you.  Other comments/observations?  And the other thing that we were just talking about from Senator Mainieri seemed to everybody on URC like a friendly amendment according to the options in XII.B.3?  Dallas Long, one of the associate deans over at Milner, come on up.

Prof. Long: I just wanted to say that Milner's CFSC language is identical to what Joe just read for Mennonite College of Nursing as well.

Senator Kalter: Great.  But it has not been approved yet, as I understand it.

Prof. Long: No.

Senator Kalter: Okay.  So I think that's what the pending would be.  Did I see a hand over here?

Senator Horst: Could you just state clearly the amendment?  So, we're adding "according to the three options in XII.B.3" between faculty and the parentheses?  Is that what we're doing?

Senator Kalter: My understanding of what Senator Mainieri said was that after the phrase "at least five faculty" in the second to last line and before the parentheses that it would say "according to the options in XII.B.3."

Senator Horst: Okay.

Senator Kalter: Anything else?  

Senator Blum: Just for clarity, Milner's has not been approved.  Is that the same with Mennonite?

Senator Kalter: Mennonite's has been approved.

Senator Blum: Mennonite's has been approved?  So the pending would need to be for Milner.

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  But I think we should just make it pending approval.  I had a couple of things.  One of them is I'm a little bit uncomfortable with saying, "heard by a panel of at least five faculty."  I think that should clearly state "CFSC," not "a panel."  Otherwise, we look like we're going to some ad hoc panel that wasn't already constituted.  So I would suggest that as a friendly amendment.  I would also suggest that right after the parentheses, rather than saying, "which can include the dean or designated associate dean" we say "including" so that there's no question that it's not optional to have the dean or their substitute on there but a required part of that process.
Senator Ferrence: I'm concerned about when…  I understand where you're coming from when you wanted to replace "a panel" with "CFSC," but my concern would be if you're putting in a substitute, to call that the CFSC, you've now just made the substitute a member of a CFSC that they're not really a member of.
Senator Kalter: Which we are doing everywhere across the University.

Senator Ferrence: But we're actually making them a member of the CFSC, so they would now have all other duties and responsibilities of that CFSC?  Usually the CFSC is for not just one and one thing alone, so they would…  Do you call them a member of the CFSC, or are they just caucusing with that CFSC?

Senator Kalter: Well, that's not what it says.  It says they will ensure that disciplinary proceedings are heard by "a panel of" or by "a CFSC of."  So I don't think that sort of makes them a member for all purposes.  I think it's implicit in what we've done that when somebody is being recused and somebody else is coming on that they don't come on permanently.  They're coming on simply for the disciplinary case in a particular preset order.

Senator Ferrence: And you would still call them a member of the CFSC then, not a member of that particular investigatory body, which isn't really the CFSC?

Senator Kalter: But it is really the CFSC.  I mean, we've already decided that last year.  Right?  That that is still the CFSC.  In other words, my discomfort with "a panel of" is that it suggests that you could willy-nilly pick members and say that that's a panel that gets to hear a disciplinary case.  So I think we need to continue to think of it as an entity onto which people step when there is a vacancy.  And part of my concern is that when you don't have a real vacancy, when your CFSC is four people rather than five, you're not stepping into a vacancy, but that's something I'm not sure how to solve, or if it can be solved.

Senator Marx: I'd like to add to that and say that we want to make sure that it is the CFSC and that the person coming in to replace somebody who is recused is an equal member of that committee.  And I think that's the purpose of saying it's still the CFSC.

Senator Kalter: Yes, I'd agree with that.  The other thing that I have a bit of concern about, and I have to apologize to a person in the room who I'll leave nameless that I did not check with Legal about any of this.  And I think it was my responsibility to.  Or maybe it was Dr. Catanzaro's, I don't know.  A single department college rather than a college with no departments has come up as a Legal question.  And Sam, did you or Bruce have a chance to talk to Lisa about whether there's any problem with saying that?  
Dr. Catanzaro: No.
Senator Kalter: So, would it be…  If we move to Action tonight, would it be advisable for us to make that language contingent upon Legal review?  In other words, we could say "as single department colleges" or we could say "as colleges with no departments" in that first line.  The current language of ASPT booklet has "with no departments."  There are suggested changes coming to us in December that might eliminate that from the book but are not necessarily going to, depending on what the Caucus does, and in any case it is a question of whether these colleges actually have departments or not since there are and are not chairpersons and etc., etc.  Do you have any thoughts about that, Sam?

Dr. Catanzaro: Well, to answer the original question, would it be advisable to ask General Counsel for a ruling on that? The answer would be yes.  The longer version of the answer is that it is an interesting question.  They don't have departments organizationally, but they do have DFSCs with DFSC chairs, and in the ASPT sense then they are a single department college.  I've heard that the faculty of Milner Library unanimously liked that language, which might have been the first time anybody in the Provost's office made all of the faculty in a college happy at the same time.
Senator Kalter: All right.  Well, we wouldn't possibly want to make Legal responsible for making all of the faculty in a department unhappy, but we probably…

Dr. Catanzaro: We should double check to make sure there's not an unintended consequence despite the joy that's been spread.

Senator Kalter: So we'll add to the pendings that we'll have that language be pending Legal okay.  All right.  Any other observations/revisions?  There's only one more that I have, and we may or may not want to do this tonight, but in XII.B.3, which we've already approved, we have a line that says, "The CFSC must be replenished to a minimum of five members through one of the following mechanisms."  We might want to say "through one or more of the following mechanisms."  Does that seem to people like a friendly amendment there?  I'm not comfortable really doing that amendment right here since we haven't really thought about it for two weeks or even for, like, a weekend.  So I'm just going to say that I think we might want to do that, but we should probably do it in December if we do it.  But since we're about to sort of make this pending that Milner and Mennonite both have a plan B or however we want to put that, a second back-up option, that we better make sure that they can actually by policy have that back-up option so to speak.  All right.

Senator Horst: Senator Kalter, can you articulate why we have to have this become an Information and an Action Item on the same night?
Senator Kalter: No, I refuse to do that.  We can decide not to turn it into Action.  The changes, if they're going to be effective for January 1, 2019, have to be passed by December (by our next meeting).  But otherwise, we can choose not to send it to Action tonight.  Is there a reason not to?

Senator Horst: It's just my personal opinion that items that don't undergo revision and debate are appropriate for becoming Information and Action items, but here we haven't really seen the full context of the text.  We're having a lot of discussion about the particular wording that seems to be of a certain complexity that it necessitates another session.

Senator Kalter: That it necessitates the delay of a month.  

Senator Horst: We can get it done in December, right?

Senator Kalter: Right.  I'm just restating what you're saying.  Do people have anything to say about that?  Should we table this for now and bring it back?

Senator Marx: Yes.

Senator Kalter: I'm hearing yes, yes.  Is everybody yes?  Everybody is yes.  Okay.  
Senator Blum: It seems to me it would be reasonable.  We have a lot of pendings, and there's enough of those that it's starting to mound up, I would say, and so I'd feel supportive that that would…  And, I mean, we can resolve it in December, right?  

Senator Kalter: Yes, it probably…  I can't remember about the printing of the book.  Bruce, would it go into that printing or would it be too late?

Mr. Stoffel: If we can get it done by December 7.

Senator Kalter: If we can get it done by December 7th, which is two days after that meeting, it'll go into the book.  All right.  So it sounds like we're…  Does somebody want to do a formal motion to table?

Motion by Senator Horst, seconded by Senator Marx, to table. The motion was unanimously approved.  
Senator Kalter: For the record, the chair is in favor of tabling.  All right.  Great.  So we will bring this back in December.  
Action item:
11.01.18.03 Combined Distinguished Professors policy proposed changes 
11.01.18.05 Proposed #2 of the Rights and Responsibilities section of the DP policy
09.12.16.01 Letter from Dr. Weeks regarding DP and UP
Senator Kalter: We're going to move on to our other main article of the night which is actually currently in Action Item stage. So, the Distinguished Professors Policy.  So we've seen this now, this is the third night in a row.  (Thanks, everybody, very much for coming.)  Let's see.  So we have in front of you a very slightly changed version of this and also a separated out item that would have to become a motion to amend the current draft.  So let me explain a little bit about what Exec did.  The one change that we made was in the procedure about the Distinguished Professors and the University Research Council when they evaluate the nominations.  We crossed out the thing that said something like if they want to, they can meet together because we felt that there was enough question about that process that we should just make these independent reviews – one by University Research Council, one by the DPs – where there is no pressure on them to meet together.  So that was the thing that we made change to, that part of the copy.  
Then we were also, as Exec…  Several of us were uncertain about whether we wanted to put something…  And maybe Joe Goodman might stay for just a minute or two because (sorry, Joe) this has to do with ASPT policy.  So, for many, many years, as many of you may know, the Distinguished Professors have been getting a bump to their salary, to their base salary, that is a permanent bump.  However, it would be outside of ASPT policy (Appointment, Salary, Promotion, Tenure Policy) to place a permanent bump to salary in another policy.  And we've asked the URC to contemplate that potential contradiction of going outside of our salary policy to make salary policy.  That's why you have document number 11.01.18.05 because we felt uncomfortable about that.  Subsequently, I asked Provost Murphy whether or not when we got our promotional increment increased from $5,000 to $8,000 (when was that, January of 2018, I think), did they bump up the Distinguished Professor increment?  And she said no, which means that rather than being a bump of $8,000, it continues to be a bump of $5,000.  Now, this is something that the Provost's office has chosen to do over we don't know how many years without going through ASPT processes.  So again, we felt uncomfortable putting that in the original draft, or sort of the draft that we're going to vote on.  We wanted to make sure that we thoroughly debated it if we were going to propose to put that into another policy.  Currently it is not in the existing DP policy and so my personal recommendation is let's leave it that way for now and have the URC talk about the potential conflict about putting a salary issue into the DP policy and leave it as a possibility for later.  But it's probably not a good idea, I don't think, to make that motion to amend especially with this language tonight because it essentially ties the Provost's office hands to continue past practice and not only to continue it but, as worded, to continue to bump up that salary.  Okay.  

So, all of that explained and then one more thing that I think I have to explain is that you're not seeing the University Professor policy in front of you because we realized that we needed to get some more information about whether or not the University Research Council is truly the appropriate body to see that one.  And so we're gathering that.  And also, the University Professors missed their deadline, but we found out that they didn't have a deadline.  When we asked them for feedback, we only said we do invite you to the October 24th meeting.  They didn't come, and then they created written feedback that the Executive Committee is about to see but hasn't seen yet, or hasn't discussed yet.  So that's why the UP policy is not on the table tonight.  All right.  I think we're in debate because this is an Action Item.  Do we have debate about the proposed changes to the Distinguished Professor policy?
Senator Ferrence: So, I find the change to pull that item 2 out rather significant from the point of view – and unfortunately I don't have the University Professor document in front of me – but if I remember correctly, it already has the pay bump specified in it as it already stands.  And so part of the problem would be that the perception for those that aren't already UPs and DPs is some, myself included, didn't realize that a DP came with a pay bump but thought a UP did and so it creates the illusion (on paper anyway) that a University Professorship in certain ways, at least financially, outweighs the DP because UP definitely comes with a raise, but the DP does not.  And so my concern is if you don't put it into the DP document, which seems reasonable, then it shouldn't be in the UP document.  But I believe it already is, and so it would have to be an amendment to take it out.  Is that correct?

Senator Kalter: So you are correct that the University Professor current policy does have "A University Professor shall receive $2,500 added to base salary plus a one-time monetary award of $1,000."
Senator Ferrence: Right.  It's different numbers but it's specified in one.

Senator Kalter: Yes.  What I'm suggesting is not that we never put it in but that we hold off on putting it in until the URC has debated it because the URC may recommend to us that we yank it back out of this policy.  It was something that apparently, when the Senate put this policy into place, we didn't contemplate how this was a potential contradiction of ASPT policy.  So I wouldn't say don't ever put anything in about it because I think the original reason why the Rules Committee wanted it in was so that people would be clear that they do get that bump.  But I think it's unwise to put it in before we've had that.  And I think actually this one also needs a pretty serious legal review because there's very serious equity issues here if somebody is getting the equivalent of a promotional increase for DP but that's not part of our salary process.  I think the lawyers might want to give us advice about that.
Senator Ferrence: Sure.  And I understand that.  I guess where I'm coming from in terms of I'm looking to vote, I'm very concerned if we're going to be doing these policies that they kind of go together – the UP and the DP.  So I'm concerned about approving the language of DP without the salary, even though I understand it could come in later, without also making sure that we simultaneously approve a new UP policy that takes that language out because it should be either reviewed in both or not.  So once we de-couple them, we run that risk of having one document that has a guaranteed sort of pay bump in and the other that doesn't.  So I'm not in favor of approving one without kind of approving the two policies in tandem.  So right now we're sitting here talking about just the DPs, but it seems like two things are speaking to one another so we almost should be approving them as a whole as opposed to two completely separate entities.  Just my opinion.

Senator Kalter: Okay, thank you.  I'm hearing movement over there, but it looks like Senator Horst has her hand up.

Senator Horst: The DP policy would only apply to people applying for DPs, and that's already happened, right?  So then potentially it won't apply to anybody for another year.  But to your other point, could we wait?  The URC, when would they have their decision about this issue?  Could they have it within this academic year?  Could we table this and wait until the URC decides so we don't have to have this awkward situation where we pull language and then…

Senator Kalter: So, just again to be clear, the DP policy never had this language in it, ever.  So while the University Professor policy has a bump to base salary written into the policy, the DP policy does not.

Senator Horst: Yes.  So, could we wait until…  When does the URC…
Senator Kalter: We cannot wait because the e-mail that I sent said to the URC, "on your own timetable because I know you are extremely busy," and they really are extremely busy.  So it could be two years.  

Senator Horst: Okay.

Senator Kalter: Really.  Joe is actually nodding his head at that.  They have a serious backlog of equity studies.  They have the five-year review coming up.  They're finishing up some stuff that the last Caucus, two Caucus ago, gave them when we did the last five-year review, etc., etc.  So it's probably not advisable to wait for them or rush them on that.
Senator Marx: Can we talk about whether or not there should be a pay bump at all, or should we wait until the URC comes back with a…

Senator Kalter: I would welcome having us talk about whether there should be a pay bump.  Go ahead.

Senator Marx: Okay.  So there's been some discussion about this not being a rank.  It is an award.  And with it comes…  In the case of the DP there's a two-month summer salary for two years – or, sorry, one month for two years and a small budget plus the title.  But this pay bump is a permanent one, and there's no other award that comes with that kind of a pay bump.  And I might also point out that the people that are earning the DP are the people that have been incredibly productive in their departments and have taken the lion's share of merit raises.  So, therefore, I think that there should be no pay bump for either one of these.  

Senator Kalter: Other comments about the pay bump?

Senator Horst: I've spoken a lot about the flawed process of selecting DPs, and I think the frustration that there is a certain type of faculty who's getting access to this pay bump…  I also have problems with it and I would like to formally request with a noted communication that the Provost's office look into the possibility of implementing a stepped rank system that would apply to all faculty.  Such a system exists, for instance, at the University of California where it would go through the ASPT process and you could go up a stepped rank and we would have a salary increase possibility for…  All people could potentially get the salary increase.

Senator Kalter: So, Professor Goodman, would you like to comment on that?  I sent you that in the e-mail as well with the request to talk about that conflict, I think it was, and you had sent back some information that you had from previous URC studies about step-type systems.

Dr. Goodman: Yes.  We were commissioned – I forget which year now – to review whether Salary Promotion and Tenure increases should be a percentage base or a dollar amount.  It was at that time we were doing our study (Dr. David Rubin and myself) that we discovered a policy that we benchmarked off of from West Virginia University wherein a faculty member who had received the rank of Full Professor was eligible in five-year increments to re-submit an evaluation packet for up to a 10% increase every five years.  We felt that as part of the things that we were investigating and the salary and equity issues, especially with senior faculty and pay compression and inversion issues, this may help the University alleviate any financial strains in helping remove any type of compression issues.  We simply described the policy.  We're not advocating that ISU adopt that policy, but we wanted to point out such a policy does exist and there are other policies that make mention.  And you mentioned, Senator Horst, the University of California system.  The URC will look into that one as well to see how it would compare and could you do some stepwise, should you earn the rank of Full Professor, so that you can continue to get meaningful raises.
Senator Kalter: And do you think that that will come to us with the next five-year review recommendations or do you anticipate that will be a separate later discussion?

Dr. Goodman: My best answer is I don't know yet.

Senator Kalter: Okay, great.  All right.  Thank you.  Other debate about the Distinguished Professor draft?

Senator Horst: I noted that we have the University Research Council now reviewing these applications, but they don't have to recuse themselves.  And, for instance, for the teaching award that is required.  So I'd like to make a formal motion to add language under Eligibility.  I'd like to insert the sentence, "Current members of the University Research Council are ineligible."

Senator Kalter: All right.  That is a formal motion.  Do we have a second to that motion to amend?

Motion by Senator Horst, seconded by Senator Blum, to amend the Eligibility section by adding the sentence “Current members of the University Research Council are ineligible.”  

Senator Kalter: Could you read the sentence again?

Senator Horst: And this is paralleling the language that's in the University Teaching Award language on the web.  "Current members of the University Research Council are ineligible," and it would be under Eligibility.

Senator Kalter: Great.  And it would go immediately before the title "Responsibilities and Rights of a Distinguished Professor."  Would it be a separate paragraph or would it be within the same paragraph?  In other words, would there be one eligibility paragraph in the Eligibility section or two?
Senator Horst: It could be the same paragraph.

Senator Kalter: Same paragraph, okay.  All right.  Do we have debate on that motion to amend?

Senator Ferrence: I would say I very much oppose such an amendment from the point of view that I would like to see our best people possible on the URC, but if you have very productive individuals who are willing to serve but they were also hoping to hit the honor of Distinguished Professor, which is certainly something above and beyond just a teaching award or research award, you're basically encouraging them not to serve because they're going to withhold their service on that committee until which time they've made the rank.  So, I think they could choose to recuse, but saying they cannot go up for the rank of Distinguished Professor while they're on that committee then just says you don't want excellent people on the University Review Committee and I think that's a mistake.

Senator Kalter: So you're recommending more that they recuse and/or be required to recuse, and I want to ask Sam.  Sam, would they be required to recuse because it's a direct conflict of interest to decide on their own award?

Dr. Catanzaro: Yes.

Senator Kalter: So they would have to recuse?

Senator Ferrence: Right.  But simply being on the committee shouldn't be reason to not allow them to go up for the distinction.
Senator Kalter: So in other words, you're suggesting that it would operate more like a DFSC system.  When you're going up for performance evaluation, you step out of the room and the DFSC talks about you and tells all the bad stories about you, and then you come back in and pretend that they haven't been talking about you.  All right.

Senator Horst: When you go up for promotion and tenure, you're not allowed to serve on the DFSC.

Senator Kalter: When you go up for tenure.  But when you go up for a promotion, if you are already tenured, I believe you…  Can't you serve on the DFSC during that year?  You just step off while they're debating your promotion case.  So it's just for tenure.

Senator Blum: I know in our department we just kicked somebody off the DFSC because they're going up for promotion.

Senator Kalter: Well you might want to read the ASPT guidelines.

Senator Blum: It might be our departmental guidelines that restrict it.

Senator Kalter: That's possible.

Senator Blum: There's either way to go, but I don't think that saying you can't…  I don't think it's the argument that it discourages people from, you know, our best people from getting onto the URC.  It just says while they're serving in that role that they can't do it.  And going up for a distinction like this is not something you do every day.  I mean, it's like, what was it, 20 years was the average?  And so it's not going to be something that's going to be happening a lot, and I think there will be a lot of fine people that are willing to serve on it.  So I'm not sure that I'm in total agreement with that.  Is there another path to recusal?  I'm open to hearing that.  
Dr. Catanzaro: So, two things.  One, a clarification.  If memory serves, the College of Arts and Sciences might have adopted it in their CFSC standards the requirement that somebody who is going up for promotion not be allowed to be on the committee.  But I'm doing that from memory, so that might be just a clarification.  But the University ASPT policies do not require that.  Only that you cannot be on the DFSC the year you're reviewed for tenure.  To speak to Senator Blum's question, a conflict of interest is always grounds for a recusal.  So, one would not…  I mean, it's…  And some conflicts of interest are sort of a gray area and people need to exercise ethical judgment and maybe think about it.  But if you're applying for something and you're on the committee that's reviewing your application, that's a very clear conflict of interest.  The question is whether it is sufficient to manage the conflict to simply step out of the room when your case is considered or, B, to not participate in that process but still be on the committee for other processes, or C (and this question has been raised and I think it's reasonable people need to make decisions on a case-by-case basis), the argument can be made that as a member of the committee you would develop a working relationship and get to know people and then, okay, well he or she is not going to be involved in this award decision process but we all know him or her because we've been working with them and they've been great colleagues on this committee.  And even if it's an unconscious bias, it could influence the process and disadvantage other applicants who are not part of the committee otherwise.  That's always a consideration.
Senator Kalter: Thank you.  By the way, I've been looking at my own.  We just did a vote in English about changing our guidelines, and it does not look to me…  The CFSC reviewed them for us and told us to change certain things, and they merely asked us to put into our departmental guidelines that you recuse if you're going up for promotion to Full.  So, I would think that since that was coming from our CFSC, that they didn't change their guidelines to force all departments to do that.  All right.  Do we have further debate on the motion to amend?  The motion is to add "Current members of the University Research Council are ineligible."  Any further debate on that one?  All right.  

The motion was approves with a vote of 18-5.

Senator Kalter: And the chair registers a nay. So we will have that sentence in there.  Further debate on the changes to the policy?

Senator Nichols: The first question I have is just on clarification.  So after the last meeting, since I didn't see anything in the packet, we didn't hear any amendment of the position of the current DPs with respect to the amendments.  Is that correct?

Senator Kalter: I don't know if I understood that question.

Senator Nichols: There was no back and forth with the DPs following the last Caucus meeting.  Is that correct?

Senator Kalter: In other words, back and forth in order to revise the…

Senator Nichols: Right.  That they have in no way changed their position from what it was two weeks ago.  

Senator Kalter: Oh.  As far as I know, they have in no way changed their position from what it was two weeks ago.

Senator Nichols: Okay.  And it was a unanimous decision – I'm trying to remember – against the inclusion of the URC in the process?

Senator Kalter: That is what Scott Sakaluk's letter said to us, yes.

Senator Nichols: Okay.  And then aside from that point, I've kind of heard some general phraseology about there are certain types of faculty that benefit.  Last meeting, I mean, we very clearly articulated that there was a feeling that CFA had borne a brunt of perception of bias, but I've not heard any articulation of are there academic units or faculty members who benefited from the bias.  And if there is a perception that there are academic units who have benefited, I don't think we shouldn't state those after we clearly stated CFA was biased against, in the opinion of some people.  So, if any of the discussion, or any of the people participating in the discussion think that there are particular academic units who have benefited, I'd like to hear what they are so I can start to understand the patterns that we're looking at for the bias because I haven't seen a lot of data for it.  I've heard some anecdote.  I've seen some demographics about directions that the University is going, but none of that was tied in with any qualitative measure of the applicants or the quality of the applications.  And when there are two positions, you could be a really outstanding candidate, come in third, and you get rejected.  And so I'm really disinclined to read strong bias into it when we haven't generated a lot of hard data about it and we're not even saying which units we think are benefiting unfairly, especially in light of the people most closely involved in the process are unanimously against one of the changes that we're proposing.
Senator Kalter: Thank you.  I'm not sure if this piece of information will help about what you're asking.  The Rules Committee from…  I'm sorry, not Rules.  Faculty Affairs Committee from 2014-15 did do an analysis of the departments from which Distinguished Professors came.  After our last meeting, I did sort of a little informal one of my own, and so this is going to be very rough.  And I'm looking right now on the Provost's website.  If you look up Distinguished, you'll find a page that lists all of the previous winners.  

Senator Nichols: Before we get too far down, sorry, I guess I'm not asking about a number count of ones…  how many DPs.  I'm asking if we have viewed the process as unfair, which academic units have benefited unfairly?
Senator Kalter: Right.  So what I said was I'm not sure that this will help.  Right?  But I can tell you some statistics, or some rough statistics.  When I added things up that go back to 1982, and then there were two winners (one in 1967 and two in 1968 – I'm not sure whether those count or not), but out of I think it was about 58 winners, somewhere in the twenties (you know, 21, 22, whatever) were from the Sciences.  I believe it was about 10-15 from the Social Sciences.  There were 8 from the Humanities.  Within the Humanities, since that's my category, I noticed that almost all of them were from the English Department.  There were 5 from English and 3 from Languages, and Philosophy and Communication had none.  I'm trying to remember the other counts.  There were none from Milner, none from Mennonite.  There were a very small number from College of Applied Science and Technology.  I think it was somewhere between 3 and 10, but I think 10 is too high.  By the way, in the Social Sciences I remember that one also.  There were none from Social Work, none from Communication Sciences and Disorders.  Those are the two that I remember there.  In terms of…  Who have I missed?  So, College of Fine Arts I think had somewhere again in the 5-10 range or so, somewhere in there.  I think that's high.  And then College of Education had a very small number.  Who did I miss?  Oh, thank you, Business.  Business I believe had 3, if I'm remembering correctly.

Senator Nichols: And those are recipients, correct?

Senator Kalter: Those are recipients.  

Senator Nichols: Did you have information about the number of applicants broken down in a similar fashion?
Senator Kalter: We do not get that information as a Caucus.  I think that it would be, you know, nice to know that information.  But we have never, over the years that I've been on the Senate, gathered that information for whatever reason.

Senator Martinez: I don't know who Andrew Weeks is, but I've read his comments and I think he has a good idea.  In his third paragraph he says, "To assure fairness and collegiality, I would like to suggest that the Senate charge the appropriate committee to investigate the DP/UP selection procedures and to examine salaries and qualifications of professors with and without the DP/UP status in order to determine whether the status introduces unjustifiable inequities."  I think that's a fair request.

Senator Kalter: Caucus Exec thought that was a fair request too.  We sent a piece of that to the URC to pile onto their already…  So the URC is also going to look at that at some point.  And then we probably have to talk a little bit further about whether there are things in that sentence that need to be charged to another committee of the Senate.  But Exec talked about that and we agreed that…  And by the way, Professor Weeks is a recently emeritus professor of History.  Very distinguished in the global sense.
Senator Pancrazio: That would be Foreign Languages.

Senator Kalter: Oh, my god.  You're right.  I'm sorry.  I can't believe I did that.  I was thinking about History because of his working with European studies.  Sorry about that.  Mea culpa!  Mea culpa!  

Senator Pancrazio: Outstanding colleague and finished his career with eight books.  Extremely productive, and I think one of the things that's certainly kind of a complexity that we also had a Distinguished Professor in our department that had a fourth of that productivity.  So there was always that question of equity and it's certainly not Andy.  Agree with him or disagree with him, he always gave a very sincere approach.  An outstanding colleague.

Senator Kalter: Yeah, really nice guy.

Senator Martinez: You know, I said this last time.  To me, I think anybody can identify a Distinguished Professor.  I don't care who does it.  It's the DPs or someone else.  So I think this is something that shouldn't be too complicated.  You know?  And one of the things that I think is a problem is that we kind of took that two DP per year and we left that open now.  Did I catch that?  That there is no minimum…  or maximum?

Senator Kalter: That it would be determined by the Provost's office.

Senator Martinez:  Yeah, that seems that could be problematic.  This should be an exclusive club.  

Senator Kalter: So, reminding everybody that this is a debate and you can make motions to strike language.  So if you do not like that language that…
Senator Martinez: I prefer the two per year max.

Senator Kalter: Are you making a motion?

Senator Martinez: Sure.

Senator Kalter: Okay.  Does anybody want to second that motion?

Senator Martinez: I say this because there's a researcher named Price and he has Price's Law.  It's called Price's Law, and he studied departments and professor productivity and he found this really cool pattern that the square root of the number of people in a department accounted for 50% of the productivity.  So if you take our 900 faculty, you take the square root, about 30 people are probably producing half of the productivity, the research productivity.
Senator Kalter: That is just…  I'm sorry, but sitting on my DFSC, that's just bunk.  I'm sorry.  That is just not true.
Senator Martinez: Okay.  Look…

Senator Kalter: I mean, we have an extremely productive faculty, and it is not true that the square root of our number produces half of our stuff.  I'm sorry.  That is just simply not true.

Senator Martinez: So, Senator Kalter, it seems like our process is anecdotes and opinion.  You bring me the data to disprove what I say, then I'll believe you.

Senator Kalter: I'm not permitted to bring you that data.  It's confidential.

Senator Martinez: So therefore we're left to anecdotes.

Senator Kalter: So, Senator Martinez made a motion.  Does anybody want to second the motion to remove language that would expand it from two to more than two?

Senator Martinez: No, I said to limit it to no more than two.

Senator Kalter: Right.  Yes.  So, does anybody want to second Senator Martinez's motion that would remove any language that we placed in the draft, any of the language that would expand it beyond two?  Senator Crowley has seconded the motion.  Do we have debate on that motion?

Motion by Senator Martinez, seconded by Senator Crowley, to remove any language that would expand the number of DP per year beyond two. 

Senator Horst: …description of the language, please?
Senator Kalter: So, in the Procedure, 4, I believe, it says, "The Provost shall determine in consultation with the Associate Vice President for Research and Graduate Studies and the Associate Vice President for Academic Fiscal Management the number of Distinguished Professorships to forward each year."  That would be what would be removed.  And then we would be putting back in in the Eligibility that, “There can be two Distinguished Professors appointed each year.”  I believe those are the only two places where that occurred.

Senator Pancrazio: I've got questions.  If we don't have the means to pay them, in any given year we're still going to have two if we go back to that old language?

Senator Kalter: Correct.  So, with the old language…

Senator Pancrazio: So you get the title and no money.  Okay.  All right.  
Senator Kalter: I'm sorry.  Maybe I misunderstood your question.

Senator Pancrazio: Well, if we don't have…  And let's say in an economic crisis and we don't have the money and we would still only have two.

Senator Kalter: I see.  So, there have been years when there have been none forwarded, and I would imagine that if there were one of those years that might occur.  Right?  So that they would have discussions about whether it's wise to try to appoint somebody when there's a situation of no money.

Senator Pancrazio: I mean, we should always know if we have the money to do that.
Senator Kalter: Correct.  

Senator Marx: The money is in the AIF for the Distinguished Professors, and that's where they're paid initially.
Senator Kalter: Further debate on the motion?

Senator Nichols: Sorry, just to follow up with that.  Does the bump that they get, does that count towards the academic unit's base salary when the increased money is sent to the academic units, or is it excluded in the calculation?

Senator Kalter: It must.  Sam is shaking his head.  But it must, Sam, because it's part of the base salary.  

Dr. Catanzaro: Distinguished Professors get a tenth month and not a bump to their base.  Is that right?
Senator Kalter: No, that's not correct.  They have been getting a $5,000 bump to their base.

Dr. Catanzaro: So, it does.

Senator Nichols: So it counts in the total base for the academic unit?  Okay.  

The motion was defeated with a vote of 10-12.

Senator Kalter: The motion does not carry.  All right.  So, having had that motion defeated, we go back to the original motion on the floor which is the changes to the Distinguished Professor.
Senator Ferrence: So in the interest of process – so I'm not actually sure where I stand on it, but I'm going to put it out there as a motion because I think it's important to vote on it – I'm going to make a motion that under Procedure we simply strike altogether item 3 and then under item 4, change the "regarding the nominations forwarded to the Distinguished Professor and University Research Council," replace that with language that is the Provost after seeking advice in the nominee's department, the dean of college, "and others the Provost deems appropriate."  I make that motion on the basis that the current document doesn't say the Distinguished Professors must be consulted.  They can be, but it's really the Provost's opportunity to decide, and to a certain degree maybe it's worth letting the Provost have the opportunity to decide who is best suited to review depending on who that Provost is.  So I'm moving that we strike three altogether.
Senator Kalter: And do we have a second to that motion?  

Senator Nichols: I've got a question about what this might mean.  So later, there's the if you don't make it, then you get referred to meetings with either committee that it…  So that would need to be changed if there's no certainty of what those other advisory bodies would be.
Senator Ferrence: I don't think that language…  Is that in here?  I don't believe that language is in here.

Senator Nichols: Oh, it's still in three?  Okay, sorry.  I thought it was further down.

Senator Ferrence: Oh yeah, it's part of three, so it would be stricken with the whole thing.

Senator Kalter: I'm sorry, Senator Nichols, are you talking about the language that says that if you don't make it you could get feedback?

Senator Nichols: Yeah, I'm sorry.  I'm just thinking that was down in a lower section of it.

Senator Kalter: Yes.  So, Senator Ferrence's motion is to strike all of three and to change the part of four to say "regarding the nominees forwarded…"  Or, how did you put that, rephrase that?

Senator Ferrence:  “Those shall after seeking the advice of the nominee's department and the dean of the college, ‘and others the Provost deems appropriate.’"  That's just simply because otherwise you've got something in there that speaks to three, and if three isn't existent it doesn't work.

Senator Kalter: All right.  So do we have a second for that motion?  All right.  The motion fails by not getting a second.  Do we have further debate on the motion on the floor?

Senator Pancrazio: No, I'd like to enter a motion to adjourn.  It is getting late.

Senator Kalter: It is getting late.  We have had this policy for four years.  Are we ready to vote or are we not ready to vote?

Senator Blum: I wasn't here last time, but I kind of heard some of the discussion.  You know, up in the Eligibility where it says "national and international recognition, scholarly research, creative production, etc., etc., I just want to express how much I really believe in that sentiment.  And I think what the sentiment says is that – to me, anyway – is that regardless of discipline, we should be counting what that discipline counts as scholarly productivity.  And so, people have spoken about whether it's a bias or not, that perhaps certain disciplines, they have very unique… you know, Fine Arts or whatever, they have different ideas about what scholarship is than, say, the sciences.  Or it looks differently, but it's nevertheless extremely important work.  And I'm not completely convinced (while I see it there) that a review, even when I think URC is seen as the remedy, will actually address that concern and that…  I mean, what I would like to see is that…  I mean, if there could be some kind of additional language that would add in maybe that "as considered by their discipline" or something.  
Senator Kalter: We have that.  It's in it.

Senator Blum: It's in it?

Senator Kalter: In number two, the added language that said, "Each College Council or equivalent body is responsible for ensuring that faculty throughout their careers are well informed regarding the levels of achievement that generally lead to Distinguished Professorship in the given disciplines of the faculty members appointed within the college" etc. and that they would also keep the Provost informed.  But I think that we should have either an adjournment or a debate on adjournment.  Senator Pancrazio made a motion.  Do we have a second to the motion to adjourn?

Adjournment
Motion by Senator Pancrazio, seconded by Senator Lucey, to adjourn. The motion was unanimously approved.
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