Faculty Caucus Minutes
Wednesday, October 7, 2015
Immediately Following Senate Meeting
(Approved)
Call to Order
Senator Kalter called the meeting to order.
University Appeals Board Election (2 Vacancies)
Jessie Krienert, CJS, 2015-18
Tom Lucey, TCH, 2015-17
The Caucus unanimously approved the two candidates.

Associate Vice President for Research and Graduate Studies Election

Justin Vickers, MUS
Hyun-Sook Kang, ENG

Jim Cunningham, Milner Library
Melissa Johnson, ART
Senator Kalter: By policy, we are supposed to get eight people to give to the Provost, who then selects four. We only have four who have been nominated.

There were no nominations from the floor. The Caucus unanimously approved all of the nominees.

Academic Freedom, Ethics and Grievance Committee Election (1 Vacancy; Term 2015-16)
(Replaces Sesha Kethineni, CAST, 2013-16)
Louis Reifschneider, CAST

John Kostelnick, CAS
By ballot, John Kostelnick was elected to replace Sesha Kethineni on the AFEGC.
ASPT Discussion

Proposed Revisions to ASPT Overview and Article I

Senator Kalter: We are not having any “must/shall” debates. We are going to wait and do all of that at once. We are going to try to get as far as we can through Articles I through V except II. We will have our hard stop at 9:45 unless we choose to go over that. For the table of contents, none of this is actually going to change unless we approve the four new articles except there will be a new appendix, what we see there at the bottom of the table of contents, called Appendix 8, Timeline for Appeals to CFSC for Non-Reappointment. Are there any comments about the table of contents?

Starting with overview section, on page 1, the change eliminates the rank of instructor. On page 3, there are several editorial changes. There is also a change under review for performance evaluation that will not occur until we approve the four new articles. Same with the one on page 4. Any comments about the overview section? We are still gathering comment from campus.  Sam, did you want to say anything about the instructor one?
Dr. Catanzaro: Simply, I checked in HR. They couldn’t find any records of it being used as a title for a tenure-track faculty member in at least a decade. I think it is a vestige of days when perhaps some folks were hired ABD at the rank of instructor and we don’t do that anymore.

Senator Kalter: Anything on that one? We can bring up anything on any of the sections even if it is not a proposed revision. What we would do in that case is send any suggestions back to the URC for consideration.

Senator Dyck (MCN): On page 5, it says that the Chair of the DFSC/CFSC is the college dean. That is not true. The Chair of CFSC is the dean. The Chair of DFSC is the Associate Dean for Research.

Senator Kalter: You are correct and I believe that it also works that way in Milner.

Senator Lonbom: Our associate dean serves as Chair of the DFSC.

Senator Kalter: These are minor enough changes that we don’t have to send them back to URC. Does that seem like a friendly amendment?

Dr. Catanzaro: As friendly as it can get, because it is correct.

Senator Kalter: Let’s move on to Article I. I have a bunch of stuff that we don’t have to pay attention to because they won’t change until we approve those four articles. Under Article I, there is a substantive addition: “All committees and officials within the faculty status system process will make every possible effort to obtain the most reliable evidence available for use in their deliberations.”  Any comment on that one?
Dr. Catanzaro: Just to note, or highlight what’s in the comment, comment number 5, that actually as URC was discussing the dismissal policy and related policies and the recommendations from the AAUP, language very similar to this if not verbatim was found in there and kind of went on that tangent and it was suggested that that should apply to all ASPT deliberations and we weighed the pros and cons of that being implicit, but certainly came down on deciding that it would be a really good thing to make it explicit.

Senator Ellerton: Does “obtain” have connotations that could be negative? That’s certainly not the intent. I think that has to be a conscious decision to include the word obtain or change it to something like “take into account” or “consider”. To obtain suggests to go out and seek it, to get it. That could be without the candidate’s wishes or knowledge. Given that that appears in other places, I think we need to be very careful of that word…its potential misuse.
Professor Houston, URC Chairperson: Thank you for bringing that to our attention. When we included this language, the idea was to ensure that if there was, for example, for dismissal or even disciplinary procedure, if there was not explicit evidence that would support or not support whatever potential allegation. If this didn’t exist, it would be the responsibility of the departments, etc., to seek that, to ensure that they were not going for anecdotal kinds of information or unreliable information. Your thinking is that it would be beyond the role to seek out additional information?

Senator Ellerton: Potentially. If I were in a position of going for tenure and I knew that additional information could be sought from any source, there is an encouragement to obtain further information. I think it opens it up to potential abuse, which again I emphasize is certainly not the intent. The intent is to say please consider everything, seek it out, make sure you have got all of the details, all of the references that you need, all of the supporting publications, whatever, and in the case of dismissal, leave no stone unturned. But just that word obtain suggests like they could…it just worries me that people could take that as an excuse to go beyond what the intent was.
Professor Houston: What would your recommendation be?

Senator Ellerton: The possibility which changes the meaning, it pulls back on the meaning, would be possible effort to take into account the most reliable evidence or to consider. It is saying please look at all of the available evidence because available is actually contradictory to the word obtain. Obtain says go get some more. Available says you have got it there in front of you, so there is an internal contradiction there.
Professor Houston: That makes sense to us. For that kind of a change, I am not sure if we need to take that back to the URC or give our ok here.

Senator Kalter: I think it may be helpful to look through the document to see if it is contextualized in the places where it was drawn from. It may be that it was taken from a place, as Senator Ellerton is suggesting, where it was actually necessary to go out and obtain further information. By moving it here, it decontextualizes it to some degree.
Senator Ellerton: Similar wording appeared in other sections, so it is definitely worth checking for the context and consistency of that use to avoid that contradiction between obtain and available.

Dr. Catanzaro: There is language somewhere in the policy about the candidate having access to any additional information that might be submitted say to the CFSC or the FRC down the line. Notwithstanding that, I think the implication of obtain and implying perhaps that the ASPT committees are actively seeking information as opposed to using the information that is submitted to them. I think that that is a point worth considering. At the very least, we will go back through the document and find context and perhaps discuss further with URC after that.
Senator Kalter: I think that it is up to the URC Chair and Vice Chair leadership to figure out what needs to go back and what doesn’t; what would really merit a full URC discussion versus just kind of a recommendation.

Professor Dean: I think at this point, we are noting that and then as we keep moving through, we will see if it is contextualized against anything else that necessitates going back or if it is just a change in language.

Senator Nichols: In the same passage, I had a question about the phrase every possible instead of every reasonable. Was the use of the possible deliberate?

Professor Dean:  Again, we were relying on the AAUP suggested wording, but I do understand what you are suggesting and I concur with that. I think reasonable sounds more appropriate than every possible and I am thinking that, because I am thinking, in the case of if anyone has an unfavorable decision and brings something back to the university, what are we held accountable for? Did you make every possible versus every reasonable?
Senator Rich: A quick note of the appreciation for the addition of item E. I would also note that this is an especially important item in chair training in a practical sense in terms of where this matters and also where it could go wrong. Both personally and also in their leadership of DFSC, that has a lot less training. The inclusion here supports the additional emphasis of training.
Professor Houston: We did a quick search throughout the document to see if there was similar language in other locations and we didn’t find it. However, just out of an abundance of caution, we will bring that item back to the URC because it is a slight substantive change.

Senator Kalter: I would agree that it is substantive. 

Proposed Revisions to Articles III, IV, V (except V.C.2)

Senator Kalter: We are going to skip Article II mainly because it probably will take longer and has some stuff about an equity review in it that we are trying to make sure some other things occur this year before we get to that. We are going to skip over to Article III, the Faculty Review Committee. There are again editorials in III.A. There is a clarification. In III.C, there are again some things that we are not going to change yet because they are either must/shall or have something to do with the new articles. The same with Article D. Then actually in Article D.2, so most of it is just that one little thing in III.A that is going to change right now perhaps. Nothing on Article III? 
We are going then to Article IV on the College Faculty Status Committees. We have a must/shall that we are going to ignore. Article IV.A.2 is a clarification from University Libraries to of Milner Library. Then we have Article IV.B, rather than just review, the CFSC will review and approve. That’s comforting.  Article IV.B.1 and 2 have that language. In IV.B.2, we have “these policies are left to the discretion of each department/school, but the CFSC shall review and approve them for clarity, fairness, internal consistency” and there is a note on the side saying slight difference from the DFSC/ASPT policies because there are no university-wide or even college-wide things to conform to, so the wording there is just a little bit different. IV.C.3, we are not going to change it because of those four articles. Same for the next page. Actually that one is because of the must/shalls. 
Senator Bantham: One of the things that was brought up by our department, the MQM Department was looking at page 14, IV.C.2. There was no change, but there was a question about does this negative DFSC/SFSC recommendation for promotion shall not be forwarded beyond the department or school. Does this include recommendations for promotion to associate, full or both? I was assuming that it is both, but…
Dr. Catanzaro: Both.

Senator Bantham: Apparently, there was a question from some of the DFSC members as to whether it was both. One other point, on page 19, the recommendation that it be reviewed at least every three years. I am sorry; I have jumped to Article V.

Senator Kalter: I thought you might have. Anything else on Article IV? Seeing nothing else on Article IV, we will go to Senator Bantham, page 19. Actually, let me do what I have been doing and run this one down. For Article V, there are a couple of substantive changes that we again cannot get to, not just merely editorial changes. For Article V.A.5, that is a must/shall that we are going to skip over that. It will remain the same until we debate that. We handed out a supplement to the change in Article V.B.1 in order to show what is in the current ASPT document and what is being changed. Same thing for V.B.2. There was some change in the wording that was clarified. Article V.C.1 has just an editorial change. Article V.C.2, we are going to skip that one because it is connected to these new articles, so that won’t change until we approve those. Article V.C.2.a, again is an editorial that won’t change. Same thing for Article V.C.3. Those things will not change until we change the dismissal stuff. There is a must/shall and then at the bottom of this article, we have proposed to add by April 15th following completion of any annual performance evaluation appeals to CFSC. The DFSC/SFSC shall report to the dean a final list of faculty evaluations. That number will only be XV once those four articles are approved. Senator Bantham, you had a question on page 19.
Senator Bantham: On page 19, Section V.B.1, talking about reviewed at least every three years. That seems a quick turnaround.

Senator Bushell: I would agree. I was going to raise that question.

Senator Kalter: I was going to raise that question as well. You have sort of an explanation of the rationale next to that, but if we can sort of go over that verbally, that would be great.
Dr. Catanzaro: Happy to.  We had a meeting of the URCs.  The University Research Council wrote a memo to the University Review Committee suggesting some changes, including something along these lines, coming from the concern that, at least in some departments, DFSC/SFSC guidelines may not keep pace with changes in the discipline resulting in disadvantaging individuals who are exploring relatively new methodologies, new topic areas as they emerge in the discipline, and in particular in a probabilistic fashion perhaps disadvantaging more newly hired faculty in a somewhat systematic way to the degree that they would be more likely to be doing the more cutting edge, novel things. That was their concerns, so thus they requested that, the old language was along the lines of periodic review, and they thought it would be useful to recommend a specific cycle of review. We did discuss with representatives of the University Research Council the number of years and I think we sort of settled on three, kind of as a compromise. Not too long, not sort of a Goldilocks solution. That is what you have before you. That’s a little bit more of the context behind it. If there are more specific questions, I will try to speak to them.
Senator Kalter: Senator Bantham, you have been a department chair. If you could articulate more of the concern because I have the same concern, but I would like to hear it from a department chair’s perspective. 
Senator Bantham: Looking at that from a department chair’s perspective, also from the sitting DFSC and a current department chair, it just seemed like three years was a very short cycle. Basically, it says that you are almost constantly in a state of review. It seemed like the recommendation from the current DFSC would be five years within our college, at least one of the departments.

Senator Ellerton: I agree that three years is too short. One of my reasons would be that if it is three years, the tendency to say is it is fairly recent, so we will run with it. Then it comes around again, well it’s only three years; we approved it then. If it is a longer period, like five years, you take it much more seriously. It’s a psychological turnover. Just one suggestion.
Senator Kalter: My concern is when things are off cycle and numerically not divisible by one another, like 2.5 would be the divisible thing, but 3 puts you on constantly jogged cycles for all of your revisions. ASPT has always been on five-year revision cycles as have so many of our policies either by lore or by practice. So when you put it at three years, you are together with your regular ASPT revisions one year. Then you are not, then you are not, then you are not, and then you are. That just seems, in addition to being way too short, there are very few fields that change so fast. If there are, they ought to be on top of it anyway and changing it quicker than every five years just on their own merits. It makes it logistically difficult for a department to remember. To me, that is the big difficulty there is. When you have it like that, you don’t remember or, as Senator Bantham said, you are constantly doing it and it is never settled.
Senator Winger: Following your train of thought, would you want to do it immediately after the ASPT document has been revised?

Senator Kalter: Precisely.
Dr. Catanzaro: Very good points, some of which were in that previous conversation, so we can defer to the elected members of the committee and decide.
Professor Houston: That is something we would be happy to revisit with the URC.  
Senator Kalter: We are a little bit past our hard stop time. Is there anything else on Article V?

Professor Houston: To clarify, we would be returning to the URC to specifically ask that the three year review cycle be changed to five?

Senator Kalter: I am not sure if it is so much asking, but saying that our recommendation is to go with five years and is there any really compelling reason that would convince us that we are off base about that. If we could get some clarification from them, that would be great. Anything else on Article V?  Anything else on any of these articles?  No, then I will see you in two weeks. 
Adjournment
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