
APPROVED 10-23-14 

UNIVERSITY REVIEW COMMITTEE 
Thursday, October 2, 2014 

3 p.m., Hovey 401D 
 

MINUTES 
 
 
Members present:  Diane Dean, Joe Goodman, Doris Houston (via telephone), Sheryl Jenkins,  
Bill O’Donnell, David Rubin, Sam Catanzaro (non-voting) 
 
Members not present: Angela Bonnell, Rick Boser, Phil Chidester 
 
Others present:  Bruce Stoffel (Recorder) 
 
I. Welcome and introductions 
 

Sam Catanzaro welcomed committee members, and members introduced themselves.  
 
Catanzaro explained that he would preside over the meeting until the committee elects a 
chairperson.  

 
II. Orientation/overview of committee responsibilities 
 

Catanzaro described the purpose of the committee and its key functions, including review of 
ASPT policies every five years resulting in adoption of a new edition of the ASPT policies 
document by the Faculty Caucus of the Academic Senate. The next edition of the document is 
scheduled to take effect January 1, 2017. Consequently, a key task before the URC in the 
coming year is review of the ASPT policies document that took effect January 1, 2012.  

 
III. Election of officers 

 
Doris Houston expressed her willingness to be considered for the office of vice-chairperson 
for 2014-2015. 
 
Diane Dean expressed her willingness to be considered for the office of secretary for 2014-
2015. 
 
Sheryl Jenkins agreed to be considered for the office of chairperson for 2014-2015. 
 
Houston asked how frequently URC officers are asked to attend Academic Senate committee 
meetings or Faculty Caucus meetings. Catanzaro responded that the chairperson may be asked 
to attend a few times this academic year due to committee work on ASPT policies and on the 
suspension/dismissal policy.  
 
Catanzaro asked if there were further nominations for any of three offices. There were none. 
 
By voice vote, committee members elected Sheryl Jenkins chairperson for 2014-2015. 
 
By voice vote, committee members elected Doris Houston vice-chairperson for 2014-2015. 
 
By voice vote, committee members elected Diane Dean secretary for 2014-2015. 
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[At this point Jenkins assumed the role of chairperson and presided over the meeting.]  
 

IV. Approval of minutes from the May 1, 2014 meeting 
 
Dean moved, Rubin seconded approval of minutes from the May 1, 2014, meeting as 
distributed with committee meeting materials. By voice vote, committee members approved 
the motion. 
 

V. Review of potential agenda items for 2014-2015 
 
Catanzaro reviewed issues likely to come before the committee in 2014-2015. 
 
Review of ASPT policies 
 
Catanzaro explained the process for periodic review of the ASPT policies document. The next 
edition of the document is scheduled to become effective January 1, 2017. In 2013-2014 URC 
began its comprehensive review of the current document and agreed on several 
recommendations that will eventually be communicated to the Faculty Caucus. The URC 
review will continue this coming year. To have the new edition in place by January 1, 2017, 
the edition needs to be approved by the Faculty Caucus during calendar year 2016, preferably 
by spring 2016. Meeting that target will leave time for colleges to review their college ASPT 
standards in fall 2016 and to make any changes necessary to conform to the new ASPT 
policies document prior to its January 1, 2017, effective date. 
 
For the Faculty Caucus to approve a new edition in spring 2016, URC will need to submit its 
recommendations for changes to the current document to the Faculty Caucus in fall 2015. 
Consequently, URC will need to conclude its review of the current edition and finalize its 
recommendations by May 2015.   
 
Catanzaro summarized changes to ASPT policies recommended by URC during the 2013-
2014 academic year. Recommendations relate to the nature of evidence acceptable in ASPT 
processes; timelines for non-reappointment appeals; deadlines for notice of non-reappointment 
in the case of a one-year appointment; rules of evidence appropriate to appeals processes; the 
role of the Office of Equal Opportunity, Ethics, and Access should a faculty member seek 
relief from that office; and clarification of differences among an information conversation, 
formal meeting, and an appeal. 

 
Bill O’Donnell asked if it is most common that recommended revisions to ASPT policies 
involve refining refinements made previously. Catanzaro said that has mostly been the case, 
although there also may be external factors to address and provisions that are no longer 
relevant. 
 
Houston asked that URC consider how evaluation of faculty members’ administrative 
activities should be handled in the ASPT system. She stated that such duties are not clearly 
addressed in current ASPT policies. Catanzaro said that administrative duties are considered 
service activities in the current edition of the ASPT policies document but that discussion of 
the matter would be appropriate as part of the ASPT policies review. Houston asked how other 
universities address such duties in their tenure policies. Catanzaro said that he could research 
this and report back. 
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Houston suggested that some administrative duties rise above service and might instead be 
evaluated separately from teaching, research, and service. O’Donnell asked Houston if that 
might then involve release of faculty from some research responsibilities. Houston said this 
could be one of several policies to be examined.  
 
Rubin reported that he has a joint appointment in Chemistry and Biological Sciences and that 
faculty members in those units are allowed to negotiate the balance among teaching, research, 
and service. Catanzaro suggested that administrative duties might be offset by course releases. 
Perhaps the new edition of the ASPT policies document could provide college faculty status 
committees and department/school faculty status committees guidance with such offsets, he 
added. 
 
Catanzaro reported that he has been compiling a list of ASPT-related questions he has been 
asked since he has been in his current position. He said he will add the issue regarding 
administrative duties and will circulate his list to URC members. He stressed that his list is not 
meant to be inclusive and encouraged URC members to suggest other matters. 
 
Approval of 2015-2016 ASPT calendar 
 
Catanzaro explained that URC is responsible for annually approving a calendar of ASPT 
activities and deadlines. URC typically reviews the ASPT calendar in October or November, 
he said. The calendar is then distributed to all colleges for use by CFSCs, DFSCs, and SFSCs 
as well as by administrators, shared governance committees, and faculty members. 
 
Review of CFSC annual reports 
 
Catanzaro explained that each college is required to submit a report of its ASPT activities to 
URC by May 1 each year. URC is charged with reviewing the reports for accuracy, 
consistency, and clarity before they are accepted by the committee and entered into official 
university records. URC also reviews the reports to identify trends that suggest the need for 
ASPT policy changes. 
 
URC is also charged with annually reviewing college ASPT standards pursuant to a standards 
review calendar adopted by URC. College of Applied Science and Technology standards are 
scheduled for review in 2014-2015. Catanzaro will check the deadline for submission of 
CAST standards to URC and the deadline for URC review of the standards. 
 
Suspension/dismissal policy 
 
Catanzaro reported that URC and the Faculty Affairs Committee reviewed and commented on 
a draft suspension and dismissal policy in 2013-2014. That was done at the request of the 
Academic Senate. In conjunction with its review of the document, the Faculty Affairs 
Committee suggested adding a provision for minor sanctions, such as reduction in pay, as 
alternatives to suspension and dismissal. Catanzaro reported that he has been drafting language 
regarding minor sanctions, working with legal counsel. He plans to send the draft to the 
Faculty Affairs Committee, which will review the draft and then forward it with comments to 
URC for its review.  
 
Joe Goodman asked about the role legal counsel plays in such matters. Catanzaro explained 
that legal counsel reviews draft provisions for their consistency with federal and state laws. 
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Legal counsel typically completes its review before draft language is considered by 
committees or by the Faculty Caucus.  
 
Rubin asked about the role of the Provost in establishing a suspension/dismissal policy or 
related ASPT policies. Catanzaro explained that he serves on URC as the Provost’s 
representative and consults the Provost throughout the policy review and approval process.  
 

VI. Other business 
 
Houston mentioned the hiring controversy at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. 
[Professor Steven Salaita was offered a tenured position in the American Indian Studies unit 
at UIUC, subject to approval by the Board of Trustees. The offer was withdrawn shortly 
before the start of the academic year. While no reason was provided, the decision appears to 
be related to statements made by Salaita on social media criticizing Israel.] Houston asked 
how Illinois State University would handle such a situation. Catanzaro responded that the 
Board of Trustees at Illinois State hires only one staff member, the President, who, in turn, is 
responsible for faculty hiring. Consequently, the board would not be involved in faculty hiring 
decisions. At Illinois State, faculty search committees comprised of faculty members are 
responsible for vetting candidates. Through the vetting process, any questions regarding a 
candidate’s online presence would be addressed. 
 
A proposed URC meeting schedule for fall 2014 was disseminated to committee members and 
will also be sent to all committee members via email. Catanzaro asked that members provide 
feedback regarding their availability on the proposed dates. Unless the schedule needs to be 
changed based on members’ responses, the next URC meeting will be held at 3 p.m. on 
Thursday, October 23. 

 
VII. Adjournment 

 
Dean moved, Goodman seconded adjournment of the meeting. The motion carried.  
The meeting adjourned at 4:02 p.m. 
 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
Diane Dean, Secretary 
Bruce Stoffel, Recorder 
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UNIVERSITY REVIEW COMMITTEE 
Thursday, October 23, 2014 

3 p.m., Hovey 209 
 

MINUTES 
 
 
Members present:  Phil Chidester, Diane Dean, Joe Goodman, Doris Houston, Sheryl Jenkins,  
Bill O’Donnell, Sam Catanzaro (non-voting) 
 
Members not present: Angela Bonnell, Rick Boser, David Rubin 
 
Others present:  Bruce Stoffel (recorder) 
 
I. Call to order 

 
Chairperson Sheryl Jenkins called the meeting to order at 3 p.m. 

 
II. Approval of minutes from the October 2, 2014 meeting 

 
Doris Houston requested a correction to a statement in the first paragraph on page 3 of the 
draft minutes distributed to the committee prior to the meeting (in Item V, Review of ASPT 
policies). She asked that the last sentence in that paragraph be replaced with the following 
sentence: Houston said this could be one of several policies to be examined. 
 
Bill O’Donnell moved, Joe Goodman seconded approval of minutes from the October 2, 2014 
meeting with the correction requested by Houston. The motion carried.  

 
III. Review of policies referred by the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate 

 
The committee then reviewed versions of two university policies as annotated by Academic 
Senate Chairperson Susan Kalter (see attached).  
 
Sam Catanzaro prefaced committee discussion by explaining that a goal of the Academic 
Senate is to examine each university policy for needed revisions on a regular basis.  There had 
been a belief that such review was done every five years. However, because of the large 
number of policies and the need for the Academic Senate to attend to other matters, it has not 
been possible to maintain a five-year policy review cycle. Some policies have not been 
reviewed for 10 or more years. Consequently, the wording in some policies may be outdated. 
The two university policies on the committee agenda are among numerous policies selected by 
the Executive Committee for review this year. 
 
Jenkins asked Catanzaro about the URC role in revising these policies. Catanzaro responded 
that URC is to report its recommendations back to the Academic Senate Executive Committee.  

 
Policy 3.3.2 (Faculty Hiring Procedure) 
 
Catanzaro observed that, in some instances, appropriate wording changes to this policy are 
clear (e.g., changing “Academic Personnel Office” to “Human Resources”). In other instances 
the need for replacement wording and the choice of appropriate wording are not clear, because 
the intent of the policy authors is not known (e.g., academically oriented transfer departments). 
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Phil Chidester observed that the second sentence of the policy inappropriately mixes 
references to units (e.g., Milner Library) and individuals. Not every employee of a unit may be 
subject to faculty hiring procedures, he noted. Catanzaro said that he has sought help 
understanding terms used in the current policy from persons involved in its adoption. 
Catanzaro said that he will continue to do so and will report back at the next URC meeting.  
 
Policy 3.2.19 (Right of Access to Personnel Files) 
 
Regarding Kalter’s suggestion that reference in the policy regarding the location of official 
personnel files should conform to ASPT policy, Jenkins asked Catanzaro what ASPT policy 
directs regarding this matter. Catanzaro referred to the second sentence of XIV.A.1 on page 55 
of ASPT Policies (“Official personnel files are kept by the Provost’s Office, Human 
Resources, Departments/Schools, and/or Colleges.”) Catanzaro stated that revision of the 
passage regarding location of personnel files should be inclusive of all employee levels and 
types. The reference to the location of personnel files for faculty members should reference the 
Provost’s Office, but that might not be appropriate for other employee types.  
 
Houston asked if hourly instructors are considered academic employees. Catanzaro responded 
that instructors with academic/professional appointments would be considered academic 
employees.  
 
Diane Dean asked if personnel files referenced in the policy are kept in paper or online. 
Catanzaro responded that some personnel information is retained in print, some online, and 
some both, so the policy could pertain to documents in either format. Some personnel 
information archived online is available to employees via the iPeople system at this time, he 
added. Dean observed that some employees might not know the format or location of their 
personnel files.   
 
Committee members discussed the list of documents exempt from examination according to 
the current policy. Catanzaro explained that the list is based on personnel law.  
 
Houston asked why employees would not have access to their own medical records. Chidester 
asked why medical records would be kept in a personnel file at all. Jenkins noted that some 
employees of Mennonite College of Nursing are required to have immunizations, and records 
of them are kept by the college. 
 
Jenkins asked about the significance of Kalter’s suggestion that the term “discharge,” as used 
in the list of materials employees may examine, be changed to “discharge/dismissal/non-
reappointment.” Catanzaro said that the difference is not clear to him but that he would not 
object to such a change. Jenkins said that it might be better to use the more general term since 
it applies to all actions cited by Kalter in her annotation. 
 
Houston expressed concern that employees do not have access to records relevant to pending 
litigation. Goodman suggested that it might be best to keep such files closed to employee 
access for reasons of retaliation. Chidester suggested that wording might be added to the 
policy stating that if litigation is pending, the employee does not have access to the personnel 
file without taking appropriate legal action. Catanzaro offered that a possible intent of the 
exemption is not to preclude access but to point to other processes for obtaining records in 
certain instances. Houston suggested that those alternatives might be referenced in the policy. 
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Dean posited that some of the exemptions have been included in the statutes because other 
state employees are subject to them. Perhaps the University is required to include such 
exemptions in its policy, she said. Houston posited that some exemptions might be related to 
other state statutes that are not mentioned. 
 
Chidester suggested that, in revising the policy, language could be created that protects the 
University while minimizing uneasiness on the part of its employees.  
 
Catanzaro said that he will investigate legal constraints regarding employee access to 
personnel files, seek input from others, and circulate his findings to the committee. 
 

IV. ASPT Policies review 
 
The committee next reviewed lists of possible ASPT revisions, beginning with a list compiled 
by Catanzaro (see attached). The committee reviewed Catanzaro’s list point by point. 
 
Catanzaro explained that II.E (p. 9-10) refers to two reports. One report is compiled for the 
president and reviewed by the Faculty Caucus of the Academic Senate and includes 
information regarding annual performance evaluations and promotion and tenure decisions. 
The other report is compiled for the Board of Trustees and includes information regarding 
promotion, tenure, and sabbaticals.  
 
Catanzaro noted that passages IV.B.1 (p. 12), IV.B.2 (p. 13), and V.B.1 and 2 (p. 18-19) are 
related and need to be revised for consistency. 
 
Catanzaro suggested that IX.B.2 and 3 (p. 31) be revised to clearly state that the probationary 
period is six years and that if a faculty member stops the clock, that year is not counted toward 
tenure or against the length of the probationary period. Goodman asked if a publication during 
a stop-the-clock period is counted toward tenure. Catanzaro responded that it would. The 
entire record of the faculty member should be considered and examined for patterns, he 
explained, with each situation requiring qualitative professional decisions by parties to ASPT 
proceedings. Chidester asked if prolific scholarship by a faculty member during a stop-the-
clock period would be considered a pattern. Catanzaro said that it should, however, a faculty 
member is not likely to be prolific in scholarship given the purpose of the stop-the-clock 
provision. Dean asked if the stop-the-clock provision is used much. Catanzaro responded that 
in a typical year there might be a handful of cases.   
 
Regarding XII on pages 41-44 of ASPT Policies, Catanzaro said that there are inconsistencies 
across campus and even within units regarding evaluation of persons on unpaid leave. 
Catanzaro said that he needs to review this matter with the appropriate parties.   
 
Houston asked that the issue of administrative activities by faculty members be included on 
the committee agenda. Catanzaro said the issue is scheduled to be considered by the 
committee in its discussion of Appendix 2.  
 

V. Other business 
 
There was none. 
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VI. Adjournment 
 
Dean moved, Houston seconded adjournment of the meeting. The meeting adjourned at 4:07 
p.m. 

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Diane Dean, Secretary 
Bruce Stoffel, Recorder 

 
 
Attachments: 
 
University Policy 3.3.2 – Faculty Hiring Procedure, as annotated by Susan Kalter and transmitted to the 
University Review Committee via email dated October 7, 2014. 
 
University Policy 3.1.29 – Right of Access to Personnel Files, as annotated by Susan Kalter and transmitted to 
the University Review Committee via email dated October 7, 2014. 
 
ASPT Clarifications, Revisions, Additions, and other Housekeeping, Prepared by Sam Catanzaro for Discussion 
by University Review Committee, October 23, 2014. 
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06.19.14.03 
Dist. Executive Committee 8/18/14 
Dist. University Review Committee 
3.3.2 Faculty Hiring Procedure 
Initiating body: Vice President and Provost, Office of Human Resources 

Contact: Assistant Vice President for Human Resources (309-438-8311) 

Revised on: 01/2002 

Policy 
The term 'Faculty' refers to any ranked or unranked appointment for the purpose of Instruction, Organized 
Research or Public Service in one of the academic (credit hour producing) departments and related areas.  Also 
included are Milner Library, University College tutors, individuals teaching overseas, Faculty Development 
assignments and individuals assigned to one of the academically oriented transfer departments.  These 
appointments may be made on either a Tenure-Track or a Nontenure Track Appointment Type depending upon 
the allocation of the position.  A third appointment type, 'Terminal', is reserved for Faculty previously tenure-
track who have been advised that they are in their last year of University employment.  Faculty on a terminal 
appointment are not entitled to the privileges of a probationary-tenure appointment and are not considered in the 
ASPT process.  

A Faculty appointment may carry an administrative title, reflective of the position, in addition to the academic 
rank. Sample faculty appointment letters are found at the Academic Personnel Office website.   

Paperwork required for Faculty hiring or administrative title can be found on the Office of Human Resources 
website.  Questions concerning Faculty hiring may be directed to the Office of Human Resources at 438-8311. 

 
 
 

Comment [KS1]: Over 10 years ago.  Senate is 
trying to make sure that we at least begin review of 
such older polices this year.  When complete, could 
you please add a line for date last reviewed and by 
whom? 

Comment [KS2]: This seemed unclear.  How are 
UCollege tutors faculty?  Are all of them faculty?  TT 
or NTT or both?  If not faculty, are they instead AP 
or graduate student (or even undergraduate senior 
peer)? 

Comment [KS3]: This phrase might also need 
clarification 

Comment [KS4]: Same as KS3 

Comment [KS5]: Same as KS3 

Comment [KS6]: Can first and second types be 
clarified through formatting or otherwise? 

Comment [KS7]: Suggest creating a new 
paragraph here, since these two sentences seem to 
be about two different subjects.  Perhaps put this 
sentence into last paragraph on page? 

http://www.ilstu.edu/depts/academicpersonnel/
http://www.hr.ilstu.edu/


06.19.14.04 
Dist. Executive Committee 8/18/14 
Dist. University Review Committee 
3.1.29 Right of Access to Personnel Files 
Initiating body: State of Illinois 

Contact: Associate Vice President of Human Resources (309-438-8311) 

Revised on: 01/2002 

Policy 
The University shall maintain a complete official personnel file for each employee. These will be retained in the 
Office of the  Human Resources. The files shall contain only official communications directly related to 
employment and work performance. Anonymous communications shall not be included in this file. 

Access to Personnel Files 
Illinois State University shall provide an employee the opportunity to view the file within seven working days 
following receipt of a written request. If the University can reasonably show that such a deadline cannot be met, 
the University shall have an additional seven days to comply. Employees should contact the Office of Human 
Resources for access to their personnel files. Academic employees also shall have access to additional related 
files at the Department, College, and University levels. 

Access to files shall be allowed only in the presence of an authorized office employee during regular office 
hours. Under no circumstance shall an individual have the right to remove the file from the office. After 
viewing, an employee may obtain copies of the information or documents in the personnel records at his/her 
own cost. Upon written request, employees have an unqualified right to examine all written materials which are 
considered in:  

1. determining that individual's qualifications for employment, 
2. making recommendations regarding appointment or nonreappointment, promotion, tenure,  
3. performance-evaluated salary recommendations,  
4. discharge or other disciplinary action.  

Documents exempt from examination include: 

1. letters of reference, 
2. portions of test documents, 
3. materials used for management planning, 
4. medical records, 
5. records relevant to pending litigation, 
6. transcripts, if so indicated by granting institutions, 
7. placement papers if right to access has been waived, 
8. information of a personal nature about a person other than the employee inspecting a file, 
9. external peer-review documents, 
10. any records alleging criminal activity. 

Comment [KS1]: Over 10 years ago.  Senate is 
trying to make sure that we at least begin review of 
such older polices this year.  When complete, could 
you please add a line for date last reviewed and by 
whom? 

Comment [KS2]: Needs to conform to ASPT 
manual. 

Comment [KS3]: See KS2 

Comment [KS4]: Probably wise to specify 
exactly where. 

Comment [KS5]: Perhaps change to 
discharge/dismissal/nonreappointment 

Comment [KS6]: Unclear what this means 

Comment [KS7]: Is it legal to prevent employees 
from seeing their own medical records? 

Comment [KS8]: Is this always legal? 

Comment [KS9]: Unclear why an employee 
would be denied access to their own transcripts by a 
granting institution… 

Comment [KS10]: Define what a placement 
paper is? 

Comment [KS11]: Why would this kind of 
information be in the employee’s file? 

Comment [KS12]: Such as? 

Comment [KS13]: In what way is an employee 
not entitled to know about criminal allegations 
against them or the fact that their employer is 
keeping a record of such allegations in their 
personnel file? 



Employees shall be notified at the earliest possible time if his/her personnel files are subpoenaed in accordance 
with the law. 

Disputed Records 
If an employee disagrees with any information contained in the personnel file, removal or correction of that 
information may be mutually agreed upon by the employee and the University. If an agreement cannot be 
reached, the employee may submit a written statement explaining his/her position and the University is required 
to attach the statement to the disputed portion of the personnel record. The employee's statement must be 
included whenever the disputed portion is released to a third party; this does not imply the employer's consent 
or agreement with the counter-statement. 

Basis of Policy 
Personnel Record Review Act, 820 ILCS 40, et seq. 

 

Comment [KS14]: Under what conditions may 
third parties access these files?  Which policy or 
policies covers that? 

Comment [KS15]: http://www.ilga.gov/legislati
on/ilcs/ilcs3.asp?ActID=2395&ChapterID=68 
 
Section pertaining to our section 
on exemptions: 
 
(820 ILCS 40/10) (from Ch. 48, par. 
2010)  
    Sec. 10. Exceptions. The right 
of the employee or the employee's 
designated representative to 
inspect his or her personnel 
records does not apply to:  
    (a) Letters of reference for 
that employee or external peer 
review documents for academic 
employees of institutions of higher 
education.  
    (b) Any portion of a test 
document, except that the employee 
may see a cumulative total test 
score for either a section of or 
the entire test document.  
    (c) Materials relating to the 
employer's staff planning, such as 
matters relating to the business' 
development, expansion, closing or 
operational goals, where the 
materials relate to or affect more 
than one employee, provided, 
however, that this exception does 
not apply if such materials are, 
have been or are intended to be 
used by the employer in determining 
an individual employee's 
qualifications for employment, 
promotion, transfer, or additional 
compensation, or in determining an 
individual employee's discharge or 
discipline.  
    (d) Information of a personal 
nature about a person other than 
the employee if disclosure of the 
information would constitute a 
clearly unwarranted invasion of the 
other person's privacy.  
    (e) An employer who does not 
maintain any personnel records.  
    (f) Records relevant to any 
other pending claim between the 
employer and employee which may be 
discovered in a judicial 
proceeding.  
    (g) Investigatory or security 
records maintained by an employer 
to investigate criminal conduct by 
an employee or other activity by 
the employee which could reasonably 
be expected to harm the employer's 
property, operations, or business 
or could by the employee's activity 
cause the employer financial 
liability, unless and until the 
employer takes adverse personnel 
action based on information in such 
records.  
(Source: P.A. 85-1440.) 
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ASPT	
  Clarifications,	
  Revisions,	
  Additions,	
  and	
  other	
  Housekeeping	
  
Prepared	
  by	
  Sam	
  Catanzaro	
  

For	
  Discussion	
  by	
  University	
  Review	
  Committee	
  
October	
  23,	
  2014	
  

	
  
II.	
  E,	
  p.	
  9-­‐10	
  (URC	
  reporting)—More	
  precise	
  language	
  needed	
  

	
  “This	
  summary	
  shall	
  also	
  be	
  made	
  available	
  to	
  the	
  Faculty	
  Caucus	
  of	
  the	
  Academic	
  Senate	
  in	
  
Executive	
  Session.”	
  
And	
  further	
  on…	
  
“Final	
  reports	
  prepared	
  for	
  the	
  Board	
  of	
  Trustees	
  shall	
  be	
  available	
  for	
  review	
  by	
  members	
  of	
  
the	
  Academic	
  Senate	
  at	
  least	
  forty-­‐eight	
  hours	
  prior	
  to	
  the	
  Faculty	
  Caucus	
  meeting	
  in	
  Executive	
  
Session.”	
  
Note	
  that	
  the	
  reports	
  to	
  the	
  BOT	
  are	
  of	
  Promotion,	
  Tenure,	
  and	
  Sabbaticals,	
  and	
  do	
  not	
  include	
  
information	
  on	
  annual	
  performance	
  evaluation.	
  	
  The	
  Provost’s	
  Office	
  does	
  provide	
  a	
  separate	
  
memo	
  summarizing	
  the	
  annual	
  evaluation	
  results,	
  in	
  addition	
  overall	
  numbers	
  regarding	
  
promotion	
  and	
  tenure	
  decisions,	
  to	
  the	
  Senate	
  and	
  the	
  President.	
  

	
  
IV.	
  B.1,	
  p.	
  12–CFSC	
  Review	
  of	
  D/SFSC	
  Policies—inconsistent	
  language	
  

Make	
  clear	
  that	
  CFSC	
  “authority	
  to	
  ensure	
  conformity”	
  means	
  “approval”	
  per	
  V.B.1	
  PP	
  18-­‐19	
  
and	
  XII.B.1	
  P.	
  43	
  
“The	
  CFSC	
  Shall	
  review	
  and	
  approve…”	
  

	
  
IV.B.2,	
  p	
  13—CFSC	
  Review	
  of	
  D/SFSC	
  Policies—inconsistent	
  language	
  
	
   Add	
  “approve”	
  per	
  V.B.2,	
  p19	
  

“…	
  but	
  the	
  CFSC	
  Shall	
  review	
  and	
  approve	
  them	
  for…”	
  
	
  
V.B.	
  1&2,	
  p.	
  18-­‐19—DFSC	
  development	
  of	
  Policies—possible	
  inconsistency	
  

Compare	
  language	
  -­‐	
  	
  
	
   1:	
  “approve….for	
  their	
  conformity	
  to….”	
  

2:	
  	
  “approve	
  them	
  for	
  their	
  clarity,	
  fairness	
  and	
  conformity	
  to…”	
  make	
  consistent	
  OR	
  assume	
  
that	
  V.B.1	
  applies	
  to	
  policies	
  more	
  directly	
  shaped	
  by	
  CFSC	
  and	
  Unit	
  ASPT,	
  whereas	
  V.B.2	
  
refers	
  to	
  the	
  local	
  salary	
  policies	
  and	
  procedures.	
  

	
  
IX.B.2	
  and	
  3,	
  p	
  31–Probationary	
  period	
  maximum	
  and	
  effect	
  of	
  “stop	
  the	
  clock”	
  	
  	
  

IX.B.2	
  defines	
  maximum	
  probationary	
  period	
  as	
  7	
  years.	
  	
  This	
  reflects	
  the	
  old	
  limit	
  of	
  only	
  one	
  
“stop-­‐the-­‐clock”	
  year	
  while	
  assuming	
  that	
  year	
  counted	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  probationary	
  period.	
  	
  Now	
  
that	
  there	
  is	
  no	
  policy-­‐mandated	
  limit	
  on	
  stop-­‐the-­‐clock	
  years,	
  consider	
  the	
  following	
  revisions:	
  
IX.B.2:	
  	
  “The	
  probationary	
  period	
  at	
  Illinois	
  State	
  may	
  not	
  exceed	
  seven	
  six	
  years.”	
  
IX.B.3:	
  	
  “A	
  stop-­‐the-­‐clock	
  period	
  will	
  not	
  count	
  toward	
  tenure	
  or	
  against	
  the	
  length	
  of	
  the	
  
probationary	
  period.”	
  
	
  

X.,	
  pp.	
  34-­‐38—Post-­‐tenure	
  Reviews	
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   Consider	
  adding	
  new	
  language	
  as	
  X.B.	
  (and	
  re-­‐number	
  subsequent	
  subsections	
  as	
  necessary):	
  
	
   Cumulative	
  post-­‐tenure	
  reviews	
  which	
  are	
  required	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  receiving	
  unsatisfactory	
  

performance	
  ratings	
  for	
  any	
  two	
  years	
  of	
  a	
  three-­‐year	
  period	
  of	
  annual	
  ASPT	
  evaluations	
  will	
  
occur	
  in	
  the	
  annual	
  evaluation	
  review	
  cycle	
  immediately	
  following	
  the	
  unsatisfactory	
  annual	
  
evaluation	
  that	
  precipitates	
  the	
  required	
  cumulative	
  post-­‐tenure	
  review.	
  	
  

	
  
XII,	
  pp.	
  41-­‐44:	
  	
  Performance	
  (Annual)	
  Evaluation	
  and	
  Salary	
  Incrementation	
  

There	
  has	
  been	
  confusion	
  and	
  inconsistent	
  practice	
  regarding	
  annual	
  evaluation	
  of	
  faculty	
  on	
  
leaves	
  other	
  than	
  sabbaticals.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  due	
  in	
  part	
  to	
  the	
  different	
  reasons	
  faculty	
  could	
  be	
  on	
  
leave.	
  	
  FMLA	
  leaves	
  are	
  “protected”	
  by	
  law.	
  	
  When	
  a	
  faculty	
  member	
  (or	
  any	
  employee)	
  is	
  on	
  an	
  
FMLA	
  leave,	
  they	
  cannot	
  be	
  evaluated.	
  	
  Faculty	
  who	
  take	
  unpaid	
  leaves	
  for	
  personal	
  reasons	
  or	
  
to	
  visit	
  other	
  universities	
  may	
  be	
  evaluated.	
  	
  Sometimes,	
  they	
  are-­‐-­‐if	
  they	
  submit	
  materials.	
  
	
  
Faculty	
  members	
  who	
  are	
  not	
  evaluated	
  are	
  not	
  eligible	
  for	
  any	
  salary	
  increase.	
  	
  Because	
  any	
  
employee	
  on	
  an	
  FMLA	
  leave	
  cannot	
  be	
  disadvantaged	
  upon	
  their	
  return,	
  we	
  need	
  a	
  provision	
  for	
  
evaluation	
  at	
  some	
  point	
  after	
  their	
  return	
  to	
  document	
  contributions	
  and	
  determine	
  eligibility	
  
for	
  salary	
  increases.	
  	
  I	
  am	
  checking	
  with	
  Legal	
  and	
  HR	
  to	
  find	
  out	
  the	
  statutory	
  requirements	
  
regarding	
  the	
  timing	
  of	
  such	
  an	
  evaluation.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Because	
  ASPT	
  XII.B.3.b	
  (p.	
  43)	
  allows	
  for	
  recognition	
  of	
  “long-­‐term	
  contributions,”	
  there	
  is	
  
flexibility	
  for	
  incorporating	
  evaluation	
  of	
  accomplishments	
  while	
  on	
  leave	
  in	
  later	
  evaluations.	
  	
  
As	
  I	
  get	
  more	
  information	
  on	
  the	
  legal	
  requirements,	
  I	
  will	
  share	
  with	
  the	
  committee	
  and	
  
develop	
  draft	
  language	
  for	
  the	
  ASPT	
  policies.	
  	
  In	
  the	
  meantime,	
  I	
  am	
  including	
  this	
  item	
  to	
  
familiarize	
  the	
  committee	
  with	
  the	
  relevant	
  issues.	
  	
  
	
  
Note	
  that	
  ASPT	
  VII,	
  Faculty	
  Assignments	
  and	
  Faculty	
  Evaluation,	
  also	
  includes	
  policies	
  about	
  the	
  
evaluation	
  process	
  (see	
  pp.	
  24-­‐26).	
  	
  As	
  the	
  draft	
  language	
  for	
  XII	
  develops,	
  we	
  will	
  want	
  to	
  cross-­‐
reference	
  and	
  make	
  sure	
  no	
  updates	
  are	
  needed	
  in	
  VII.	
  
	
  

XIII,	
  pp.	
  45-­‐53:	
  	
  	
  Appeals	
  
	
   Consider	
  guidelines	
  for	
  Formal	
  Meetings	
  that	
  occur	
  as	
  a	
  preliminary	
  step	
  for	
  appeals	
  of	
  

Dean/Chair’s	
  report.	
  	
  Dean/Chair	
  report,	
  by	
  definition,	
  reflects	
  the	
  contrary	
  position	
  to	
  the	
  
majority	
  of	
  the	
  CFSC/DFSC/SFSC,	
  and	
  may	
  be	
  appealed.	
  	
  An	
  appeal	
  requires	
  a	
  Formal	
  Meeting	
  as	
  
a	
  preliminary	
  step	
  (XIII.B.1,	
  p.	
  45).	
  	
  It	
  may	
  be	
  unnecessary	
  to	
  convene	
  the	
  entire	
  FSC	
  for	
  a	
  Formal	
  
Meeting	
  (and	
  indeed,	
  may	
  be	
  to	
  the	
  candidate’s	
  disadvantage	
  under	
  some	
  circumstances,	
  given	
  
that	
  the	
  vote	
  is	
  by	
  split).	
  	
  This	
  situation	
  arose	
  once	
  in	
  the	
  past	
  three	
  years,	
  and	
  I	
  worked	
  out	
  a	
  
procedure	
  with	
  the	
  Chairs	
  of	
  URC	
  and	
  Senate	
  at	
  the	
  time.	
  	
  Formalizing	
  this	
  procedure	
  would	
  
require	
  a	
  brief	
  addition	
  to	
  section	
  XIII.B	
  and	
  a	
  new	
  section	
  XIII.E.	
  	
  	
  

	
  
See	
  attached	
  draft	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  procedure	
  used	
  previously.	
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Appendix	
  1:	
  	
  Calendar	
  
P	
  &	
  T	
  –	
  Appendix	
  1.B,	
  p.	
  58:	
  Timeline	
  for	
  Formal	
  Meeting	
  and	
  Appeal	
  
Formal	
  Meeting	
  Timelines—possible	
  additions	
  

Deadlines	
  for	
  requests	
  for	
  formal	
  meetings	
  is	
  OK	
  (5	
  working	
  days	
  for	
  DFSC/SFSC	
  and	
  10	
  
working	
  days	
  for	
  CFSC).	
  	
  If	
  proposed	
  XIII.E	
  for	
  meetings	
  with	
  Dean/Chair/Director	
  is	
  adopted,	
  
we	
  would	
  need	
  to	
  add	
  provision	
  for	
  these.	
  	
  I	
  recommend	
  the	
  same	
  timelines	
  (5	
  days	
  for	
  
Chair/Director,	
  10	
  days	
  for	
  Dean)	
  

	
  
Appeal	
  Timelines—possible	
  clarifications	
  

XIII.G.1	
  (p.	
  48):	
  	
  Requirement	
  to	
  inform	
  Chair	
  of	
  FRC	
  of	
  intent	
  to	
  file	
  within	
  5	
  working	
  days	
  of	
  
receipt	
  of	
  final	
  recommendation.	
  	
  This	
  would	
  ordinarily	
  fall	
  sometime	
  in	
  the	
  first	
  week	
  of	
  
March,	
  as	
  CFSC	
  final	
  recommendations	
  are	
  due	
  March	
  1.	
  

-­‐Chair	
  of	
  FRC	
  acknowledges	
  within	
  5	
  working	
  days	
  
Appendix	
  1.B	
  (p.	
  58):	
  	
  Requires	
  that	
  candidate	
  must	
  file	
  a	
  request	
  for	
  review	
  by	
  FRC	
  by	
  
March	
  15.	
  	
  Implication	
  is	
  that	
  the	
  “intent	
  to	
  file”	
  is	
  different	
  from	
  the	
  “request	
  for	
  review,”	
  
which	
  is	
  the	
  actual	
  written	
  statement	
  and	
  supporting	
  materials	
  that	
  comprise	
  the	
  substance	
  
of	
  the	
  appeal.	
  
	
  
Consider	
  the	
  following	
  revisions:	
  
	
  
Prior	
  to	
  March	
  15:	
  	
  In	
  the	
  event	
  of	
  a	
  negative	
  recommendation	
  by	
  the	
  DFSC/SFSC,	
  the	
  
CFSC,	
  or	
  a	
  Dean/Chair/Director,	
  a	
  candidate	
  who	
  wishes	
  a	
  University-­‐wide	
  appeal	
  of	
  
his/her	
  credentials	
  must	
  inform	
  the	
  chair	
  of	
  the	
  Faculty	
  Review	
  Committee	
  (FRC)	
  of	
  
his/her	
  intent	
  to	
  file	
  an	
  appeal	
  within	
  five	
  (5)	
  business	
  days	
  of	
  receipt	
  of	
  the	
  final	
  CFSC	
  
recommendation.	
  	
  The	
  Chair	
  of	
  FRC	
  shall	
  respond	
  to	
  the	
  candidate	
  within	
  five	
  (5)	
  business	
  
of	
  receipt	
  of	
  the	
  written	
  intent	
  to	
  request	
  additional	
  review.	
  
	
  
March	
  15:	
  	
  A	
  candidate	
  who	
  wishes	
  a	
  University-­‐wide	
  appeal	
  of	
  his/her	
  credentials	
  must	
  
submit	
  a	
  written	
  statement	
  and	
  relevant	
  supporting	
  materials	
  to	
  the	
  Chair	
  of	
  the	
  FRC.	
  

	
  
Appendix	
  2	
  –	
  Criteria	
  for	
  evaluation	
  of	
  Teaching,	
  Scholarship	
  and	
  Creative	
  Activity,	
  and	
  Service	
  
	
   Do	
  any	
  of	
  these	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  updated?	
  

On-­‐line	
  courses?	
  
Administrative	
  assignments?	
  
Community/civic	
  engagement?	
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UNIVERSITY REVIEW COMMITTEE 
Thursday, November 6, 2014 

3 p.m., Hovey 209 
 

MINUTES 
 
 
Members present:  Angela Bonnell, Phil Chidester, Diane Dean, Joe Goodman, Sheryl Jenkins,  
David Rubin, Sam Catanzaro (non-voting) 
 
Members not present: Rick Boser, Doris Houston, Bill O’Donnell 
 
Others present:  Bruce Stoffel (recorder) 
 
I. Call to order 

 
Chairperson Sheryl Jenkins called the meeting to order at 3 p.m. 

 
II. Approval of minutes from the October 23, 2014 meeting 

 
Joe Goodman moved, Diane Dean seconded approval of minutes from the October 23, 2014 
meeting. The motion carried.  

 
III. Old business 

 
Review of policies referred by the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate 
 
Sam Catanzaro reported that he has been working on revisions to Policy 3.3.2 (Faculty Hiring 
Procedures) and Policy 3.2.19 (Right of Access to Personnel Files). He plans to have a draft of 
each policy ready for URC review by the end of the fall semester. The drafts will also need to 
be reviewed by other stakeholders including the Office of Human Resources.  
 
ASPT Policies review 
 
The committee continued its review of the document titled “ASPT Clarifications, Additions, 
and other Housekeeping,” prepared by Catanzaro for discussion at the October 23, 2014, URC 
meeting (attached). Catanzaro asked if committee members had any thoughts or questions 
regarding sections of the document discussed at the October 23 meeting. 
 
Referring to XII, pages 41-44 of the ASPT policies, Goodman asked how the University 
defines “year” for purposes of FMLA administration and compliance. He suggested adopting 
the calendar year for FMLA, since ASPT evaluations are based on performance during the 
calendar year. Catanzaro said he would investigate the matter. 
 
Catanzaro discussed potential changes to XIII, pages 45-53. Catanzaro explained that 
chairpersons/directors voting in the minority in promotion or tenure cases before the 
DFSC/SFSC and deans voting in the minority in promotion or tenure cases before the CFSC 
are required to write a separate report indicating reasons for dissenting from the majority 
recommendation. XIII provides for appeal of such reports by the candidate, beginning with a 
formal meeting with the DFSC/SFSC or CFSC. However, there are no procedures in ASPT 
policies to guide establishment of a formal meeting. Catanzaro said that such a situation arose 
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a couple years ago, when a candidate sought to appeal a minority report by a dean. Catanzaro 
worked with the URC chairperson and the Academic Senate chairperson at the time to arrive 
at a procedure for establishing an alternative formal meeting with the dean. It was decided not 
to include in the meeting those CFSC members who had voted in favor of the candidate’s 
application. Catanzaro said the five-year review of ASPT policies provides an opportunity to 
formalize the procedure. He said he has drafted such a procedure for URC consideration and 
will send the draft to committee members for their review. Jenkins said the committee will 
discuss the draft at its next meeting.  
 
David Rubin asked if it is possible for someone to receive tenure but not promotion. Catanzaro 
responded that it was more common under prior editions of ASPT policies and is still possible 
but extremely unlikely.  
 
Catanzaro then referred to his recommendations regarding Appendix 1 (on page three of his 
document). He noted that if the committee adopts his proposed changes to XIII to guide 
establishment of formal meetings regarding dean/chair/director reports, the committee will 
also need to consider modifying formal meeting timelines in Appendix 1. He suggested using 
the same timelines as those used for requests to meet with DFSC/SFSC and CFSC.  
 
Jenkins asked why a five-day notice is required for requests to meet with a DFSC/SFSC while 
a ten-day notice is required for requests to meet with a CFSC. Catanzaro responded that the 
additional time is appropriate for CFSC since CFSC is typically a larger group and may need 
more time to prepare for a meeting. He added that this policy has worked well. 
 
Catanzaro then discussed his recommendation to clarify notices in the event a candidate 
decides to appeal to the Faculty Review Committee. Wording of XIII.G.1, on page 48, and 
Appendix 1.B, on page 58, implies that “intent to file” is different from “request for review.” 
Catanzaro suggested requiring a candidate to inform the FRC chairperson of the candidate’s 
intent to file an appeal within five days of receiving the final recommendation and then 
requiring the candidate to file the formal appeal with FRC by March 15. Jenkins asked if email 
is an acceptable medium for filing the appeal. Catanzaro said that it is, since it is written and 
documented. Jenkins said that the appeals guidelines seem clear. Catanzaro responded that it 
might be best to clarify the guidelines if there is any chance of confusion, due to the high-
stakes nature of promotion and tenure decisions. 
 
Catanzaro then asked for direction from the committee regarding Appendix 2, criteria for 
evaluating teaching, scholarship and creative activity, and service. He asked if any aspect of 
the appendix needs to be updated. He said that the wording in the appendix seems broad 
enough to be inclusive yet helpful in guiding faculty and ASPT committees responsible for 
evaluating faculty performance. He added that he has no specific recommendations for 
changes. Jenkins said that she found Appendix 2 helpful when she started at the University.  

 
Dean said there has been talk on campus recently about making a distinction between service 
that is paid and service that is unpaid, with paid service not recognized in performance 
evaluations.  
 
Dean asked about evaluation of administrators, if there is a point when faculty members 
performing administrative duties are no longer evaluated through the ASPT system. Catanzaro 
responded that, in most cases, faculty members who transfer into an academic/professional 
position are not evaluated through ASPT. The exception involves chairperson, directors, or 
deans who are candidates for promotion or tenure. In those instances the employee’s dossier is 
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reviewed by DFSC/SFSC. Catanzaro noted that situations may differ across campus units. 
Angela Bonnell noted that at Milner Library the dean and associate deans are evaluated by the 
DFSC.  Catanzaro noted that annual evaluations of faculty work by administrators are 
advisory to the administrators’ supervisors (e.g., the dean in the case of an associate dean), 
who have responsibility for the official performance evaluation.   
 
Phil Chidester suggested that faculty members might be evaluated against their faculty 
assignment rather than against general guidelines for evaluation. Catanzaro noted that VII.A of 
the ASPT policies sets forth that idea in principle. Chidester suggested referring to VII.A in 
Appendix 2, perhaps by adding a statement that “individuals are evaluated separately based on 
their faculty assignment.” Dean agreed that such a statement would be helpful. Chidester will 
draft such a passage for review by the committee.  
   
Dean asked if there issues related to online teaching that need to be addressed in Appendix 2. 
Chidester said that online courses should absolutely be addressed. He reported that teacher 
evaluation response rates for online courses in his unit are low. Low response rates may affect 
promotion and tenure decisions.  

 
Bonnell suggested that college research coordinators should be asked for input regarding the 
scholarly and creative productivity section of Appendix 2. She noted that college research 
coordinators have talked about some of the criteria, such as writing research proposals. 
Perhaps John Baur should be asked for input as well, she added. Catanzaro said that he would 
do so.   
 
Catanzaro suggested that it would be premature for ASPT policies to require faculty members 
to submit grant applications, but ASPT policies can address how grant activities are valued. 
That is best done locally, he said. Each DFSC/SFSC has to determine the value it places on 
submitting research grant applications, having an application disapproved or approved, and 
producing outcomes from a grant-funded project. There may be a concern in some units that 
grant application preparation may consumer time better spent by faculty on research, he added. 
Rubin noted that the manner in which research proposals are factored into faculty evaluations 
vary by discipline. In biological sciences it is important for external funding proposals to be 
approved, he said. Goodman agreed that it would be helpful for departments and schools to 
address this issue. 
 
Catanzaro said he will circulate the draft he has prepared regarding formal meetings and will 
compile notes from this discussion. He reminded committee members that their review of 
ASPT policies is not limited to suggestions he or Academic Senate chairperson Susan Kalter 
has made. He urged committee members to offer issues for discussion. He asked if there are 
ways committee members might seek suggestions from their faculty colleagues. Dean reported 
that she has asked chairpersons in her college for input. Jenkins said she has done the same in 
her college, and Rubin said he asked for input from faculty in his unit last year but has not yet 
received any. Catanzaro said he will again ask deans, chairpersons, and directors for input.  
 
Catanzaro said he hopes to compile a document by May setting forth ASPT policy revisions 
recommended by URC. The Faculty Caucus would then begin its review of the 
recommendations in August 2015.  In 2015-2016 the URC will need to be prepared to field 
feedback from the Faculty Caucus regarding the committee recommendations. Bonnell noted 
that when ASPT policies were last reviewed by Faculty Caucus, the process lasted more than a 
year. 
  

3 
 



APPROVED 11-20-14 

 
Bonnell said she was a member of Faculty Caucus when it last conducted a five-year review 
and update of ASPT policies. It would have been helpful to have had URC minutes at that 
time to better understand the intent of URC recommendations to the Faculty Caucus. She 
asked if there might be a way for URC to share its minutes with the Faculty Caucus during this 
five-year review. Catanzaro said he will investigate options for doing so. 

 
IV. Other business 

 
There was none. 

 
V. Adjournment 

 
Dean moved, Rubin seconded that the meeting be adjourned. The meeting adjourned at 4:01 
p.m. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
Diane Dean, Secretary 
Bruce Stoffel, Recorder 

 
 
Attachment:  ASPT Clarifications, Additions, and other Housekeeping, Prepared by Sam Catanzaro  

for Discussion by University Review Committee, October 23, 2014 
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ASPT	
  Clarifications,	
  Revisions,	
  Additions,	
  and	
  other	
  Housekeeping	
  
Prepared	
  by	
  Sam	
  Catanzaro	
  

For	
  Discussion	
  by	
  University	
  Review	
  Committee	
  
October	
  23,	
  2014	
  

	
  
II.	
  E,	
  p.	
  9-­‐10	
  (URC	
  reporting)—More	
  precise	
  language	
  needed	
  

	
  “This	
  summary	
  shall	
  also	
  be	
  made	
  available	
  to	
  the	
  Faculty	
  Caucus	
  of	
  the	
  Academic	
  Senate	
  in	
  
Executive	
  Session.”	
  
And	
  further	
  on…	
  
“Final	
  reports	
  prepared	
  for	
  the	
  Board	
  of	
  Trustees	
  shall	
  be	
  available	
  for	
  review	
  by	
  members	
  of	
  
the	
  Academic	
  Senate	
  at	
  least	
  forty-­‐eight	
  hours	
  prior	
  to	
  the	
  Faculty	
  Caucus	
  meeting	
  in	
  Executive	
  
Session.”	
  
Note	
  that	
  the	
  reports	
  to	
  the	
  BOT	
  are	
  of	
  Promotion,	
  Tenure,	
  and	
  Sabbaticals,	
  and	
  do	
  not	
  include	
  
information	
  on	
  annual	
  performance	
  evaluation.	
  	
  The	
  Provost’s	
  Office	
  does	
  provide	
  a	
  separate	
  
memo	
  summarizing	
  the	
  annual	
  evaluation	
  results,	
  in	
  addition	
  overall	
  numbers	
  regarding	
  
promotion	
  and	
  tenure	
  decisions,	
  to	
  the	
  Senate	
  and	
  the	
  President.	
  

	
  
IV.	
  B.1,	
  p.	
  12–CFSC	
  Review	
  of	
  D/SFSC	
  Policies—inconsistent	
  language	
  

Make	
  clear	
  that	
  CFSC	
  “authority	
  to	
  ensure	
  conformity”	
  means	
  “approval”	
  per	
  V.B.1	
  PP	
  18-­‐19	
  
and	
  XII.B.1	
  P.	
  43	
  
“The	
  CFSC	
  Shall	
  review	
  and	
  approve…”	
  

	
  
IV.B.2,	
  p	
  13—CFSC	
  Review	
  of	
  D/SFSC	
  Policies—inconsistent	
  language	
  
	
   Add	
  “approve”	
  per	
  V.B.2,	
  p19	
  

“…	
  but	
  the	
  CFSC	
  Shall	
  review	
  and	
  approve	
  them	
  for…”	
  
	
  
V.B.	
  1&2,	
  p.	
  18-­‐19—DFSC	
  development	
  of	
  Policies—possible	
  inconsistency	
  

Compare	
  language	
  -­‐	
  	
  
	
   1:	
  “approve….for	
  their	
  conformity	
  to….”	
  

2:	
  	
  “approve	
  them	
  for	
  their	
  clarity,	
  fairness	
  and	
  conformity	
  to…”	
  make	
  consistent	
  OR	
  assume	
  
that	
  V.B.1	
  applies	
  to	
  policies	
  more	
  directly	
  shaped	
  by	
  CFSC	
  and	
  Unit	
  ASPT,	
  whereas	
  V.B.2	
  
refers	
  to	
  the	
  local	
  salary	
  policies	
  and	
  procedures.	
  

	
  
IX.B.2	
  and	
  3,	
  p	
  31–Probationary	
  period	
  maximum	
  and	
  effect	
  of	
  “stop	
  the	
  clock”	
  	
  	
  

IX.B.2	
  defines	
  maximum	
  probationary	
  period	
  as	
  7	
  years.	
  	
  This	
  reflects	
  the	
  old	
  limit	
  of	
  only	
  one	
  
“stop-­‐the-­‐clock”	
  year	
  while	
  assuming	
  that	
  year	
  counted	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  probationary	
  period.	
  	
  Now	
  
that	
  there	
  is	
  no	
  policy-­‐mandated	
  limit	
  on	
  stop-­‐the-­‐clock	
  years,	
  consider	
  the	
  following	
  revisions:	
  
IX.B.2:	
  	
  “The	
  probationary	
  period	
  at	
  Illinois	
  State	
  may	
  not	
  exceed	
  seven	
  six	
  years.”	
  
IX.B.3:	
  	
  “A	
  stop-­‐the-­‐clock	
  period	
  will	
  not	
  count	
  toward	
  tenure	
  or	
  against	
  the	
  length	
  of	
  the	
  
probationary	
  period.”	
  
	
  

X.,	
  pp.	
  34-­‐38—Post-­‐tenure	
  Reviews	
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   Consider	
  adding	
  new	
  language	
  as	
  X.B.	
  (and	
  re-­‐number	
  subsequent	
  subsections	
  as	
  necessary):	
  
	
   Cumulative	
  post-­‐tenure	
  reviews	
  which	
  are	
  required	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  receiving	
  unsatisfactory	
  

performance	
  ratings	
  for	
  any	
  two	
  years	
  of	
  a	
  three-­‐year	
  period	
  of	
  annual	
  ASPT	
  evaluations	
  will	
  
occur	
  in	
  the	
  annual	
  evaluation	
  review	
  cycle	
  immediately	
  following	
  the	
  unsatisfactory	
  annual	
  
evaluation	
  that	
  precipitates	
  the	
  required	
  cumulative	
  post-­‐tenure	
  review.	
  	
  

	
  
XII,	
  pp.	
  41-­‐44:	
  	
  Performance	
  (Annual)	
  Evaluation	
  and	
  Salary	
  Incrementation	
  

There	
  has	
  been	
  confusion	
  and	
  inconsistent	
  practice	
  regarding	
  annual	
  evaluation	
  of	
  faculty	
  on	
  
leaves	
  other	
  than	
  sabbaticals.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  due	
  in	
  part	
  to	
  the	
  different	
  reasons	
  faculty	
  could	
  be	
  on	
  
leave.	
  	
  FMLA	
  leaves	
  are	
  “protected”	
  by	
  law.	
  	
  When	
  a	
  faculty	
  member	
  (or	
  any	
  employee)	
  is	
  on	
  an	
  
FMLA	
  leave,	
  they	
  cannot	
  be	
  evaluated.	
  	
  Faculty	
  who	
  take	
  unpaid	
  leaves	
  for	
  personal	
  reasons	
  or	
  
to	
  visit	
  other	
  universities	
  may	
  be	
  evaluated.	
  	
  Sometimes,	
  they	
  are-­‐-­‐if	
  they	
  submit	
  materials.	
  
	
  
Faculty	
  members	
  who	
  are	
  not	
  evaluated	
  are	
  not	
  eligible	
  for	
  any	
  salary	
  increase.	
  	
  Because	
  any	
  
employee	
  on	
  an	
  FMLA	
  leave	
  cannot	
  be	
  disadvantaged	
  upon	
  their	
  return,	
  we	
  need	
  a	
  provision	
  for	
  
evaluation	
  at	
  some	
  point	
  after	
  their	
  return	
  to	
  document	
  contributions	
  and	
  determine	
  eligibility	
  
for	
  salary	
  increases.	
  	
  I	
  am	
  checking	
  with	
  Legal	
  and	
  HR	
  to	
  find	
  out	
  the	
  statutory	
  requirements	
  
regarding	
  the	
  timing	
  of	
  such	
  an	
  evaluation.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Because	
  ASPT	
  XII.B.3.b	
  (p.	
  43)	
  allows	
  for	
  recognition	
  of	
  “long-­‐term	
  contributions,”	
  there	
  is	
  
flexibility	
  for	
  incorporating	
  evaluation	
  of	
  accomplishments	
  while	
  on	
  leave	
  in	
  later	
  evaluations.	
  	
  
As	
  I	
  get	
  more	
  information	
  on	
  the	
  legal	
  requirements,	
  I	
  will	
  share	
  with	
  the	
  committee	
  and	
  
develop	
  draft	
  language	
  for	
  the	
  ASPT	
  policies.	
  	
  In	
  the	
  meantime,	
  I	
  am	
  including	
  this	
  item	
  to	
  
familiarize	
  the	
  committee	
  with	
  the	
  relevant	
  issues.	
  	
  
	
  
Note	
  that	
  ASPT	
  VII,	
  Faculty	
  Assignments	
  and	
  Faculty	
  Evaluation,	
  also	
  includes	
  policies	
  about	
  the	
  
evaluation	
  process	
  (see	
  pp.	
  24-­‐26).	
  	
  As	
  the	
  draft	
  language	
  for	
  XII	
  develops,	
  we	
  will	
  want	
  to	
  cross-­‐
reference	
  and	
  make	
  sure	
  no	
  updates	
  are	
  needed	
  in	
  VII.	
  
	
  

XIII,	
  pp.	
  45-­‐53:	
  	
  	
  Appeals	
  
	
   Consider	
  guidelines	
  for	
  Formal	
  Meetings	
  that	
  occur	
  as	
  a	
  preliminary	
  step	
  for	
  appeals	
  of	
  

Dean/Chair’s	
  report.	
  	
  Dean/Chair	
  report,	
  by	
  definition,	
  reflects	
  the	
  contrary	
  position	
  to	
  the	
  
majority	
  of	
  the	
  CFSC/DFSC/SFSC,	
  and	
  may	
  be	
  appealed.	
  	
  An	
  appeal	
  requires	
  a	
  Formal	
  Meeting	
  as	
  
a	
  preliminary	
  step	
  (XIII.B.1,	
  p.	
  45).	
  	
  It	
  may	
  be	
  unnecessary	
  to	
  convene	
  the	
  entire	
  FSC	
  for	
  a	
  Formal	
  
Meeting	
  (and	
  indeed,	
  may	
  be	
  to	
  the	
  candidate’s	
  disadvantage	
  under	
  some	
  circumstances,	
  given	
  
that	
  the	
  vote	
  is	
  by	
  split).	
  	
  This	
  situation	
  arose	
  once	
  in	
  the	
  past	
  three	
  years,	
  and	
  I	
  worked	
  out	
  a	
  
procedure	
  with	
  the	
  Chairs	
  of	
  URC	
  and	
  Senate	
  at	
  the	
  time.	
  	
  Formalizing	
  this	
  procedure	
  would	
  
require	
  a	
  brief	
  addition	
  to	
  section	
  XIII.B	
  and	
  a	
  new	
  section	
  XIII.E.	
  	
  	
  

	
  
See	
  attached	
  draft	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  procedure	
  used	
  previously.	
  

	
  



Suggested	
  ASPT	
  Revisions-­‐Catanzaro	
  
3	
  

Appendix	
  1:	
  	
  Calendar	
  
P	
  &	
  T	
  –	
  Appendix	
  1.B,	
  p.	
  58:	
  Timeline	
  for	
  Formal	
  Meeting	
  and	
  Appeal	
  
Formal	
  Meeting	
  Timelines—possible	
  additions	
  

Deadlines	
  for	
  requests	
  for	
  formal	
  meetings	
  is	
  OK	
  (5	
  working	
  days	
  for	
  DFSC/SFSC	
  and	
  10	
  
working	
  days	
  for	
  CFSC).	
  	
  If	
  proposed	
  XIII.E	
  for	
  meetings	
  with	
  Dean/Chair/Director	
  is	
  adopted,	
  
we	
  would	
  need	
  to	
  add	
  provision	
  for	
  these.	
  	
  I	
  recommend	
  the	
  same	
  timelines	
  (5	
  days	
  for	
  
Chair/Director,	
  10	
  days	
  for	
  Dean)	
  

	
  
Appeal	
  Timelines—possible	
  clarifications	
  

XIII.G.1	
  (p.	
  48):	
  	
  Requirement	
  to	
  inform	
  Chair	
  of	
  FRC	
  of	
  intent	
  to	
  file	
  within	
  5	
  working	
  days	
  of	
  
receipt	
  of	
  final	
  recommendation.	
  	
  This	
  would	
  ordinarily	
  fall	
  sometime	
  in	
  the	
  first	
  week	
  of	
  
March,	
  as	
  CFSC	
  final	
  recommendations	
  are	
  due	
  March	
  1.	
  

-­‐Chair	
  of	
  FRC	
  acknowledges	
  within	
  5	
  working	
  days	
  
Appendix	
  1.B	
  (p.	
  58):	
  	
  Requires	
  that	
  candidate	
  must	
  file	
  a	
  request	
  for	
  review	
  by	
  FRC	
  by	
  
March	
  15.	
  	
  Implication	
  is	
  that	
  the	
  “intent	
  to	
  file”	
  is	
  different	
  from	
  the	
  “request	
  for	
  review,”	
  
which	
  is	
  the	
  actual	
  written	
  statement	
  and	
  supporting	
  materials	
  that	
  comprise	
  the	
  substance	
  
of	
  the	
  appeal.	
  
	
  
Consider	
  the	
  following	
  revisions:	
  
	
  
Prior	
  to	
  March	
  15:	
  	
  In	
  the	
  event	
  of	
  a	
  negative	
  recommendation	
  by	
  the	
  DFSC/SFSC,	
  the	
  
CFSC,	
  or	
  a	
  Dean/Chair/Director,	
  a	
  candidate	
  who	
  wishes	
  a	
  University-­‐wide	
  appeal	
  of	
  
his/her	
  credentials	
  must	
  inform	
  the	
  chair	
  of	
  the	
  Faculty	
  Review	
  Committee	
  (FRC)	
  of	
  
his/her	
  intent	
  to	
  file	
  an	
  appeal	
  within	
  five	
  (5)	
  business	
  days	
  of	
  receipt	
  of	
  the	
  final	
  CFSC	
  
recommendation.	
  	
  The	
  Chair	
  of	
  FRC	
  shall	
  respond	
  to	
  the	
  candidate	
  within	
  five	
  (5)	
  business	
  
of	
  receipt	
  of	
  the	
  written	
  intent	
  to	
  request	
  additional	
  review.	
  
	
  
March	
  15:	
  	
  A	
  candidate	
  who	
  wishes	
  a	
  University-­‐wide	
  appeal	
  of	
  his/her	
  credentials	
  must	
  
submit	
  a	
  written	
  statement	
  and	
  relevant	
  supporting	
  materials	
  to	
  the	
  Chair	
  of	
  the	
  FRC.	
  

	
  
Appendix	
  2	
  –	
  Criteria	
  for	
  evaluation	
  of	
  Teaching,	
  Scholarship	
  and	
  Creative	
  Activity,	
  and	
  Service	
  
	
   Do	
  any	
  of	
  these	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  updated?	
  

On-­‐line	
  courses?	
  
Administrative	
  assignments?	
  
Community/civic	
  engagement?	
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UNIVERSITY REVIEW COMMITTEE 
Thursday, November 20, 2014 

3 p.m., Hovey 209 
 

MINUTES 
 
 
Members present:  Angela Bonnell, Diane Dean, Joe Goodman, Doris Houston, Sheryl Jenkins,  
Sam Catanzaro (non-voting) 
 
Members not present: Rick Boser, Phil Chidester, Bill O’Donnell, David Rubin 
 
Others present:  Bruce Stoffel (recorder) 
 
I. Call to order 

 
Chairperson Sheryl Jenkins called the meeting to order at 3:05 p.m. 

 
II. Approval of minutes from the November 6, 2014 meeting 

 
Doris Houston moved, Joe Goodman seconded approval of minutes from the November 6, 
2014 meeting. The motion carried.  

 
III. Action item: ASPT calendar for 2015-2016 

 
Sam Catanzaro explained that, according to ASPT Policies, if the University is officially 
closed on any date for action described in the policies, the deadline for that action is moved to 
the next working day after the closing. Catanzaro noted two unique situations related to 
application of the provision to the 2015-2016 calendar. 
 
A faculty member in her or his third or subsequent year whom the Provost has decided should 
not be reappointed is to be notified at least 12 months before termination of an appointment, or 
by May 15. May 15 falls on a Sunday in 2016. If the deadline were to be moved to the next 
working day after the closing (Monday, May 16, 2016), the faculty member would receive less 
than 12 months’ notice before termination of her or his appointment. Consequently, Catanzaro 
recommends moving the notification deadline to Friday, May 13, 2016. Catanzaro noted that a 
similar situation exists regarding the deadline for notification of promotion and tenure 
decisions by the President, which is also set as May 15 in ASPT Policies. Catanzaro 
recommends moving that notification deadline to Friday, May 13, 2016 as well. 
 
Goodman asked if URC should consult with the Academic Senate before moving those two 
deadlines backward rather than forward. Catanzaro said he does not think it is necessary, since 
the change would place the burden on administration to notify the faculty member earlier than 
it normally would, to the benefit of the faculty member. Committee members agreed. 
 
Diane Dean moved, Angela Bonnell seconded approval of the ASPT Calendar for 2015-2016 
as distributed to the committee with meeting materials (see attached). The motion carried. 
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IV. Faculty Discipline, Suspension, Dismissal Policies 
 

Catanzaro reviewed a document titled “Timeline for Development of Policy on Faculty 
Discipline, Suspension, and Dismissal” (see attached), which he prepared to provide context 
regarding the document sent to the committee by Academic Senate Chairperson Susan Kalter 
(see attached). He explained that drafts of a suspension and dismissal policy were reviewed 
last academic year by both the University Review Committee and the Faculty Affairs 
Committee, because he and the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate had not yet 
decided whether the policy would be incorporated into university-wide policies or ASPT 
Policies. Catanzaro commented that having two committees reviewing drafts has been helpful 
given the importance of the issue. Since spring 2014 when URC last reviewed the draft policy, 
the Faculty Affairs Committee has asked that provisions for minor sanctions be added to it. In 
addition, Administration and the Executive Committee have agreed that the policy should be 
part of ASPT Policies. That decision explains the difference in numbering and formatting 
between the version reviewed last spring and the version Chairperson Kalter recently sent to 
URC, Catanzaro said. 
 
Catanzaro reported that he is scheduled to review the latest draft of the policy (the draft sent to 
URC by Chairperson Kalter) at the December 10 Faculty Affairs Committee meeting. 
Catanzaro plans to revise the draft based on feedback he receives at that meeting and will 
bring the revised draft to URC for its review.  
 
Houston asked if Chairperson Kalter’s comments regarding the draft represent consensus of 
the Faculty Affairs Committee or if they represent Chairperson Kalter’s personal opinions. 
Catanzaro responded that, to his understanding, the comments are Chairperson Kalter’s since 
the Faculty Affairs Committee had not yet completed its review of the draft.   
 
Houston suggested that URC defer its discussion of the draft until after the Faculty Affairs 
Committee has reviewed it. Catanzaro agreed, noting that the two committees might otherwise 
be working at cross purposes. 
 
Jenkins said that the matter will be scheduled for review by URC once the committee has 
received comments on the latest draft from the Faculty Affairs Committee. 

 
V. Procedures for Meeting with Dean or Chair/Director Preliminary to an Appeal of a Dean or 

Chair/Director Report Making a Negative Tenure or Promotion Recommendation 
 
Committee members reviewed procedures drafted by Catanzaro, which represent a revised 
Section XIII.E of the ASPT Policies (see attached).  
 
Houston asked about the role of the faculty advocate. She noted that, according to draft 
procedures, the faculty advocate is “not to address the Dean or Chair/Director or otherwise 
argue on the candidate’s behalf.” Catanzaro replied that the faculty member should speak on 
her or his own behalf rather than having the advocate speak for her or him. The advocate could 
consult with the faculty member during the meeting to suggest points the faculty member 
might make. The Dean or Chair/Director could request information from the advocate, in 
which case the advocate could respond directly to the Dean or Chair/Director. 
 
Catanzaro and Bonnell noted typographical errors in the draft. Catanzaro will correct them. 
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It was the consensus of the committee to include this draft, as corrected, with the ASPT policy 
recommendations it sends to the Faculty Caucus.  
 

VI. Appendix 2 
 
Committee members reviewed a proposed revision to the Appendix 2 introduction as drafted 
by Phil Chidester (see attached). 
 
Goodman suggested dividing the fifth sentence (beginning “While department/school 
guidelines for evaluating teaching …) into two sentences for clarity. He said the reference in 
the draft to Section VIII.C should be changed to Section VII.C.  
 
Catanzaro agreed that the reference to Section VIII.C should be changed but suggested Section 
VI.B instead. Goodman and Dean agreed. Catanzaro and Goodman noted that the word 
“proscriptive” as used in the fourth sentence of the draft should be changed to “prescriptive.”  
 
Catanzaro suggested that the committee consult with Chidester regarding these suggestions 
before finalizing its recommendations to the Faculty Caucus. Jenkins said the issue will be 
brought back to the committee when Chidester is able to attend and provide input.  

 
VII. URC subgroups for additional review of ASPT Policies 

 
Jenkins suggested that the committee organize into subgroups for the purpose of systemically 
reviewing ASPT Policies in their entirety to identify issues for committee discussion. 
Committee members in attendance volunteered for subgroups, and Chairperson Jenkins 
assigned members not present to subgroups based on their expertise. Jenkins asked groups to 
review their assigned sections and to report their findings at the first committee meeting in 
January. 
 
Subgroup 1: Chidester, Goodman 
Overview of the Illinois State University Appointment, Salary, Promotion and Tenure (ASPT) System; 
Right of Access to Personnel Documents (XIV); Appendices 
 
Subgroup 2: Houston, Rubin 
The ASPT Committee Structure (I, II, III, IV, V) 
 
Subgroup 3: Bonnell, Jenkins, O’Donnell 
Policies and Procedures for Appointment, Reappointment, Promotion, Tenure, Post-Tenure Review, and 
Dismissal (VI, VII, VIII, IX, X, XI) 
 
Subgroup 4: Boser, Dean 
Performance Evaluation and Salary Incrementation (XII); Appeals Policies and Procedures (XIII) 
 

VIII. Other business/next meeting 
 
Referring to Section II.D of ASPT Policies, Houston asked if there are specific guidelines for 
conducting a University-wide equity review. She recommended that the committee discuss 
this matter at a later time as part of its ASPT Policies review.  
 
Catanzaro explained that equity review is a university-wide process that could identify the 
need for the University to allocate additional funds, which the University might not have. He 
added that any individual faculty member who believes she or he is being treated inequitably  
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may contact the Office of Equal Opportunity, Ethics, and Access for an investigation of her or 
his personal situation. 
 
Dean agreed that Section II.D is unclear and should be discussed by the committee. She added 
that if the University does not have resources to address inequities if they are shown to exist, 
an equity review could cause more dissatisfaction among faculty members.  
 
Jenkins said the matter would be included on a future meeting agenda. Catanzaro said he 
would research the section before then. Dean suggested that the subgroup assigned to Section 
II investigate this matter and include its findings in its report to the full committee in January. 
 
Jenkins deferred discussion of University Policies 3.3.2 and 3.1.29 until the next committee 
meeting. 
 

IX. Adjournment 
 
Goodman moved, Dean seconded that the meeting be adjourned. The meeting adjourned at 
4:00 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
Diane Dean, Secretary 
Bruce Stoffel, Recorder 

 
 
Attachments:   
 
ASPT Calendar 2015-2016: By Category of Activity 
ASPT Calendar 2015-2016: Chronological, All Activities 
Timeline for Development of Policy on Faculty Discipline, Suspension, and Dismissal 
Faculty Discipline, Suspension, Dismissal Policies 
Procedures for Meeting with Dean or Chair/Director Preliminary to an Appeal of a Dean or Chair/Director 

Report Making a Negative Tenure or Promotion Recommendation 
Revised Appendix 2 introduction 
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CALENDAR FOR PROMOTION AND TENURE 

 
This calendar for 2015-2016 is based on actions and deadlines described in Faculty Appointment, Salary, 
Promotion, and Tenure (ASPT) Policies, approved May 2011, effective January 1, 2012, and amended on 
December 19, 2011, and August 14, 2012. Article and section references in this document are to the ASPT Policies.  
 
ASPT Policies prescribes that if the University is officially closed on any date for action described in the policies, the 
action scheduled for that date must be completed on the next working day after the closing. Entries in the “Date for 
2015-2016” column of this calendar have been modified to comply with that provision where necessary. 
 

 

Date  
for 2015-2016 

Date per  
ASPT Policies, 
Appendix 1 

Action per ASPT Policies 

 
Monday, 
November 2, 2015 

 
November 1 

Candidates for promotion and tenure must file 
application materials. In those situations in which a 
faculty member chooses to extend a shortened 
probationary period, notification to add the credited 
years or a portion of the credited years to the 
probationary period shall be made to the Department 
Chairperson/School Director prior to November 1 of 
the year previously scheduled for the summative 
review for tenure.   

 
Prior to Tuesday, 
December 15, 2015    

 
Prior to  
December 15 

The DFSC/SFSC may notify promotion and tenure 
candidates and the CFSC, in writing, of 
recommendations at any time prior to December 15, 
but must notify candidates of intended 
recommendations at least 10 working days prior to 
submitting the final DFSC/SFSC recommendations to 
the CFSC. The DFSC/SFSC must provide 
opportunity, if requested, for each candidate to hold a 
formal meeting with the committee to discuss the 
recommendations. If a candidate wants to request a 
formal meeting to discuss the DFSC/SFSC 
recommendation, the candidate must request a 
meeting with the DFSC/SFSC within five (5) working 
days of receiving the recommendation. Formal 
meetings will be held under the provisions of Article 
XIII.   

 
Tuesday, 
December 15, 2015 

 
December 15 

DFSC/SFSC recommendations for promotion and 
tenure must be reported to the candidate and to the 
CFSC.   
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CALENDAR FOR PROMOTION AND TENURE (continued) 

Date  
for 2015-2016 

Date per  
ASPT Policies, 
Appendix 1 

Action per ASPT Policies 

 
Monday, 
February 1, 2016 

 
February 1 

The CFSC must notify candidates of intended 
recommendations and provide opportunity, if 
requested, for each candidate to meet with the CFSC 
to discuss the recommendations. If a candidate 
wants to request a formal meeting to discuss the 
CFSC recommendation, the candidate must request 
a meeting with the CFSC within 10 working days of 
receiving the recommendation. Formal meetings will 
be held under the provisions of Article XIII.D.  

 
Tuesday, 
March 1, 2016 

 
March 1 

CFSC recommendations for promotion and tenure 
must be reported to the Provost, DFSC/SFSC, and 
candidates. 

 
Tuesday, 
March 15, 2016 

 
March 15 

In the event of a negative recommendation by the 
DFSC/SFSC or the CFSC, a candidate who wants a 
university-wide appeal of his/her credentials must file 
a request for a review by the Faculty Review 
Committee. 

 
Monday, 
March 21, 2016 

 
March 21 

The Provost's recommendation for non-appealed 
candidates must be reported to the President, CFSC, 
DFSC/SFSC, and candidates. 

 
Friday, 
April 15, 2016 

 
April 15 

The Faculty Review Committee must complete its 
review of promotion and tenure appeals and report to 
the President, candidate, DFSC/SFSCs, CFSCs, and 
Provost unless an interim report is appropriate under 
provisions of Article XIII.F.3.                              

 
Monday, 
May 2, 2016 

 
April 30 

The Provost's decision in appealed cases must be 
reported to the President, candidate, DFSC/SFSC, 
and CFSC. 

 
Friday, 
May 13, 2016 
 
(moved forward  
from May 15 to provide 
12 months’ notice) 

 
May 15 

Notifications of promotion and tenure decisions by 
the President shall be sent to the candidates, 
CFSCs, DFSC/SFSCs, and the Provost. 
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CALENDAR FOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

 
This calendar for 2015-2016 is based on actions and deadlines described in Faculty Appointment, Salary, 
Promotion, and Tenure (ASPT) Policies, approved May 2011, effective January 1, 2012, and amended on 
December 19, 2011, and August 14, 2012. Article and section references in this document are to the ASPT Policies.  
 
ASPT Policies prescribes that if the University is officially closed on any date for action described in the policies, the 
action scheduled for that date must be completed on the next working day after the closing. Entries in the “Date for 
2015-2016” column of this calendar have been modified to comply with that provision where necessary. 
 

 
  

Date  
for 2015-2016 

Date per  
ASPT Policies, 
Appendix 1 

Action per ASPT Policies 

 
Tuesday,  
January 5, 2016 
 

 
January 5 

All faculty members eligible for performance-evaluation 
salary increment must submit files in support of their 
request for performance-evaluation adjustments.  

 
Monday, 
February 1, 2016 

 
February 1 

DFSC/SFSC recommendations for performance 
evaluation must be reported to the faculty member by 
February 1 in each year that the faculty member is 
performance-evaluation eligible. The DFSC/SFSC must 
notify faculty members of intended recommendations to 
the CFSC at least 10 working days before submitting 
the recommendations to the CFSC and provide 
opportunity, if requested, for the faculty member to meet 
with the committee to discuss the recommendations. If 
a faculty member wants to request a formal meeting to 
discuss the DFSC/SFSC recommendation, the faculty 
member must request a meeting with the DFSC/SFSC 
within five (5) working days of receiving the 
recommendation. Formal meetings will be held under 
the provisions of Article XIII.B. 

 
Monday, 
February 15, 
2016 

 
February 15 

The DFSC/SFSC must transmit its final 
recommendation for performance-evaluation review to 
the faculty member and to the CFSC. 
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CALENDAR FOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION (continued) 

Date  
for 2015-2016 

Date per  
ASPT Policies, 
Appendix 1 

Action per ASPT Policies 

 
Tuesday, 
March 1, 2016 

 
March 1 

A faculty member who wants to appeal the 
DFSC/SFSC performance-evaluation 
recommendation must file an appeal with the CFSC 
(or Faculty Review Committee in the absence of a 
DFSC/SFSC).  

 
Thursday, 
March 31, 2016 

 
March 31 

All appeals to the CFSC* of performance-evaluation 
recommendations must be completed and CFSC* 
decisions reported to the Provost and to the faculty 
member. Appeals will be held under the provisions of 
Article XIII.H. (* or Faculty Review Committee in the 
absence of a DFSC/SFSC) 
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CALENDAR FOR CUMULATIVE POST-TENURE REVIEW 

 
This calendar for 2015-2016 is based on actions and deadlines described in Faculty Appointment, Salary, 
Promotion, and Tenure (ASPT) Policies, approved May 2011, effective January 1, 2012, and amended on 
December 19, 2011, and August 14, 2012. Article and section references in this document are to the ASPT Policies.  
 
ASPT Policies prescribes that if the University is officially closed on any date for action described in the policies, the 
action scheduled for that date must be completed on the next working day after the closing. Entries in the “Date for 
2015-2016” column of this calendar have been modified to comply with that provision where necessary. 
 

 

Date  
for 2015-2016 

Date per  
ASPT Policies, 
Appendix 1 

Action per ASPT Policies 

 
Tuesday,  
January 5, 2016   
 
 

 
January 5 

All faculty members scheduled for cumulative post-
tenure review must submit their materials. 

 
Monday, 
February 15, 2016 

 
February 15 

The DFSC/SFSC must inform the faculty member of 
its cumulative post-tenure review evaluation and, if 
applicable, a plan for remediation. 

 
Thursday, 
February 25, 2016 

 
February 25 

A faculty member who wants to discuss the 
DFSC/SFSC response and/or remediation plan must 
request a meeting with the DFSC/SFSC.  

 
Tuesday, 
March 8, 2016 

 
March 8 

The DFSC/SFSC notifies the faculty member 
regarding the final outcome of the DFSC/SFSC 
cumulative post-tenure review. 

 
Tuesday, 
March 22, 2016 

 
March 22 

A faculty member who wants to appeal the 
DFSC/SFSC cumulative post-tenure review outcome 
must file a written appeal with the CFSC chairperson.  
 
The CFSC chairperson shall acknowledge receipt of 
the appeal to the appellant and the DFSC/SFSC 
within five (5) working days. Appeals will be held 
under the provisions of Article XIII.I. 

 
Friday, 
April 15, 2016 

 
April 15 

The CFSC shall submit to each appellant faculty 
member and to the appropriate DFSC/SFSC a report 
that describes the disposition of the cumulative post-
tenure review appeal. 
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CALENDAR FOR REAPPOINTMENT 

This calendar for 2015-2016 is based on actions and deadlines described in Faculty Appointment, Salary, 
Promotion, and Tenure (ASPT) Policies, approved May 2011, effective January 1, 2012, and amended on 
December 19, 2011, and August 14, 2012. Article and section references in this document are to the ASPT Policies.  
 
ASPT Policies prescribes that if the University is officially closed on any date for action described in the policies, the 
action scheduled for that date must be completed on the next working day after the closing. Entries in the “Date for 
2015-2016” column of this calendar have been modified to comply with that provision where necessary. 

 

Date  
for 2015-2016 

Date per  
ASPT Policies, 
Appendix 1 

Action per ASPT Policies 

 
Monday, 
February 1, 2016 

 
February 1 

The Provost issues notification of non-reappointment 
by February 1 to a faculty member in the second 
academic year of service, notifying the faculty 
member that the last employment date is May 15 or, 
if the appointment terminates during an academic 
year, at least six months in advance of its 
termination. 

 
Tuesday, 
March 1, 2016 

 
March 1 

The Provost issues notification of non-reappointment 
by March 1 to a faculty member in the first year of 
service, notifying the faculty member that the last 
employment date is May 15 or, if a one-year 
appointment terminates during an academic year, at 
least three months in advance of its termination. 

 
Friday, 
May 13, 2016 
 
(moved forward  
from May 15 to provide 
12 months’ notice) 

 
At least 12 months 
before the termination of 
an appointment after 
two (2) or more years of 
service 

The Provost notifies a third- or subsequent-year 
faculty member who will not be reappointed, 12 
months before the termination of the appointment, 
that the faculty member’s last employment date is 
May 15 of the following year. If the appointment is at 
least 12 months and terminates during an academic 
year, notification must take place at least 12 months 
in advance of the end of the appointment period. 
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ASPT Calendar 2015-2016: By Category of Activity 
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CALENDAR FOR REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

This calendar for 2015-2016 is based on actions and deadlines described in Faculty Appointment, Salary, 
Promotion, and Tenure (ASPT) Policies, approved May 2011, effective January 1, 2012, and amended on 
December 19, 2011, and August 14, 2012. Article and section references in this document are to the ASPT Policies.  
 
ASPT Policies prescribes that if the University is officially closed on any date for action described in the policies, the 
action scheduled for that date must be completed on the next working day after the closing. Entries in the “Date for 
2015-2016” column of this calendar have been modified to comply with that provision where necessary. 

 

Date  
for 2015-2016 

Date per  
ASPT Policies, 
Appendix 1 

Action per ASPT Policies 

 
Monday, 
May 2, 2016 

 
May 1 

Each CFSC shall submit an annual report (Promotion 
and Tenure) to its College Council and to the 
University Review Committee (Article IV.D.).  
 
Each CFSC shall submit an annual report to the 
University Review Committee and to the Provost that 
enumerates all cumulative post-tenure review 
appeals and describes their disposition (see XIII.I.9). 

 
Monday, 
May 2, 2016 

 
May 1 

The fifth-year review of College Standards or, in the 
interim, proposed revisions to College Standards 
must be submitted to the University Review 
Committee (by the CFSC). 

 
Monday, 
May 2, 2016 

 
May 1 

The Faculty Review Committee shall submit to the 
University Review Committee a final report 
summarizing the number of appeals by 
Department/School and College, the types of 
appeals, and the disposition of the appeals (see 
Article III.F). 
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CALENDAR FOR ASPT ELECTIONS 
(for 2015-2016 Academic Year) 

This calendar for 2015-2016 is based on actions and deadlines described in Faculty Appointment, Salary, 
Promotion, and Tenure (ASPT) Policies, approved May 2011, effective January 1, 2012, and amended on 
December 19, 2011, and August 14, 2012. Article and section references in this document are to the ASPT Policies.  
 
ASPT Policies prescribes that if the University is officially closed on any date for action described in the policies, the 
action scheduled for that date must be completed on the next working day after the closing. Entries in the “Date for 
2015-2016” column of this calendar have been modified to comply with that provision where necessary. 

 

Date  
for 2015-2016 

Date per  
ASPT Policies, 
Appendix 1 

Action per ASPT Policies 

 
Friday, 
April 15, 2016 

 
April 15 

Members of the University Review Committee, 
Faculty Review Committee, and College Faculty 
Status Committees must have been elected. 

 
Monday, 
May 2, 2016 

 
May 1 

Members of the Department/School Faculty Status 
Committees must have been elected. 

 

Page 8 of 8  ASPT Calendar 2015-2016, By Category of Activity 
Approved by University Review Committee, 11-20-14 

   



ASPT Calendar 2015-2016: Chronological, All Activities 
posted at http://provost.illinoisstate.edu/faculty/tenure.shtml 

 
 
This calendar for 2015-2016 is based on actions and deadlines described in Faculty Appointment, Salary, Promotion, 
and Tenure (ASPT) Policies, approved May 2011, effective January 1, 2012, and amended on December 19, 2011, 
and August 14, 2012. Article and section references in this document are to the ASPT Policies.  
 
ASPT Policies prescribes that if the University is officially closed on any date for action described in the policies, the 
action scheduled for that date must be completed on the next working day after the closing. Entries in the “Date for 
2015-2016” column of this calendar have been modified to comply with that provision where necessary. 
 

 

Date  
for 2015-2016 

Date per 
ASPT Policies, 
Appendix 1 

Action per ASPT Policies 

 
Monday,  
November 2, 2015 

 
November 1 

Promotion and Tenure: Candidates for promotion and 
tenure must file application materials. In those situations in 
which a faculty member chooses to extend a shortened 
probationary period, notification to add the credited years or 
a portion of the credited years to the probationary period 
shall be made to the Department Chairperson/School 
Director prior to November 1 of the year previously 
scheduled for the summative review for tenure.   

 
Prior to Tuesday,  
December 15, 2015    

 
Prior to  
December 15 

Promotion and Tenure: The DFSC/SFSC may notify 
promotion and tenure candidates and the CFSC, in writing, 
of recommendations at any time prior to December 15, but 
must notify candidates of intended recommendations at least 
10 working days prior to submitting the final DFSC/SFSC 
recommendations to the CFSC. The DFSC/SFSC must 
provide opportunity, if requested, for each candidate to hold 
a formal meeting with the committee to discuss the 
recommendations. If the candidate wants to request a formal 
meeting to discuss the DFSC/SFSC recommendation, the 
candidate must request a meeting with the DFSC/SFSC 
within five (5) working days of receiving the recommendation.  
Formal meetings will be held under the provisions of Article 
XIII.   

 
Tuesday,  
December 15, 2015 

 
December 15 

Promotion and Tenure: DFSC/SFSC recommendations for 
promotion and tenure must be reported to the candidate and 
to the CFSC.   

 
Tuesday, 
January 5, 2016 
 

 
January 5 

Performance Evaluation: All faculty members eligible for 
performance-evaluation salary increment must submit files in 
support of their request for performance-evaluation 
adjustments.  
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Date  
for 2015-2016 

Date per 
ASPT Policies, 
Appendix 1 

Action per ASPT Policies 

 
Tuesday,  
January 5, 2016 

 
January 5 

Cumulative Post-Tenure Review: All faculty members 
scheduled for cumulative post-tenure review must submit 
their materials. 

 
Monday,  
February 1, 2016 

 
February 1 

Promotion and Tenure: The CFSC must notify candidates 
of intended recommendations and provide opportunity, if 
requested, for each candidate to meet with the CFSC to 
discuss the recommendations. If the candidate wants to 
request a formal meeting to discuss the CFSC 
recommendation, then the candidate must request a meeting 
with the CFSC within 10 working days of receiving the 
recommendation. Formal meetings will be held under the 
provisions of Article XIII.D.  

 
Monday, 
February 1, 2016 

 
February 1 

Reappointment: The Provost issues notification of non-
reappointment by February 1 to a faculty member in the 
second academic year of service, notifying the faculty 
member that the last employment date is May 15 or, if the 
appointment terminates during an academic year, at least six 
months in advance of its termination. 

 
Monday, 
February 1, 2016 

 
February 1 

Performance Evaluation: DFSC/SFSC recommendations 
for performance evaluation must be reported to the faculty 
member by February 1 in each year that the faculty member 
is performance-evaluation eligible. The DFSC/SFSC must 
notify faculty members of intended recommendations to 
CFSC at least 10 working days before submitting the 
recommendations to the CFSC and provide opportunity, if 
requested, for the faculty member to meet with the 
committee to discuss the recommendations. If the faculty 
member wants to request a formal meeting to discuss the 
DFSC/SFSC recommendation, the faculty member must 
request a meeting with the DFSC/SFSC within five (5) 
working days of receiving the recommendation.  Formal 
meetings will be held under the provisions of Article XIII.B. 

 
Monday, 
February 15, 2016 

 
February 15 

Performance Evaluation: The DFSC/SFSC must transmit 
its final recommendation for performance-evaluation review 
to the faculty member and to the CFSC. 

 
Monday, 
February 15, 2016 

 
February 15 

Cumulative Post-Tenure Review: The DFSC/SFSC must 
inform the faculty member of its cumulative post-tenure 
review evaluation and, if applicable, a plan for remediation. 
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Date  
for 2015-2016 

Date per 
ASPT Policies, 
Appendix 1 

Action per ASPT Policies 

 
Thursday, 
February 25, 2016 

 
February 25 

Cumulative Post-Tenure Review: A faculty member who 
wants to discuss the DFSC/SFSC response and/or 
remediation plan must request a meeting with the 
DFSC/SFSC.  

 
Tuesday, 
March 1, 2016 

 
March 1 

Promotion and Tenure: CFSC recommendations for 
promotion and tenure must be reported to the Provost, 
DFSC/SFSC, and candidates. 

 
Tuesday, 
March 1, 2016 

 
March 1 

Reappointment: The Provost issues notification of non-
reappointment by March 1 to a faculty member in the first 
year of service, notifying the faculty member that the last 
employment date is May 15 or, if a one-year appointment 
terminates during an academic year, at least three months in 
advance of its termination. 

 
Tuesday, 
March 1, 2016 

 
March 1 

Performance Evaluation: A faculty member who wants to 
appeal the DFSC/SFSC performance-evaluation 
recommendation must file an appeal with the CFSC (or 
Faculty Review Committee in the absence of a 
DFSC/SFSC). 

 
Tuesday, 
March 8, 2016 

 
March 8 

Cumulative Post-Tenure Review: The DFSC/SFSC notifies 
the faculty member regarding the final outcome of the 
DFSC/SFSC cumulative post-tenure review. 

 
Tuesday, 
March 15, 2016 

 
March 15 

Promotion and Tenure: In the event of a negative 
recommendation by the DFSC/SFSC or the CFSC, a 
candidate who wants a university-wide appeal of his/her 
credentials must file a request for a review by the Faculty 
Review Committee. 

 
Monday, 
March 21, 2016 

 
March 21 

Promotion and Tenure: The Provost's recommendation for 
non-appealed candidates must be reported to the President, 
CFSC, DFSC/SFSC, and candidates. 

 
Tuesday, 
March 22, 2016 

 
March 22 

Cumulative Post-Tenure Review: A faculty member who 
wants to appeal the DFSC/SFSC cumulative post-tenure 
review outcome must file a written appeal with the CFSC 
chairperson.  
 
The CFSC chairperson shall acknowledge receipt of the 
appeal to the appellant and the DFSC/SFSC within five (5) 
working days. Appeals will be held under the provisions of 
Article XIII.I. 
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Date  
for 2015-2016 

Date per 
ASPT Policies, 
Appendix 1 

Action per ASPT Policies 

 
Thursday, 
March 31, 2016 

 
March 31 

Performance Evaluation: All appeals to the CFSC* of 
performance-evaluation recommendations must be 
completed and CFSC* decisions reported to the Provost and 
to the faculty member. Appeals will be held under the 
provisions of Article XIII.H. (* or Faculty Review Committee in 
the absence of a DFSC/SFSC) 

 
Friday, 
April 15, 2016 

 
April 15 

Promotion and Tenure: The Faculty Review Committee 
must complete its review of promotion and tenure appeals 
and report to the President, candidates, DFSC/SFSCs, 
CFSCs, and Provost unless an interim report is appropriate 
under provisions of Article XIII.F.3.                              

 
Friday, 
April 15, 2016 

 
April 15 

Cumulative Post-Tenure Review: The CFSC shall submit 
to each appellant faculty member and to the appropriate 
DFSC/SFSC a report that describes the disposition of the 
cumulative post-tenure review appeal. 

 
Friday, 
April 15, 2016 

 
April 15 

ASPT Elections: Members of the University Review 
Committee, Faculty Review Committee, and College Faculty 
Status Committees must have been elected. 

 
Monday, 
May 2, 2016 

 
April 30 

Promotion and Tenure: The Provost's decision in appealed 
cases must be reported to the President, candidates, 
DFSC/SFSC, and CFSC. 

 
Monday, 
May 2, 2016 

 
May 1 

Reporting Requirements (CFSC): Each CFSC shall submit 
an annual report (Promotion and Tenure) to its College 
Council and to the University Review Committee (Article 
IV.D.). 
 
Each CFSC shall submit an annual report to the University 
Review Committee and to the Provost that enumerates all 
cumulative post-tenure review appeals and describes their 
disposition (see Article XIII.I.9). 

 
Monday, 
May 2, 2016 

 
May 1 

Reporting Requirements (CFSC): The fifth-year review of 
College Standards or, in the interim, proposed revisions to 
College Standards must be submitted to the University 
Review Committee. 
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Date  
for 2015-2016 

Date per 
ASPT Policies, 
Appendix 1 

Action per ASPT Policies 

 
Monday, 
May 2, 2016 

 
May 1 

ASPT Elections: Members of the Department/School 
Faculty Status Committees must have been elected. 

 
Monday, 
May 2, 2016 

 
May 1 

Reporting Requirements (FRC): The Faculty Review 
Committee shall submit to the University Review Committee 
a final report summarizing the number of appeals by 
Department/School and College, the type of appeals, and the 
disposition of the appeals (see Article III.F). 

 
Friday, 
May 13, 2016 
 
(moved forward  
from May 15 to provide 
12 months’ notice) 

 
May 15 

Promotion and Tenure: Notifications of promotion and 
tenure decisions by the President shall be sent to the 
candidates, CFSCs, DFSC/SFSCs, and the Provost. 

 
Friday, 
May 13, 2016 
 
(moved forward  
from May 15 to provide 
12 months’ notice) 

At least 12 months 
before the 
termination of an 
appointment after 
two (2) or more 
years of service 

Reappointment: The Provost notifies a third- or subsequent-
year faculty member who will not be reappointed, 12 months 
before the termination of the appointment, that the faculty 
member’s last employment date is May 15 of the following 
year. If the appointment is at least 12 months and terminates 
during an academic year, notification must take place at least 
12 months in advance of the end of the appointment period. 
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Timeline for Development of Policy on Faculty Discipline, Suspension, and Dismissal 
 
Summer 2013 

1. Chair of Academic Senate requests more detailed policy in place of University 
Policy 3.3.9 and ASPT Policy XI.B, which are very general. 

2. AVP Catanzaro begins work researching AAUP recommendations, 
benchmarking policies at other universities, updating existing notes begun at 
ISU several years earlier, and drafting an updated policy.  At this time, it had 
not been determined whether the policy would be a general University policy 
or an ASPT revision. 

 
Fall 2013 

1. Catanzaro continues to develop first draft of new policy, and received 
consultation from General Counsel. 

2. Catanzaro visits Faculty Affairs Committee (FAC) of Academic Senate to 
discuss general issues related to the policy. 

 
Spring 2014 

1. Draft of Suspension and Dismissal shared with URC for an initial review in 
February; comments from URC summarized and shared with FAC along with 
draft policy. 

2. Catanzaro visits Faculty Affairs Committee of Academic Senate to discuss the 
draft policy. 

 
Summer 2014 

1. Catanzaro integrates the feedback from the URC and FRC.  Among the 
suggestions was to make explicit provision for “minor sanctions,” leading to a 
third section of the policy. 

2. Decision made to integrate these policies into ASPT, as they all involve ASPT 
committees. 

3. New draft of ASPT-formatted policies on discipline, suspension, and 
dismissal is developed.  Framed as new sections number XI, XII, and XII 
(necessitating re-numbering of the current ASPT policies). 

 
Fall 2014 

1. Draft policy completed and vetted by General Counsel. 
2. Draft policy forwarded to FAC for consideration. 
3. Senate Chair provides comments on draft being considered by FAC. 
4. Catanzaro scheduled to visit FAC on December 10. 

 
Spring 2015 

1. Catanzaro will continue discussion with FAC and integrate their comments 
into a revision. 

2. Revised version will be forwarded to URC for further review and discussion. 
3. Final version reflecting URC input will be forwarded to Academic Senate 

Executive Committee for consideration by Faculty Caucus. 



Sanctions/Suspension/Dismissal Draft 
Page 1 

DRAFT ASPT sections on Minor Sanctions, Suspension, and Dismissal/Termination of 1 
Appointment:  10-30-2014 2 
 3 
XI.  Disciplinary Actions 4 
 5 

A. Faculty may be subject to discipline of varying levels short of suspension or 6 
dismissal for such adequate causes as violations of laws or University policies; 7 
malfeasance; acts of moral turpitude that bear on their ability to perform in their 8 
professional capacity; and failure or refusal to perform assigned duties in a 9 
manner consonant with professional standards. 10 
 11 

B. Disciplinary actions (including suspension or termination) or the threat thereof 12 
may not be used to restrain faculty members’ exercise of academic freedom.  13 
Faculty members shall retain their right to file a grievance with the Faculty 14 
Academic Freedom, Ethics, and Grievance Committee, if they believe that their 15 
academic freedom or the Code of Ethics has been violated. 16 
 17 

C. In all disciplinary proceedings, faculty members have the rights to due process, to 18 
timely notice, to seek advice, to respond to developments in the disciplinary 19 
process, and to have an advisor present at discussions, hearings, and appeals. 20 
 21 

D. Disciplinary actions that fall short of suspension or termination include oral and 22 
written reprimand, fines, reduction in  salary, requirement of corrective action, 23 
and suspension with or without pay.  Specific policies related to suspension are 24 
provided in ASPT XII.  Specific policies related to termination of appointment are 25 
provided in ASPT XIII. 26 
 27 

E. Faculty members’ duties may be reassigned temporarily while possible causes for 28 
disciplinary actions are being investigated or while the due process for a 29 
disciplinary action is being followed.  The reasons for such reassignment of duties 30 
will be provided to the faculty member. 31 
 32 

F. Disciplinary action may be initiated by a DFSC/SFSC or by the appropriate 33 
College Dean or by the Provost.   34 
 35 

1. The Dean or Provost may initiate disciplinary action upon receipt of a 36 
substantiated finding of violation from University Ethics Officer, for 37 
violations of the State Ethics Act and other relevant laws; the Academic 38 
Freedom, Ethics, and Grievance Committee, for violations of academic 39 
freedom or the Code of Ethics; the Office of Equal Opportunity, Ethics, 40 
and Access, for violations of the Anti-Harassment and Anti-41 
Discrimination Policy; or the Associate Vice President for Research, for 42 
violations of the Integrity in Research and Scholarly Activities policy.  43 
Disciplinary action will not be implemented until all appeals as provided 44 
for in the relevant policies are exhausted.  When the recommendation to 45 
initiate disciplinary action comes from the Dean or the Provost, the faculty 46 

Comment [KS1]: Define and delimit, or 
eliminate.  It is not a good idea for vague, 
subjective moral codes or nebulous legal 
concepts to enter into our professional 
deliberations. 

Comment [KS2]: Cross-reference to 
academic freedom policy and/or 3.3.9 

Comment [SK3]: Just one? 

Comment [KS4]: These should be clearly 
stepped from least serious to most serious, 
so that the discipline is clearly progressive.  
See AAUP Faculty Misconduct and Discipline 
(2005) on progressive discipline and the 
profession-wide standard list:  oral 
reprimand, written, recorded, restitution, 
loss of benefits for defined duration, fine, 
salary reduction 

Comment [KS5]: This whole list, and 
particularly the suspension without pay 
part, may be in keeping with one university 
(MSU), but it is not in keeping with the 1971 
AAUP list (see the 2005 AAUP document).  
We need to go with AAUP. 

Comment [SC6]: New section, see below 

Comment [SC7]: Re-numbered and 
expanded from prior section XI, see below. 

Comment [KS8]: Temporary reassignment 
is considered by AAUP to be tantamount to 
suspension.  It should be avoided, not 
allowed to turn into de facto suspension, 
and be limited to very extreme cases.  It 
should certainly not be included in a section 
emphasizing progressive discipline short of 
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member and the DFSC/SFSC will be informed in writing of the proposed 47 
disciplinary action and its rationale.  In such cases, the DFSC/SFSC may 48 
choose to communicate, in writing, a non-binding advisory 49 
recommendation to the Dean or Provost on the matter. 50 
 51 

2. The DFSC/SFSC may recommend disciplinary action whenever it 52 
becomes aware of evidence of cause for such action, as described in XI.A.  53 
In such cases, the DFSC/SFSC shall communicate its recommendation to 54 
the appropriate Dean and the Provost.  The Provost may implement 55 
disciplinary action after consultation with the Dean. 56 
 57 

G. No disciplinary action may be implemented until all appeals relevant to the 58 
policies in question are exhausted.   59 
 60 

H. Probationary faculty who face disciplinary actions and are either exonerated or 61 
required to complete corrective actions may request a one year “stop-the-clock” 62 
extension of their as probationary period, as described in IX.B.3.  The records of 63 
the disciplinary process, including completion of any required corrective actions, 64 
may be reviewed in the tenure and promotion process as it bears on the faculty 65 
member’s performance in teaching, research, and service. 66 
 67 

XII.  Faculty Suspensions 68 
 69 

A. Suspension occurs when a faculty member is temporarily relieved of academic 70 
duties, such that the faculty member is not engaged in any teaching, research, or 71 
service activities at the University.  The faculty member could be on paid or 72 
unpaid status. 73 
 74 

B. It is understood that suspension (with or without pay) of faculty members will 75 
only be contemplated in circumstances when there is a reasonable threat of 76 
imminent harm to the University, including the faculty member in question, 77 
students, and other employees or when credible evidence of adequate cause for 78 
dismissal is available.  The administration of the University will inform the 79 
faculty member of its rationale for judging that suspension is indicated. 80 
 81 

C. Faculty members may be suspended for a specified time period, or with 82 
conditions that must be met prior to reinstatement, or as a preliminary step toward 83 
termination of appointment/dismissal for cause (see XIII.B). 84 
 85 

D. A faculty member in the suspension process is afforded due process.  This right is 86 
balanced against the University’s responsibility to prevent harm to students and, 87 
other employees, and the institution itself. 88 
 89 

E. Ordinarily, Ssuspensions without pay will only occur after the process described 90 
in XII.F is completed and all appeals or related grievances are adjudicated.  In 91 
extraordinary cases when there is evidence that the faculty member has 92 
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abandoned professional duties or is unable to fulfill such duties, a temporary 93 
suspension without pay may be instituted prior to completion of the University’s 94 
process.  Individuals suspended without pay and subsequently exonerated can be 95 
compensated. 96 
  97 

F. Procedural Considerations Related to Suspension 98 
 99 

1. Each step in the procedures described below should be completed as soon 100 
as is practicable, and normally in the time frame indicated.  However, the 101 
President or Provost may extend these deadlines for good reason, and 102 
concerned parties may request consideration for doing so.  The President, 103 
Provost, or their designee will communicate extensions of the normal 104 
timelines provided below in writing to all concerned parties.  Such 105 
extensions shall not constitute a procedural violation of this policy. 106 
 107 

2. There If disciplinary suspension or reassignment of a faculty member is 108 
proposed, there shall be discussion between the faculty member, the 109 
DFSC/SFSCChair/Director, the Dean, and Provost (or their designees).  110 
The intention of this discussion will be to develop a mutually agreeable 111 
solution that ensures safety for the University community and educational 112 
success of students.  This mutually agreeable solution could result in a 113 
either a full suspension or a re-assignment of duties.   114 
 115 

3. While discussion is ongoing, the University reserves the right to 116 
temporarily re-assign a faculty member from any or all duties, including 117 
teaching, in order to prevent harm to the University or members of its 118 
community. 119 
 120 

4. If a mutually agreeable solution is found, it shall be documented in writing 121 
signed by the faculty member and appropriate administrative officers of 122 
the university.  A mutually agreeable solution should be finalized within 5 123 
business days of initiation of discussion.  However, if the parties mutually 124 
agree in writing, this period may be extended if such extension would 125 
make agreeing to a solution likely. Such an agreement to extend will be 126 
communicated to the Dean and Provost within 5 business days of the 127 
initiation of discussion. 128 
 129 

5. If a mutually agreeable solution cannot be found and the administration 130 
determines that suspension is necessary, then the following process will 131 
take place. 132 

a. The Chair/Director will consult with DFSC/SFSC.  Such 133 
consultation will entail informing the DFSC/SFSC of the areas of 134 
concern and the reasons why suspension is may be indicated.  135 
Such consultation will include review of relevant 136 
documentation/information (e.g., past performance evaluations; 137 
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investigation report) and/or advice of Legal Counsel. 138 
 139 

b. The faculty member will be notified in writing of the 140 
consultation with the DFSC/SFSC, including the reasons why 141 
suspension has been proposedis indicated.  The faculty member 142 
shall have the opportunity to present reasons why suspension 143 
should not occur, in writing, to the DFSC/SFSC.  The faculty 144 
member’s written statement shall be submitted within 5 business 145 
days of notification of the consultation with the DFSC/SFSC. 146 
 147 

c. There shall be documentation of the consultation with the 148 
DFSC/SFSC.  The elected members of the DFSC/SFSC may 149 
make a non-binding advisory recommendation to the 150 
Chair/Director.  Consultation with the DFSC/SFSC, 151 
documentation of suchthis consultation, and any 152 
recommendations made by the DFSC/SFSC, shall be completed 153 
within 10 business days. 154 
 155 

d. Following DFSC/SFSC consultation, the Chair/Director shall 156 
consult with the Dean and Provost and provide written notice of 157 
a decision to the faculty member, DFSC/SFSC, Dean, and 158 
Provost within 5 business days.  The DFSC/SFSC shall be 159 
informed of the decision.  If the decision is to suspend rather than 160 
a lesser action or no action, and the reasons for the proposed 161 
suspension would also constitute adequate cause for dismissal as 162 
described below and in ASPT Policies XIII.B.1, the written 163 
notice shall so indicate, and the dismissal procedures delineated 164 
below shall commence. 165 
 166 

6. A suspended faculty member may appeal to the President within 10 167 
business days of the written notice from the Chair/Director, as described in 168 
XII.E.4.c.  Such appeal must be made in writing, with copies provided to 169 
the Chair/Director DFSC/SFSC, Dean, and Provost.  Appeals may be 170 
based on substantive or procedural grounds.  The President shall rule on 171 
the appeal within 21 business days. 172 
 173 

7. Suspended faculty members shall retain their right to file a grievance with 174 
the Faculty Academic Freedom, Ethics, and Grievance Committee, if they 175 
believe that their academic freedom or the Code of Ethics has been 176 
violated.  Suspensions will remain in effect while such grievances are 177 
adjudicated. 178 
 179 

8. Faculty members who are suspended as a preliminary step Suspended 180 
faculty members who are also facing proceedings toward dismissal for 181 
cause will retain their right to due process throughout the dismissal 182 
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proceedings, which shall follow the principles and steps described below. 183 
 184 

XIII.  Termination of Appointment of Probationary and Tenure Faculty 185 
A. Probationary Faculty 186 

 187 
1. Recommendations for nonreappointment prior to a tenure decision shall be 188 

made by the DFSC/SFSC in consultation with the Dean and the Provost.  189 
The Chairperson/Director of the DFSC/SFSC shall communicate the 190 
recommendation of nonreappointment in writing to the faculty member, 191 
the Dean, and the Provost.  Nonreappointment can also be the result of a 192 
negative tenure recommendation.  Official notices of nonreappointment, 193 
whether issued prior to a tenure decision or as a result of a negative tenure 194 
decision, are issued from the Office of the Provost. 195 
 196 
a. Upon notice of non-reappointment other than a negative tenure 197 

recommendation, a probationary faculty member may request an oral 198 
statement of reasons for non-reappointment from the Chair/Director. 199 
 200 

b. Following the oral statement of reasons for non-reappointment under 201 
XIII.A.1.a., a probationary faculty member may request a written 202 
statement of reasons for non-reappointment from the Chair/Director. 203 
The Chair/Director shall advise the probationary faculty member of 204 
the pros and cons of obtaining such a statement in writing.  If the 205 
probationary faculty member still wishes a written statement, the 206 
Chair/Director shall provide the requested written statement. 207 
 208 

c. Appeals of non-reappointment other than those following a negative 209 
tenure decision shall be governed by Article XIII.J. 210 
 211 

d. Appeals of non-reappointment following a negative tenure 212 
recommendation shall follow the provision of Article XIII. F.  213 

 214 
2. Notice of termination shall be given not later than March 1 of the first 215 

academic year of service; or, if a one-year appointment terminates during 216 
an academic year, at least three months in advance of its termination; not 217 
later than February 1 of the second academic year of service; or, if the 218 
appointment terminates during an academic year, at least six months in 219 
advance of its termination; at least twelve months before termination of an 220 
appointment after two or more years of service. 221 
 222 

2.3.Termination of a probationary faculty for such adequate causes as lack of 223 
fitness to continue to perform in the faculty member's professional 224 
capacity as a teacher or researcher; failure to perform assigned duties in a 225 
manner consonant with professional standards; or malfeasance may 226 
proceed irrespective of the timeline specified in XIII.A.2.  Notice of such 227 
termination will be issued by the Provost, after consultation with the Dean 228 
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and Department Chair/School Director, as soon as feasible.  Appeals may 229 
be made to the President within 10 business days of the Provost’s 230 
communication of the nonreappointment termination. The President shall 231 
rule on the appeal within 21 business days. 232 

 233 
B. Tenured Faculty 234 

 235 
1. Dismissal of a tenured faculty member may be effected by the University 236 

for such adequate causes as lack of fitness to continue to perform in the 237 
faculty member's professional capacity as a teacher or researcher; failure 238 
to perform assigned duties in a manner consonant with professional 239 
standards; malfeasance; or demonstrable University financial exigency or 240 
program termination. 241 
 242 

2. The standard for dismissal of a tenured faculty member is that of adequate 243 
cause.  The burden of proof shall be upon the institution.  Negative 244 
performance-evaluation ratings shall not shift the burden of proof to the 245 
faculty member (to show cause why the faculty member should be 246 
retained).  Evaluation records may be admissible but may be rebutted as to 247 
accuracy. 248 
 249 

3. ASPT Policy V.C.3 provides for initiation of dismissal proceedings by the 250 
DFSC/SFSC.  University Administration may also initiate dismissal 251 
proceedings when it becomes aware of adequate cause.   252 
 253 

4. Termination of faculty due to financial exigency or program termination 254 
will follow the process outlined in the ISU Constitution (Article III, 255 
Section 4.B.2) and all applicable policies. 256 
 257 

5. Procedural Considerations Related to Termination of Appointment of 258 
Tenured Faculty 259 
 260 

a. Each step in the procedures described below should be completed 261 
as soon as is practicable, and normally in the time frame indicated.  262 
However, the President or Provost may extend these deadlines for 263 
good reason, and concerned parties may request consideration for 264 
doing so.  The President, Provost, or their designee will 265 
communicate extensions of the normal timelines provided below in 266 
writing to all concerned parties.  Such extensions shall not 267 
constitute a procedural violation of this policy. 268 
 269 

b. If the recommendation to initiate dismissal proceedings comes 270 
from the Department, School, or College, the DFSC/SFSC (per 271 
ASPT V.C.2) or Dean of the College in which the faculty 272 
member’s locus of tenure resides will submit a letter to the Dean 273 
and the Provost describing charges that indicate that the University 274 
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has may have adequate cause to effect dismissal of the faculty 275 
member.  276 
 277 
If the recommendation to initiate dismissal proceedings comes 278 
from the University AdministrationDean, the CFSC or the Provost 279 
receive evidence, or findings by one of the bodies listed in XI.F.1 280 
above, that might indicate cause to initiate dismissal proceedings, 281 
the Dean or the Provost will inform the faculty member in writing 282 
of the charges and provide the DeanCFSC and DFSC/SFSC with a 283 
copy.  In such cases, the DFSC/SFSC may choose to communicate, 284 
in writing, a non-binding advisory recommendation to the Provost 285 
on the matter. 286 
 287 
If a faculty member being charged with adequate cause for 288 
dismissal is suspended also being charged with adequate cause for 289 
suspension as described in ASPT XII, the due process for 290 
suspension will be followed while dismissal proceedings are 291 
underway. 292 
 293 

c. The Provost will direct, in writing, the Faculty Caucus of the 294 
Academic Senate to select a committee of six faculty members to 295 
determine whether, in its view, formal proceedings for the faculty 296 
member’s dismissal should be instituted.  This written direction 297 
shall be made within 5 business days of date of the letter from the 298 
initiating dismissal proceedings (from the Provost, DFSC/SFSC, or 299 
Dean as required in XII.B.5.b).  The committee will consist of one 300 
faculty member from each college except that in which the faculty 301 
member’s locus of tenure resides.  The Faculty Caucus should 302 
meet in executive session within 21 business days of the date of the 303 
Provost’s written direction to select the committee members. 304 
 305 

d. The committee DFSC/SFSC will review each charge contained in 306 
the letter alleging adequate cause, and will have the authority to 307 
interview the respondent/faculty member, the Dean, the 308 
Department Chair/School Director, and any other person who may 309 
have relevant information. The committee DFSC/SFSC may also 310 
have access to any relevant documentation. 311 
 312 

e. The committee DFSC/SFSC will submit their recommendation 313 
within four calendar weeks21 business days of the date of the 314 
formation of the committee. 315 
 316 

f. If the committee recommends that dismissal proceedings should 317 
commence, or if the Provost, even after considering a 318 
recommendation favorable to the faculty member, determines that 319 
a proceeding should be undertaken, a statement of the grounds 320 
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proposed for the dismissal should be jointly formulated by the 321 
committee and the Provost or Provost’s designee.  If there is 322 
disagreement, the Provost or the Provost’s designee shall formulate 323 
the statement.  The statement shall be formulated within 10 324 
business days of the committee’s communication of the 325 
recommendation to the Provost. 326 
 327 

g. The Provost shall communicate in writing to the faculty member: 328 
(1) the statement of grounds for dismissal; (2) information 329 
regarding the faculty member’s procedural rights; and (3) a 330 
statement informing the faculty member that, at the faculty 331 
member’s request, a hearing will be conducted by the Faculty 332 
Review Committee (FRC) of Illinois State University to determine 333 
whether s/he should be removed from the faculty position on the 334 
grounds stated.  This communication to the faculty member shall 335 
be delivered within 5 business days of the date of the statement.  336 
The hearing date should be far enough in advance to permit the 337 
faculty member to reasonably formulate and prepare a defense, and 338 
at least 10 business days from the date of the Provost’s letter 339 
communicating the decision to the faculty member. 340 
 341 

h. The faculty member should state in reply no later than 5 business 342 
days before the time and date set for the hearing whether s/he 343 
wishes a hearing.  If a hearing is requested, the faculty member 344 
shall answer the statements in the Provost’s letter in writing and 345 
submit this document to the Provost and the FRC not less no later 346 
than five business days before the date set for the hearing. 347 
 348 

i. The Faculty Review Committee (FRC): 349 
 350 

i. Shall consider the statement of grounds for dismissal 351 
already formulated and the faculty member’s response 352 
before the hearing; 353 
 354 

ii. If the faculty member has not requested a hearing, the FRC 355 
may consider the case on the statement of grounds and the 356 
reply and any other obtainable information and decide 357 
whether the faculty member should be dismissed. 358 
 359 

iii. If the faculty member has requested a hearing, the FRC 360 
shall hold a hearing. 361 
 362 

j. Hearings by the Faculty Review Committee 363 
i. The FRC shall decide whether the hearing is public or 364 

private; 365 
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ii. If facts are in dispute, testimony may be taken or other 366 
evidence received; 367 

iii. The Provost or a designee shall attend the hearing; 368 
iv. The FRC will determine the order of proof, and may secure 369 

the presentation of evidence important to the case; 370 
v. The faculty member shall have the option of assistance 371 

from counsel or other advisor, whose role shall be limited 372 
to providing advice to the faculty member rather than 373 
presenting or actively engaging in the proceedings;  374 

vi. The faculty member shall have the assistance of the 375 
committee in securing the attendance of witnesses.  376 
Because the committee cannot compel the participation of a 377 
witness, the proceedings shall not be delayed by the 378 
unavailability of a witness. 379 

vii. The proceedings will be recorded at the expense of the 380 
University; 381 

viii. The Provost’s representative and the faculty member shall 382 
present any information helpful to the determination. Each 383 
may request the committee in writing to ask witnesses to 384 
answer specific questions. Appropriate procedure will be 385 
determined by the FRC. 386 

ix. The FRC shall permit a statement and closing by the 387 
Provost’s representative and the faculty member. 388 

x. The FRC may request written briefs by the parties. 389 
xi. The FRC shall reach its decision promptly in conference, 390 

on the basis of the hearing if one was held, and submit a 391 
full written report to the Provost and the faculty member.  392 
The written report shall be submitted to the Provost within 393 
21 business days of the hearing.  A record of any hearing 394 
should be made available to the Provost and to the faculty 395 
member. 396 
 397 

k. The Provost shall review the full report of the FRC for final action. 398 
If the Provost disagrees with the decision of the FRC, s/he shall 399 
request the FRC to reconsider the report. The Provost shall then 400 
make a final decision whether the faculty member should be 401 
dismissed.  The Provost’s final decision shall be communicated to 402 
the faculty member within 10 business days of the final report of 403 
the FRC (after reconsideration, if any). 404 
 405 

l. The faculty member may appeal the Provost’s decision to the 406 
President, who shall make a final decision, stating whether the 407 
faculty member shall be retained or shall be dismissed. Such 408 
appeal shall be requested in writing within 10 business days of the 409 
date of the Provost’s communication of the final decision.  The 410 
President shall communicate a decision to the faculty member, the 411 
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Provost, Dean, Chair, and DFSC/SFSC within 21 business days of 412 
the written request for appeal. 413 
 414 

m. Except for such simple announcements as may be required, 415 
covering the time of the hearing and similar matters, public 416 
statements about the case by either the faculty member or 417 
administrative officers should be avoided so far as possible until 418 
the proceedings have been completed. Announcement of the final 419 
decision should include a statement of the FRC’s original decision, 420 
if this has not previously been made known. 421 



DRAFT – New Provision -- DRAFT 
 
XIII.E Procedures for Meeting with Dean or Chair/Director Preliminary to an 

Appeal of a Dean or Chair/Director Report Making a Negative Tenure or 
Promotion Recommendation 

 
1. The faculty member should know the rationale for the negative 

recommendation to be able to address the concerns raised in that 
recommendation and speak to factors or materials that have been ignored 
or misinterpreted.  

 
2. In the event that a Dean, Chair, or Director submits a report making a 

diffrerent recommendation than the majority of the CFSC/DFSC/SFSC, a 
candidate may request a Formal Meeting with the full CFSC/DFSC/SFSC, 
as provided for in ASPT Policies XIII.D.  Because the Dean/Chair/Director 
report is by definition arguing against the majority recommednation of the 
CFSC/DFSC/SFSC, a Formal Meeting with the full CFSC/DFSC/SFSC is not 
required.  

 
3. As an alternative to a Formal Meeting with the entire CFSC/DFSC/SFSC, 

an opportunity to meet with the Dean/Chair/Director shall be provided, to 
address factors or materials that the faculty member believes to have been 
ignored or misinterpreted.  Information not originally presented in 
applications for tenure/promotion may be submitted, and will be 
considered at the discretion of the Dean/Chair/Director. 

4. A faculty advocate may accompany the candidate, available to provide 
advice but not to address the Dean or Chair/Director or otherwise argue 
on the candidate's behalf.  The faculty advocate may answer questions 
directed to him/her by the Dean or Chair/Director. 

 
5. If the candidate wishes to bring witnesses, then a Formal Meeting with the 

full CFSC/DFSC/SFSC shall be convened and witnesses may participate as 
provided in XIII.D.2. 

 
6. The timeline for meeting with the Dean or Chair/Director and subsequent 

steps in the appeals process shall follow that for Formal Meetings and 
Appeals provided in Appendix 1.B to these policies. 

 
 



As presently constituted: 

APPENDIX 2 

University Guidelines and Criteria for Faculty Evaluation 

Faculty effort and activity are evaluated in three areas: teaching, scholarly and creative 
productivity, and service. Because these areas are mutually supportive, the activities undertaken 
in one area may at times overlap another. Despite this interdependence, each area has its own 
definition, its own activities, and its own guidelines and criteria for evaluation. It is emphasized 
that the activities referred to in this section are illustrative and that, while departmental/school 
guidelines must be consistent with University guidelines, departments/schools are expected to 
adapt these guidelines to their own unique situations. It is expected that the guidelines and 
criteria for evaluation will demonstrate quality of accomplishment and a standard of excellence.  

 

 

Suggested revision: 

APPENDIX 2 

University Guidelines and Criteria for Faculty Evaluation 

Faculty effort and activity are evaluated in three areas: teaching, scholarly and creative 
productivity, and service. Because these areas are mutually supportive, the activities undertaken 
in one area may at times overlap another. Despite this interdependence, each area has its own 
definition, its own activities, and its own guidelines and criteria for evaluation. The activities 
referred to in this section are illustrative rather than proscriptive. While departmental/school 
guidelines for evaluating teaching, scholarly and creative productivity, and service must be 
consistent with University guidelines, departments/schools are expected to adapt these guidelines 
to their own unique situations as outlined in Section VIII C of the Faculty Appointment, Salary, 
Promotion and Tenure Policies. Departments/schools must consider a demonstration of quality of 
accomplishment and a standard of excellence as they select specific guidelines and criteria for 
evaluation.  
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UNIVERSITY REVIEW COMMITTEE 
Thursday, December 4, 2014 

3 p.m., Hovey 209 
 

MINUTES 
 
 
Members present: Phil Chidester, Angela Bonnell, Diane Dean, Doris Houston (via telephone),  
Sheryl Jenkins, David Rubin, Sam Catanzaro (non-voting) 
 
Members not present: Rick Boser, Joe Goodman, Bill O’Donnell (attended and then excused himself) 
 
Others present: Bruce Stoffel (recorder) 
 
I. Call to order 

 
Chairperson Sheryl Jenkins called the meeting to order at 3 p.m. 

 
II. Approval of minutes from the November 20, 2014 meeting 

 
Diane Dean moved, Angela Bonnell seconded approval of minutes from the November 20, 
2014 meeting as distributed prior to the meeting. The motion carried.  

 
III. Policy review 

 
Action item: Policy 3.1.29 
 
Sam Catanzaro reported that he has consulted Human Resources and Legal Counsel regarding 
changes he has proposed to Policy 3.1.29. He said that if URC has any changes to his redraft 
of the policy, he will consult Human Resources and Legal Counsel about them and then send 
the revised policy to the Academic Senate Executive Committee. Catanzaro said he will keep 
URC informed of changes as they are made. 
 
Dean said the revised policy follows state laws and guidelines and is cleaner in terms of its 
content. Houston agreed, noting that the revised policy is much clearer. Houston reported a 
typographical error in the list headed “Documents exempt from examination include…” 
(“realte” should be “relate”).  
 
Dean moved, Bonnell seconded approval of Policy 3.1.29 as revised by Catanzaro with 
correction of the typographical error (see attached). The motion carried. 
 
Action item: Policy 3.3.2 
 
Catanzaro reported having revised Policy 3.3.2 (attached) and having consulted Human 
Resources and Legal Counsel regarding his proposed changes. Jenkins said the policy is much 
clearer now that ambiguous language has been deleted. 
 
Phil Chidester moved, David Rubin seconded approval of Policy 3.3.2 as revised by Catanzaro 
(see attached). The motion carried.  
 
 

1 
 



APPROVED 2-5-15 

IV. ASPT Policies review 
 

Revised Appendix 2 introduction 
 
The committee reviewed the introduction to Appendix 2 of the ASPT policies as re-drafted by 
Chidester and subsequently revised by URC at its last meeting. Chidester expressed his 
satisfaction with changes recommended by URC. 
 
Catanzaro rechecked the reference to Section VI.B in the revised draft and suggested that 
reference to some other section of ASPT policies would be more appropriate. After discussing 
several options, the committee agreed to change the reference from VI.B to V.B.1.   
 
It was the consensus of the committee to include this re-draft (see attached) with the ASPT 
policy recommendations it sends to the Faculty Caucus. 
 
Update on subgroup assignments 
 
Houston asked if feedback from subgroups regarding their assigned sections of ASPT policies 
should identify issues warranting discussion by URC or if subgroups should also make 
recommendations to URC for changes to the policies. Jenkins replied that subgroups can do 
both. She said that subgroups are welcome to contact her to discuss issues but do not have to 
do so.  
 
Chidester and Jenkins suggested that URC not meet again until the end of the second or third 
week of spring semester classes to give subgroups sufficient time to review their sections. 
Bruce Stoffel will contact committee members to arrange a URC meeting for the week of 
January 26, 2015. 
 

V. New business 
 
Request for ASPT interpretation (re Milner Library) 
 
Bonnell provided background regarding the memorandum sent to Catanzaro by her, Jean 
MacDonald, and Vanette Schwartz of Milner Library faculty requesting an interpretation by 
URC of a new faculty evaluation policy recently communicated at a Milner Library faculty 
meeting (see attached). The new policy provides for solicitation by associate deans of 
anonymous feedback from faculty and staff regarding tenure-line faculty who serve as 
administrative coordinators. Bonnell reported that Human Resources has been consulted 
regarding the policy and has approved its use. Bonnell noted, however, that sections V.C.2.d 
and XIV.A.1 of ASPT policies prohibit use of anonymous feedback other than student 
reactions to teaching performance. Bonnell expressed concern that administrative coordinators 
would not be allowed to review the anonymous comments. The comments would instead be 
reviewed and used exclusively by the associate deans. 

 
Catanzaro explained that is it in the purview of URC to respond to the request from the Milner 
Library faculty members, as one role of URC is to interpret ASPT policies. 
 
Catanzaro asked Bonnell if the administrative functions that would be evaluated using 
anonymous surveys are evaluated as service contributions. Bonnell responded that the 
administrative functions are evaluated in the category of librarianship, which is analogous to 
the teaching category recognized by most academic units on campus. 
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Catanzaro said that while it is good for the library to encourage feedback from persons with 
whom the administrative coordinators work, ASPT policies are clear that use of anonymous 
feedback of this type in evaluation of tenure-line faculty members is not allowed. 
 
Chidester noted that faculty members in his unit have been asked to anonymously evaluate the 
chairperson. Use of anonymous feedback in that manner has seemingly been deemed 
acceptable, he added. Catanzaro explained that department chairpersons and school directors 
can be evaluated anonymously because they are not subject to ASPT policies. They are instead 
evaluated as administrative/professional employees. 
 
Catanzaro asked Bonnell if current Milner Library ASPT policies allow someone to submit 
anonymous feedback regarding administrative coordinators. Bonnell responded that current 
Milner policies do not allow such anonymous feedback. If someone wants to offer such 
feedback, she or he would need to sign it. Chidester asked if anonymous feedback regarding 
administrative coordinators has been solicited at Milner Library in the past. Bonnell responded 
that it has not. Chidester said that if a policy providing for anonymous feedback is not now in 
Milner Library DFSC policies, Milner cannot implement the proposed policy.  
 
Dean stated that, on its surface, the proposed policy violates ASPT policies. Allowing Milner 
Library to solicit anonymous feedback regarding faculty members serving as administrative 
coordinators would be analogous to asking faculty members to evaluate her work on a 
committee. She said that if there is no provision in Milner DFSC policies for such feedback, 
then it is a violation of ASPT policies even if the intent is good.  
 
Bonnell asked if the library may assign responsibility for reviewing anonymous feedback to 
one person. She said that she is used to having committees review feedback instead. Catanzaro 
responded that review of feedback by one person is allowed. 

 
Catanzaro suggested that if there is interest among Milner Library faculty in incorporating 
feedback regarding administrative coordination into the faculty evaluation process, library 
faculty might take more time to figure out how to do so. The question before the committee at 
this time is whether the method that has been proposed at Milner Library is consistent with 
current university ASPT policies. 
 
Catanzaro stated that Bonnell will need to recuse herself from committee deliberation 
regarding this matter. He asked if a quorum will be present if Bonnell were to do so. Jenkins 
responded that there would be a quorum and, consequently, action may be taken by the 
committee. 
 
[Bonnell left the meeting.] 
 
It was the consensus of the committee that the proposal by Milner Library to solicit 
anonymous feedback from faculty and staff regarding tenure-line administrative coordinators 
and to use said feedback in the faculty evaluation process violates university ASPT policies.  
 
Catanzaro suggested that Jenkins send a letter to the Milner Library faculty members who 
requested the URC interpretation to inform them of URC consensus in this matter. He added 
that the letter could include suggestions for how Milner Library might implement a process for 
including feedback in its evaluation of administrative coordinators. Catanzaro said that the 
situation might provide Milner Library an opportunity to reflect on the role of its 
administrative coordinators and how they fit into the larger personnel structure. 
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[Bonnell returned to the meeting.] 
 
Other 
 
Houston asked if URC is scheduled to discuss the provision in current ASPT policies for an 
equity review. Houston reported that she has talked with Academic Senate Chairperson Susan 
Kalter about this issue and has also attempted to obtain information related to the issue from 
Shane McCreery of the Office of Equal Opportunity, Ethics, and Access. Dean noted that the 
committee decided at its last meeting to have the appropriate subgroup review this matter and 
report back to the full committee in January. Dean noted that Houston is a member of that 
subgroup. Houston asked how her subgroup can obtain information needed to investigate the 
equity review issue, such as how the university defines an equity review and where requests 
for equity reviews originate. Catanzaro responded that subgroup members can contact him for 
assistance.  
 

VI. Adjournment 
 
Dean moved, Rubin seconded that the meeting be adjourned. The meeting adjourned  
at 4:04 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
Diane Dean, Secretary 
Bruce Stoffel, Recorder 

 
 
Attachments:   
 
Policy 3.1.29: Right of Access to Personnel Files (as recommended by the University Review Committee, 12-4-14) 

Policy 3.3.2: Faculty Hiring Procedure (as recommended by the University Review Committee, 12-4-14) 

Introduction to Appendix 2 of ASPT Policies (as recommended by the University Review Committee, 12-4-14) 

Memorandum dated 11-26-14 from Angela Bonnell, Jean MacDonald, and Vanette Schwartz, Milner Library Faculty Council 
members, to Dr. Sam Catanzaro, Assistant Vice President for Academic Administration, re Milner Library request for 
University Review Committee interpretation 
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December 4, 2014 

3.1.29 Right of Access to Personnel Files 
Initiating body: State of Illinois 

Contact: Associate Vice President of Human Resources (309-438-8311) 

Revised on: 

Policy 
The University shall maintain a complete official personnel file for each employee. These will 
be retained in the Office of the Human Resources. Related files for faculty are kept in the 
offices of the Provost, the College, and the Department/School.  The files shall contain only 
official communications directly related to employment and work performance. Anonymous 
communications shall not be included in this file, with the single exception of anonymous 
comments from student evaluations of courses in the case of faculty. 

Access to Personnel Files 
Illinois State University shall provide an employee the opportunity to view the file within 
seven working days following receipt of a written request. If the University can reasonably 
show that such a deadline cannot be met, the University shall have an additional seven days to 
comply. Employees should contact the Office of Human Resources for access to their 
personnel files. Academic employees also shall have access to related files at the 
Department/School, College, and Provost offices. 

Access to files shall be allowed only in the presence of an authorized office employee during 
regular office hours. Under no circumstance shall an individual have the right to remove the 
file from the office. After viewing, an employee may obtain copies of the information or 
documents in the personnel records at his/her own cost. Upon written request, employees have 
an unqualified right to examine all written materials which are considered in:  

1. determining that individual's qualifications for employment, 
2. making recommendations regarding appointment or nonreappointment, promotion, 

tenure,  
3. performance-evaluated salary recommendations,  
4. discharge/dismissal or other disciplinary action.  

Documents exempt from examination include: 

1. letters of reference, 
2. portions of test documents, 
3. materials used for management planning where the materials relate to or affect more 

than one employee, 
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4. records relevant to pending litigation, 
5. transcripts, if so indicated by granting institutions, 
6. placement papers if right to access has been waived, 
7. information of a personal nature about a person other than the employee inspecting a 

file, 
8. external peer-review documents, including letters of reference and external letters for 

promotion and tenure unless the writer waives confidentiality. 
9. any records alleging or investigating criminal activity or security records regarding 

possible criminal activity, unless and until such records are the basis for an adverse 
personnel action. 

Employees shall be notified at the earliest possible time if his/her personnel files are 
subpoenaed in accordance with the law. 

Disputed Records 
If an employee disagrees with any information contained in the personnel file, removal or 
correction of that information may be mutually agreed upon by the employee and the 
University. If an agreement cannot be reached, the employee may submit a written statement 
explaining his/her position and the University is required to attach the statement to the disputed 
portion of the personnel record. The employee's statement must be included whenever the 
disputed portion is released to a third party as required by law; this does not imply the 
employer's consent or agreement with the counter-statement. 

Basis of Policy 
Personnel Record Review Act, 820 ILCS 40, et seq. 
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3.3.2 Faculty Hiring Procedure 
Initiating body: Vice President and Provost, Office of Human Resources 

Contact: Assistant Vice President for Academic Administration (309-438-70181) 

Revised on:  

Policy 
The term 'Faculty' refers to any ranked or unranked appointment for the purpose of Instruction, 
Organized Research or Public Service in one of the academic (credit hour producing) 
departments and related areas.  There are three types of Faculty appointment: 

1. Tenured/Tenure-Track 
2. Non-Tenure Track 
3. Terminal 

Appointment to either of the first two types depends on the allocation of the position.  The 
third appointment type, Terminal, is reserved for faculty previously tenure-track who have 
been advised that they are in their last year of University employment.  Faculty on a terminal 
appointment are not entitled to the privileges of a probationary-tenure appointment and are not 
considered in the ASPT process. 

Included in Faculty are tenured/tenure-track and non-tenure-track faculty in Milner Library, 
University College non-tenure-track faculty, and individuals teaching for academic credit 
overseas.  

A Faculty appointment may carry an administrative title, reflective of the position, in addition 
to the academic rank.  

Sample faculty appointment letters for tenure-track positions are found at the Provost’s Office 
website.  Paperwork required for Faculty hiring or administrative titles can be found on the 
Office of Human Resources website.  Questions concerning Faculty hiring may be directed to 
the Office of Human Resources at 438-8311. 

 
 
 

http://provost.illinoisstate.edu/budget/
http://www.hr.ilstu.edu/
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APPENDIX 2 

University Guidelines and Criteria for Faculty Evaluation 

Faculty effort and activity are evaluated in three areas: teaching, scholarly and creative 
productivity, and service. Because these areas are mutually supportive, the activities 
undertaken in one area may at times overlap another. Despite this interdependence, each area 
has its own definition, its own activities, and its own guidelines and criteria for evaluation. The 
activities referred to in this section are illustrative rather than prescriptive. Departmental/school 
guidelines for evaluating teaching, scholarly and creative productivity, and service must be 
consistent with University guidelines. Departments/schools are expected to adapt these 
guidelines to their own unique situations as outlined in Section V.B.1 of the Faculty 
Appointment, Salary, Promotion and Tenure Policies. Departments/schools must consider a 
demonstration of quality of accomplishment and a standard of excellence as they select specific 
guidelines and criteria for evaluation.  

 



The following attachment has been redacted from the version of this document  
posted on the University Review Committee Minutes website. 

 
 

Memorandum dated 11-26-14 from Angela Bonnell, Jean MacDonald, and Vanette Schwartz, 
Milner Library Faculty Council members, to Dr. Sam Catanzaro, Assistant Vice President  

for Academic Administration, re Milner Library request  
for University Review Committee interpretation 
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UNIVERSITY REVIEW COMMITTEE 
Thursday, February 5, 2015 

3 p.m., Hovey 209 
 

MINUTES 
 
 
Members present: Rick Boser, Phil Chidester, Angela Bonnell, Diane Dean, Joe Goodman,  
Doris Houston, Sheryl Jenkins, David Rubin, Sam Catanzaro (non-voting) 
 
Members not present: Bill O’Donnell 
 
Others present: Bruce Stoffel (recorder) 
 
I. Call to order 

 
Chairperson Sheryl Jenkins called the meeting to order at 3 p.m. 

 
II. Approval of minutes from the December 4, 2014 meeting 

 
David Rubin moved, Joe Goodman seconded approval of minutes from the December 4, 2014, 
meeting as distributed prior to the meeting. The motion carried.  

 
III. Overview of spring 2015 committee work 

 
Jenkins identified four primary tasks the committee will undertake during the spring 2015 
term: reviewing CAST college standards, reviewing reports of ASPT activities from the 
colleges and the Faculty Review Committee, continuing review of ASPT policies, and 
reviewing the proposed suspension/dismissal policy. 
 

IV. Subgroup reports 
 

Jenkins asked each subgroup to briefly report findings of its review of the ASPT policies 
document.  
 
Subgroup 1(Phil Chidester and Joe Goodman) 
 
Goodman and Chidester reported on their review of the ASPT policies document overview, 
right of access to personnel documents (Section XIV), and appendices.  
 
Goodman noted that the words “shall” and “must” are used throughout the document. He 
asked if one or the other should be used consistently. Angela Bonnell said there had been 
deliberate discussion regarding this issue when the current version of the ASPT policies 
document was compiled. Diane Dean said it would not hurt to revisit the question. Rick Boser 
suggested that “shall” has legal connotations such that if an action is not done, negative 
consequences could result, like a fine. Chidester said that usage needs to be consistent 
throughout the document. Catanzaro suggested using “shall” unless committee members think 
otherwise.  
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Goodman asked if use of the pronoun “them” in the second line of the last paragraph on page 2 
(of the ASPT document) is appropriate. 
 
Chidester reviewed issues identified by the subgroup with respect to Section XIV and the 
appendices. He said he sent his comments to Bruce Stoffel via email prior to the meeting (see 
the attached report for an itemization of issues raised by Chidester). 
 
Subgroup 2 (Doris Houston and David Rubin) 
 
Houston and Rubin reported on their review of the ASPT committee structure (Sections I, II, 
III, IV, and V). In her report to the committee, Houston identified issues she had summarized 
in a document sent to the committee on behalf of the subgroup prior to the meeting (see 
attached). Houston reviewed substantive issues with the committee, asking committee 
members to send her their comments regarding minor wording changes. 
 
Regarding the subgroup suggestion that the second sentence of Section 1.A, be modified (from 
“The Board of Trustees has granted to the President final responsibility to formulate decisions 
based upon advice of the Provost and Faculty Review Committee …” to “The Board of 
Trustees has granted to the President final responsibility to formulate and implement policies 
based upon the advice of the Provost and the Faculty Review Committee …”), Diane Dean 
commented that existing wording is more accurate. Committee consensus was to not make the 
suggested change. 
 
Rubin explained the suggestion to add the following sentence to the end of Section 1.B: 
Additionally, no persons, at any level, may participate in deliberations regarding the 
evaluation of a spouse’s or relative’s senior administrator. Rubin explained that the sentence 
refers to the five-year evaluation of chairpersons. Catanzaro noted that evaluation of 
chairpersons is not addressed in the ASPT document, because chairpersons are evaluated in 
accordance with processes external to the ASPT system; chairpersons are evaluated through 
the ASPT system only when they apply for tenure or promotion (in faculty rank).  Catanzaro 
suggested that an alternative approach to addressing the concern regarding conflict of interest 
in chairperson evaluations might be to strengthen the conflict of interest passage in the ASPT 
document. 
 
Houston explained the suggestion by the subgroup to modify the passage regarding a 
university-wide equity review. The subgroup suggests stipulating that such a review “will” be 
conducted by URC and providing direction as to the definition of equity review, its purpose 
and methodology, reporting of results, and enactment of recommendations. Houston reported 
that she has tried to find an explanation for context of the passage by outreaching to Jim 
Jawahar (Associate Provost), Susan Kalter (Academic Senate Chairperson), and Shane 
McCreery (Director of the Office of Equal Opportunity, Ethics, and Access). Houston said that 
there appears to be no institutional memory of the University having ever conducted an equity 
review pursuant to ASPT policies. She said that OEOEA has addressed salary equity in some 
of its analyses and reports but not equity in hiring, tenure, and promotion.  

 
Boser asked what is meant by “equity review.” Houston responded that there are different 
definitions and that the subgroup has not yet offered one. Generally, the concept refers to 
reviewing the extent to which the University distributes its resources in an equitable manner, 
she said. Rubin said that salary comprehension could be an issue for review, noting that some 
departments at the University have a problem with that. Catanzaro reminded the committee 
that salary equity is addressed through salary incrementation policies set forth in the ASPT 
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document. One concern in conducting equity review might be potential contravening of the 
peer review process provided for in the document. Catanzaro also noted that reference to 
equity review in the ASPT document might be a holdover from a time when the University did 
not have a unit like OEOEA to conduct systematic analyses. But the OEOEA role in equity 
review has been limited to salary, Houston noted.  
 
Houston said more information gathering is needed in this matter, including review of the 
American Association of University Professors position and identification of equity review 
policies and practices at other universities.  

 
 Subgroup 3 (Angela Bonnell and Sheryl Jenkins) 

 
Bonnell and Jenkins reported on their review of Sections VI, VII, VIII, IX, X, and XI of the 
ASPT document.   
 
Bonnell circulated a copy of those sections annotated with her comments and suggestions (see 
attached). She and Jenkins reviewed the document with the committee.  
 
Regarding the question whether reference in the ASPT document to the instructor rank is still 
needed, Catanzaro said that the instructor rank among tenure-line faculty might still be used 
when hiring a faculty member who has not yet completed a dissertation but will need to do so 
to qualify for tenure. Chidester concurred. Catanzaro said that the question will need to be 
investigated with Human Resources. 

 
Bonnell explained that the committee may have already recommended changes to Section 
IX.B at prior meetings (e.g., passages related to the “stop-the-clock” provision). Rubin asked 
about the deadline for invoking the stop-the-clock mechanism. Catanzaro responded that a 
faculty member may invoke the provision at any time up to the date when the 
promotion/tenure application is due, although waiting that long is not recommended.  

 
Regarding the question whether reference to certification in Section IX.B.6 is still relevant and 
needed, Jenkins said that certification is important to faculty in Mennonite College of Nursing.  
 
Jenkins asked about the reference to “compensation equity adjustments” in Section X.A.5 
(related to post-tenure review). Catanzaro explained that evaluation of faculty performance 
across multiple years, which is possible in post-tenure review, may suggest the need for 
compensation adjustments when the need for such adjustments might not have been apparent 
in annual performance evaluations. Rubin asked about the source of funds for such 
compensation. Catanzaro responded that such funds typically come from the ASPT-mandated 
reserve of 10% of the raise pool for the Provost (XII.A.1), although individual units may 
choose to allocate funds for such adjustments as well in “Departmental Equity” (XII.A.2.c). 

   
 Subgroup 4 (Rick Boser and Diane Dean) 
 

Dean reported on her subgroup review of Sections XII and XIII of the ASPT document. She 
circulated a version of the sections with notes from the subgroup (see attached). 
 
Dean reported that the subgroup finds Section XII acceptable as it is. The subgroup suggests 
reorganizing Section XIII to make it easier to use and has suggested wording changes to bring 
uniformity across the text. All references to days need to be checked for accuracy and 
appropriateness. Clarification is needed whether a witness to a proceeding is allowed to attend 
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the proceeding and also whether an appellant may address the Faculty Review Committee in 
person.  

 
[Catanzaro left the meeting at this point] 

 
Houston asked how the committee should move forward with review and consideration of 
subgroup findings and recommendations. Jenkins responded that she will consult with 
Catanzaro and develop a plan for future discussions.  
 
Stoffel asked subgroups to send him any additional subgroup reports, which he will then 
compile and circulate to all committee members.  

 
V. Adjournment 

 
Boser moved, Bonnell seconded that the meeting be adjourned. The meeting adjourned  
at 4:02 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
Diane Dean, Secretary 
Bruce Stoffel, Recorder 

 
Attachments:   
 
Report from ASPT Subgroup 1 
Report from ASPT Subgroup 2 
Report from ASPT Subgroup 3 
Report from ASPT Subgroup 4 
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RIGHT OF ACCESS TO PERSONNEL DOCUMENTS 

XIV.  Right of Access To Personnel Documents 

A. General Policies: 
1. Illinois State University shall provide access to personnel documents in 

accordance with applicable statutes. Official personnel files are kept by the 
Provost’s Office, Human Resources, Departments/Schools, and/or Colleges. 
Anonymous communications other than student evaluations shall not be included 
in the official personnel file nor used as part of any ASPT evaluation or decision.  
 

3. Faculty members shall have the right to respond to materials contained in their 
official personnel files in the Office of the Provost, Human Resources, or in their 
Department/School or College files.  
 

B. Faculty Access to Personnel Files: 
 

3. The right of faculty members to examine written materials does not extend to 
letters of reference or to external peer review documents for that faculty 
member under 820 ILCS 40/10. However an external reviewer or referee may 
provide a written and signed waiver of confidentiality permitting the faculty 
member to examine the peer review letter(s), letters of reference, and/or 
documents.  

 
C. In the absence of a statutory restriction or judicial order, the University shall notify a 

faculty member upon receipt of a subpoena for the faculty member’s personnel file.  

APPENDIX 1 

(Pretty straightforward. My only observation is that there is inconsistency between the use of 
“must” and “shall” in the individual points. Is there any substantive difference between the two? 
In my mind, “must” seems to carry some sort of legal “or else,” while “shall” is softer – it’s just 
an expectation that such and such “shall be done.” Most of the individual points use “must;” 
those that don’t include: under B. Calendar for Promotion and Tenure, Nov. 1 and May 15; under 
D. Calendar for Cumulative Post-Tenure Review, March 8 and April 15; under E. Calendar for 
Reporting Requirements, May 1 (1st & 3rd paragraphs).  

APPENDIX 2 

 Factors Used For Evaluation of Teaching 

12. Development of new teaching techniques (videotapes, independent study modules, computer 
activities, instructional technologies, etc.);  

Comment [p1]: Should we include “or solicited 
supervisor reviews” to cover situations similar to the 
one we discussed going on at the library? I’m 
wondering if we might even refer to “unsolicited 
anonymous communications” as a way of leaving 
room open for official university surveys that seek 
anonymous feedback on performance outside of the 
classroom. 

Comment [p2]: And/or to be consistent with the 
rest of the points in XIV 

Comment [p3]: Again, and/or 

Comment [p4]: Add comma here 

Comment [p5]: Is there a provision for asking for 
this waiver of confidentiality? I don’t know what 
kind of document is used to solicit these materials 
from external reviewers. In other words, are we 
leaving it up to these reviewers to express the 
desire for such a waiver? Can faculty members 
request that such a waiver be offered to the 
reviewer?  

Comment [p6]: I’d reverse this sentence – as is, 
it seems to be saying that it is the absence of the 
statutory restriction or judicial order that triggers  
the notification, rather than the receipt of the 
subpoena. I’d suggest, then, “The University shall 
notify a faculty member upon the receipt of a 
subpoena for the faculty member’s personnel file 
unless such notification is prohibited by statutory 
restriction or judicial order.”  

Comment [p7]: Perhaps change to “video 
recording” to be more contemporary, as well as to 
generically cover all visual recording technologies?  
Does anyone use videotape anymore?  



Criteria for the Evaluation 
of Scholarly and Creative Productivity 

Definition of Research 

A large subset within the area of scholarly and creative productivity is commonly called 
research. The term “research” has been defined by the University Research Committee and the 
faculty evaluation system shall continue to recognize the University Research Committee’s 
definition of research and modes of documenting research. The University definition for research 
is given below:  

Evaluation Guidelines and Criteria for Scholarly and Creative Productivity 

6. Performances, exhibitions, and other creative activities locally, regionally, nationally and 
internationally; 

Comment [p8]: Slipping a comma in after 
“Committee” will help – I had to read through this 
sentence 4 times to make sense of it! 

Comment [p9]: “…and other creative activities 
engaged in locally, regionally…”  
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Report Submitted by Doris Houston and David Rubin 

February 3, 2015 
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The ASPT Committee Structure  

I. Committees: Policies, Selection, Organization, and Responsibilities 

A. It is understood that all committees act in an advisory capacity to the President. The Board of 
Trustees has granted to the President final responsibility to formulate and implement policies 
decisions based upon the advice of the Provost and the Faculty Review Committee, regarding 
appointment, salary, promotion, and tenure presented to the Board of Trustees (see XII.A). 

B. Members of the University Review Committee, Faculty Review Committee, and College Faculty 
Status Committees will be elected by April 15 and members of the Department/School Faculty 
Status Committees will be elected by May 1 of each academic year. Their terms of office will 
normally commence with the start of the fall semester. No faculty member may serve for more than 
two consecutive terms on any one of these committees. No persons, at any level, may participate in 
deliberations regarding their own evaluations or those of spouses or other relatives by law or by 
consanguinity. Additionally, nNo persons, at any level, may participate in deliberations regarding 
the evaluation of a their spouse’s or relative’s senior administrator.  

C. Elected members of the Academic Senate shall not be eligible for election to the University 
Review Committee or the Faculty Review Committee. Faculty members shall be eligible to serve on 
only one of the following elected bodies at a time: the University Review Committee, the Faculty 
Review Committee, a College Faculty Status Committee, or a Department/School Faculty Status 
Committee. College Council members shall not be eligible to serve on a College Faculty Status 
Committee. Those faculty members holding administrative appointments may not be elected to 
serve on ASPT committees (URC, FRC, CFSC, DFSC/SFSC). Vacancies on the University Review 
Committee, Faculty Review Committee, College Faculty Status Committee, or Department/School 
Faculty Status Committee shall be filled by established election procedures. No faculty member 
shall vote in the election of more than one department/school and one college. 

D. All deliberations and all results and reports of these deliberations by committees and officials 
within the faculty status system process shall be confidential, and files of committees and officials 
shall be managed in keeping with University policies regarding personnel files (see XIV). 

Confidentiality regarding academic personnel processes is not only an academic tradition, but is 
also a necessity for broad and candid participation in the personnel process if it is to remain a 
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shared governance process. While this necessary confidentiality may be breached by some legal 
inquiries, the confidentiality must, in the absence of any such inquiry, be respected and observed by 
all participants, committee members, officials, and applicants alike. 

All deliberations regarding of committee decisions s and officials within the faculty status system 
process shall be confidential (subject to Illinois and Federal laws) and files of committees and 
officials shall be managed in keeping with University policies regarding personnel files. 

At the beginning of DFSC/SFSC deliberations, the chair/director should remind committee 
members (and at the beginning of CFSC deliberations, so should a dean remind committee 
members) that the committee's work may be communicated only to the next level of the faculty 
status process as defined in Faculty Appointment, Salary, Promotion and Tenure Policies and 
approved revisions, or in two other very specific instances: 

First, if a DFSC/SFSC or CFSC committee member chooses to file a minority report, the text of such a 
report cannot reveal confidential aspects of a committee's or an official's deliberations. (A "minority 
report" is defined as a voluntary written statement submitted by a committee member(s) other 
than the Department/School Chairperson/Director indicating reasons for dissenting from an action 
or recommendation taken by the majority of the committee. Such a minority report may focus on 
the conclusions the author wishes to propose, and the evidence for such conclusions. Such an 
argument is understood to argue that the majority conclusions are flawed. The minority report 
must not breach the confidentiality of the faculty status process by reporting the deliberations of 
the committee, by reporting the views or statements of individual members of the committee 
during deliberations, or be communicated or transmitted to any member of the university other 
than the immediate next level of the faculty status process.) 

Second, should a member of a DFSC/SFSC or CFSC committee conclude that the committee or an 
official involved in the faculty status system process has violated the civil rights of an applicant, that 
member should immediately notify the University Office of Diversity and Affirmative Action, where 
a confidential inquiry will be initiated. 

II. University Review Committee (URC) 

A. The URC shall be comprised of elected faculty members with tenure (as defined on p. 1) and the 
Provost or the Provost's designee, who is an ex officio non-voting member. Each college shall have a 
minimum of one member on the URC. Any College with more than one hundred faculty members 
shall have one additional member for every additional one hundred faculty members (or major 
fraction thereof). Members from each College shall be elected at large for staggered three-year 
terms by and from the faculty of each College. In addition, the URC shall include a faculty 
representative, subject to the qualifications, proportions, and term outlined for college 
representatives, elected by and from the faculty members of the Milner Library. Each College Dean 
and the University Libraries Dean shall inform the Provost of individuals elected to the URC. 
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B. The URC shall elect a Chairperson, a Vice-Chairperson, and a Secretary from among its 
membership. 

C. A primary responsibility of the URC is to formulate, and at five-year intervals and on an as-
needed basis, revise the Illinois State University ASPT document. If necessary, the URC will forward 
appropriate recommendations for revision of these policies and procedures to the Academic Senate. 
Unless otherwise provided, revisions of these policies shall be effective as of January 1 of the year 
following approval by the Faculty Caucus of the Academic Senate. The URC reviews and approves 
college standards at five-year intervals and on an as-needed basis. The URC considers 
Department/School policies and procedures only at the request of the appropriate Dean or 
DFSC/SFSC. It does not consider individual cases. In order to fulfill this primary function, the URC 
shall receive annual reports from each College Faculty Status Committee (see IV.D.) and from the 
Faculty Review Committee (see III.F.). 

D. The URC may conduct a University-wide equity review. In this case, the URC shall develop an 
appropriate equity distribution plan. This plan must be approved by the faculty members of the 
Academic Senate prior to its implementation. The Office for Diversity and Affirmative Action shall 
determine the criteria for affirmative action equity review in consultation with the URC. 

"The URC will conduct a university-wide equity review every XXXX years.  The URC shall develop 
written guidelines for these reviews and shall develop an appropriate equity distribution plan.  This 
plan must be approved by the Faculty Caucus of the Academic Senate prior to its 
implementation.  The Office of Equal Opportunity, Equity and Access shall assist the URC in 
determining criteria for the affirmative action portion of these equity reviews." 

1. Definition of Equity Review 
2. Purpose and Method of equity review  

a. Personnel to be reviewed for equity review  
i. OEOEA affirmative action  

b. Scope of equity review policy 
3. Instrument to report results of equity review findings 
 Enactment of Equity Review and Appeal of Equity Review  
4.  

E. In consultation with the URC, as is deemed necessary, the Provost shall (1) ensure that University 
faculty status policies and procedures are available to all faculty members, (2) distribute the faculty 
status calendar indicating specific dates by which time the Departments/ Schools and Colleges are 
to perform their stated function, (3) receive an aggregate  general report of faculty performance-
evaluation appraisals made by each DFSC/SFSC and each CFSC, (4) provide interpretations of ASPT 
policies related to procedure and (5) submit a summary of faculty performance recommendations 
to the President. This summary shall also be made available to the Academic Senate in Executive 
Session.  
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Final reports prepared for the Board of Trustees shall be available for review by members of the 
Academic Senate at least forty-eight hours (2 business days) prior to the Executive Session. Faculty 
members of the Academic Senate may present suggestions or comments in writing to the President. 
During the Executive Session only written comments to the President, received prior to the 
Academic Senate meeting, can be discussed. There shall be no discussion of individual faculty 
members. 

F. In consultation with the Provost, the URC shall (1) develop the faculty status calendar indicating 
specific dates by which time the Departments/Schools and Colleges are to perform their stated 
functions and (2) provide interpretations of ASPT policies and procedures as needed. Any faculty 
member or committee may request interpretation of ASPT policies. Such opinions are advisory; 
appeals of specific actions taken under the ASPT process must be directed to the appropriate 
appellate body. During an appeal, the appeal committee may consult with the URC regarding 
interpretations of ASPT policies only in the broad sense; however, the URC shall not provide specific 
interpretation of a particular case. 

III. Faculty Review Committee (FRC) 

A. The FRC shall comprise elected faculty members with tenure (as defined on p. 1) who have 
served previously on a Department/School Faculty Status Committee or College Faculty Status 
Committee. Each college, including Milner Library, shall have a minimum of one member on the 
FRC. Any college with more than one hundred faculty members shall have one additional member 
for every additional one hundred faculty members (or major fraction thereof). Members from each 
College shall be elected at large for three-year staggered terms by the tenured and tenure-track 
faculty members from that College. Each College Dean, including Milner Library, shall inform the 
Provost of individuals elected to the FRC. 

B. The FRC shall elect a Chairperson, a Vice-Chairperson, and a Secretary from among its 
membership. 

C. The FRC as a whole shall consider appeals of promotion and tenure decisions only. An FRC 
member from an appellant's department/school will not take part in the appellant's appeal. Any 
member serving on a particular case shall continue on that case until the case is resolved, even if 
resolution occurs after the member's term would otherwise have ended. An appeal of a 
performance evaluation decision must be made to the CFSC (see XIII.F). 

D. Section XIII of this document details appeals policies and procedures. Prior to hearing promotion 
or tenure appeals, the FRC operates under the following guidelines: 

1. A faculty member may request a University-wide review of his/her credentials only if he/she has 
followed the procedures for resolving differences between individuals and the appropriate 
DFSC/SFSCs or CFSCs; 

2. If the procedures mentioned in III.D.1 have failed to resolve a tenure or promotion disagreement, 
a request for University-wide review shall be submitted to the FRC no later than March 15. 
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E. The FRC will be the University committee to hear an appeal for dismissal of a tenured faculty 
member. 

F. The FRC shall submit to the URC a final report summarizing the number of appeals by 
Department/School and College, the type of appeals, and the dispositions of these appeals. 

IV. College Faculty Status Committee (CFSC) 

A. Membership of the CFSC: 

1. Each College shall have a CFSC that comprises three to six faculty members (as defined on p. 1) 
whose locus of tenure is within that college and the Dean, who is an ex officio voting member and 
Chairperson of the Committee. All members of the committee must hold tenure. Members shall be 
elected at-large by the faculty (as defined above) of the College for staggered two-year terms. In 
those Colleges having six or more departments/schools, no Department/School shall have more 
than one representative. In no event shall one Department/School have more than two 
representatives. CFSC Guidelines must specify whether CFSC members may participate in, be 
present at, or vote in ASPT deliberations (including appeals) involving individuals from their own 
departments/schools. 

2. Milner Library shall have a CFSC that is comprised of two faculty members (as defined in the 
Overview) and the Dean, University Libraries, who is an ex officio voting member and Chairperson 
of the Committee. Elected members of the committee must hold tenure. Members shall be elected 
at-large by Milner Library Faculty for staggered two-year terms. Since Milner Library has no 
departments, Milner Library CFSC members may participate in all deliberations unless these 
deliberations involve them as individuals. 

3. The following stipulations shall apply to the Mennonite College of Nursing until it has an 
appropriate number of tenured faculty members. 

a. With no tenured faculty members, there shall be no CFSC; instead, the Dean shall be responsible 
for the implementation of faculty status policies. 

b. With one tenured faculty member (excluding the Dean), the CFSC shall comprise the tenured 
faculty member and the Dean. 

c. With two tenured faculty members (excluding the Dean) the CFSC shall comprise the two tenured 
faculty members and the Dean. 

d. With three tenured faculty members (excluding the Dean), the CFSC shall comprise the three 
tenured faculty members and the Dean. 

B. CFSC Review of Departmental/School Policies and Procedures: 
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1. The CFSC shall review Department/School policies and procedures for appointment, 
reappointment, performance-evaluation, promotion, tenure, and post-tenure reviews with 
authority to ensure conformity to College standards and University policies and procedures.  

2. The CFSC shall review Department/School policies and procedures for the allocation monies 
devoted to performance-evaluated salary increments. These policies and procedures are left to the 
discretion of each Department/School, but the CFSC shall review them for clarity, and fairness, and 
internal consistency. 

3. The URC shall be notified in writing of decide in the event of a disagreement between a 
DFSC/SFSC and a CFSC regarding the development of the policies and procedures. In such case, URC 
will decide which proposed policy and/or procedure best represents the interests of the university. 

C. CFSC Review of Departmental/School Recommendations: 

1. In all situations involving tenure, the CFSC shall review the cases of the individuals involved and 
either endorse the DFSC/SFSC's recommendation or reach an alternate recommendation. 

2. 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 an 
application for promotion 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. 

3. The CFSC shall receive a report of the DFSC/SFSC recommendations for performance-evaluated 
salary increments. The CFSC shall approve the recommendations in the report for consistency and 
conformity to Department/School policies, College standards and University policies. Faculty 
members may appeal to the CFSC a DFSC/SFSC performance-evaluated review. The CFSC shall serve 
as the final appellate body for a performance evaluated review (see XIII.H.). 

4. In cases of tenure and promotion, the DFSC/SFSC shall forward to the CFSC the candidate's 
evidence of accomplishment, together with its recommendation and rationale, all minority reports, 
and the chairperson's/director's recommendation (if required) and rationale. 
Chairpersons/directors are required to write a separate report when the chairperson's/director's 
recommendation differs from the DFSC/SFSC recommendation. (A "minority report" is defined as a 
voluntary written statement submitted by a committee member(s) other than the 
Department/School Chairperson/Director indicating reasons for dissenting from an action or 
recommendation taken by the majority of the committee. Such a minority report may focus on the 
conclusions the author wishes to propose, and the evidence for such conclusions. Such an argument 
is understood to argue that the majority conclusions are flawed. The minority report must not 
breach the confidentiality of the faculty status process by reporting the deliberations of the 
committee, by reporting the views or statements of individual members of the committee during 
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deliberations, or be communicated or transmitted to any member of the university other than the 
immediate next level of the faculty status process.) Materials may be requested by the CFSC to 
clarify, support or substantiate the faculty credentials. In those rare instances when an event occurs 
or information becomes available after the initial recommendation of the DFSC/SFSC and before 
deliberation of the CFSC, which event or information has direct bearing on the review, such event or 
information may be considered by the CFSC with full written disclosure to the candidate and the 
DFSC/SFSC. The CFSC shall notify the candidate in writing of its intended recommendation and 
rationale before submitting its recommendation to the Provost and shall provide opportunity for 
the candidate to meet with the CFSC to discuss the intended tenure and/or promotion 
recommendation. The candidate who believes that relevant factors or materials have been ignored 
or misinterpreted shall be entitled to present arguments and additional materials. This activity 
must be accomplished within the time period provided for CFSC review (see Appendix 1.B). The 
candidate must provide to the DFSC/SFSC any evidence provided to the CFSC that was not 
previously shared with the DFSC/SFSC. 

5. The CFSC recommendation and rationale, any minority reports, and the Dean's recommendation 
(if required) and rationale shall be forwarded in writing to the candidate, the DFSC/SFSC, and the 
Provost. Any member of the CFSC may submit a minority report as defined in I.D. (pp----) of this 
document. (A "minority report" is defined as a voluntary written statement submitted by a 
committee member(s) other than the Dean indicating reasons for dissenting from an action or 
recommendation taken by the majority of the committee. Such a minority report may focus on the 
conclusions the author wishes to propose, and the evidence for such conclusions. Such an argument 
is understood to argue that the majority conclusions are flawed. The minority report must not 
breach the confidentiality of the faculty status process by reporting the deliberations of the 
committee, by reporting the views or statements of individual members of the committee during 
deliberations, or be communicated or transmitted to any member of the university other than the 
immediate next level of the faculty status process.) Deans are required to write a separate report 
when their recommendation differs from the CFSC recommendation. 

6. The candidate's application, DFSC/SFSC and CFSC reports, all minority reports from those 
committees, together with the chairperson's/director's and dean's reports (if required) shall be 
used by the Provost in formulating a recommendation. The Provost may request further 
information about any of the recommendations or from the candidate before making a 
recommendation to the President. In those rare instances when an event occurs or information 
becomes available after the recommendation of the CFSC and before deliberation of the Provost, 
which event or information has direct bearing on the review, such event or information may be 
considered by the Provost with full written disclosure to the candidate, the DFSC/SFSC and the 
CFSC. 

D. CFSC Reporting Requirements: 
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1. The CFSC shall inform the appropriate DFSC/SFSC and the faculty member in writing of all its 
actions and recommendations regarding faculty members (see IV.C. 1-6). In reporting all formal 
CFSC actions and recommendations to the Provost a record of the numeric vote shall be included. 

2. All DFSC/SFSC and CFSC reports with all materials and documents used in making the 
recommendation shall be forwarded to the Provost for review. After receiving and considering 
these reports, the Provost shall make recommendations to the President. 

3. Each CFSC shall submit by May 1 an annual report to its College Council and to the URC. This 
report should include, for Departments/Schools and for the College as a whole, the following 
information: 

a. the number of eligible faculty recommended and not recommended for tenure; 

b. the number of eligible faculty recommended for promotion to each rank; 

c. the number of times the CFSC concurred with DFSC/SFSC recommendations for promotion and 
for tenure; 

d. the number of promotion and tenure cases in which the CFSC reached alternate 
recommendations to those made by DFSC/SFSCs; 

e. the number of promotion and tenure cases in which each Department/School 
Chairperson/Director made alternate recommendations to those reached by the DFSC/SFSC; 

f. the number of promotion and tenure cases in which the Dean made alternate recommendations to 
those reached by CFSCs. 

g. the number and disposition of appeals; 

h. the number of faculty members recommended for performance-evaluated salary increments. 

i. by department, the number of non-reappointed tenure track faculty members with the number of 
years served at Illinois State and the number of years attributed to the faculty member before hire.  

 

E. CFSC College Standards: 

1. With appropriate faculty input, each CFSC shall develop brief College Standards that identify 
requirements unique and special to the mission of the College and its faculty. College Standards 
shall be limited to qualitative statements linked to the guidelines for teaching, scholarly and 
creative productivity, and service (see Appendix 2). College Standards shall not contain numeric 
thresholds or ranking of criteria for measuring performance of faculty. College Standards are 
appended to the ASPT document and are subject to review by the University Review Committee 
every fifth year. The College Standards shall be approved by a majority vote of the 
departments/schools within each College. Each department/school shall have one vote, 
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representing the majority vote of the department/school faculty eligible to vote according to ASPT 
policy. Colleges through their CFSCs may propose reasonable and modest revisions to their 
Standards during the interim. These Standards or recommended revisions to them shall be 
submitted to the URC by May 1. 

V. Department/School Faculty Status Committee (DFSC/SFSC) 

A. Membership of the DFSC/SFSC: 

1. Except as noted in V.A.4., each Department/School shall have a DFSC/SFSC that comprises at least 
three faculty members (as defined on p. 1) whose locus of tenure is within that Department/School 
and the Chairperson/Director of the Department/School, who is an ex officio voting member and 
Chairperson of the Committee. The majority of the elected committee members must be tenured, 
except as noted in V.A.4. Department/School policies shall not preclude the election of probationary 
faculty members to the DFSC/SFSC. Faculty members of the DFSC/SFSC shall be elected by 
Department/ School faculty members (as defined above) for two-year staggered terms. Election 
procedures shall be submitted by each Department/School to the CFSC for approval. For ASPT 
purposes, the faculty members of the Milner Library and the Mennonite College of Nursing subject 
to the ASPT system shall each elect a DFSC/SFSC.  

2. An untenured faculty member shall not be elected to a term that coincides with the year in which 
the DFSC/SFSC is considering the individual for tenure. A tenured faculty member shall not be 
elected to a term that coincides with the year in which they will be a member of the DFSC/SFSC in 
considering themselves for promotion.   

3. The Department/School shall develop written procedures, subject to review by the CFSC, for 
electing one of its number to complete an unexpired term. 

4. The following stipulations shall apply to Departments/Schools with few or no tenured faculty 
members: 

a. In a Department/School with no tenured faculty members, there shall be no DFSC/SFSC; instead 
the Department/School Chairperson/Director shall be responsible for the implementation of 
faculty status policies. 

b. In a Department/School with one tenured faculty member (excluding the Chairperson/Director), 
the DFSC/SFSC shall comprise the tenured faculty member, an elected faculty member and the 
Chairperson/Director. 

c. In a Department/School with two tenured faculty members (excluding the 
Chairperson/Director), the DFSC/SFSC shall comprise two elected faculty members, at least one of 
whom holds tenure, and the Chairperson/Director. 
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5. Each Department/School shall develop policies and procedures for use when DFSC/SFSC 
members are evaluated. These policies and procedures must be approved by the majority vote of 
the Department/School faculty. 

B. DFSC/SFSC Development of Departmental/School Policies and Procedures: 

1. Following appropriate faculty input, each DFSC/SFSC shall develop Department/School policies 
and procedures for appointment, reappointment, performance-evaluation, promotion, tenure, and 
post-tenure reviews. These policies and procedures shall be approved by the majority vote of the 
eligible Department/School faculty prior to January 1 of the year in which the policies and 
procedures take effect. Copies of these policies and procedures shall be distributed to each 
Department/School faculty member. These policies and procedures are left to the discretion of each 
Department/School but they shall be submitted to the appropriate CFSC, which will approve them 
for their conformity to College standards and University policies and procedures (see IV.B.1). 

2. Following appropriate faculty input, each DFSC/SFSC shall develop Department/School policies 
and procedures for the allocation of monies devoted to performance-evaluated salary increments 
and salary equity adjustments. These policies and procedures must be approved by the majority 
vote of the Department/School faculty prior to January 1 of the year in which the policies and 
procedures take effect. Copies of these policies and procedures shall be distributed to each 
Department/ School faculty member. These policies and procedures are left to the discretion of 
each Department/School, but they shall be submitted to the appropriate CFSC, which will approve 
them for their clarity, fairness, and conformity to College standards and University policies and 
procedures (see IV.B.2). 

C. DFSC/SFSC Responsibility for Review of Departmental/School Faculty: 

1. The DFSC/SFSC shall be responsible for conducting pre-tenure reappointment reviews. A pre-
tenure reappointment review is an evaluation of a probationary faculty member's professional 
activities and performance that culminates in a recommendation with regard to whether or not the 
probationary faculty member shall be reappointed for the coming year. Pre-tenure reappointment 
reviews shall be conducted annually until such time as the faculty member has been recommended 
for tenure in the University or has been given a notice of nonreappointment. 

2. The DFSC/SFSC shall be responsible for conducting summative reviews of evaluations of a faculty 
member's professional activities and performance for purposes of determining performance-
evaluated salary increments, formulating recommendations for promotion and tenure, for 
completion of post-tenure review and for dismissal. 

a. A performance evaluation review shall be conducted every year to determine the size of 
performance-evaluated salary increment to be awarded for the coming year (see XII.). 

b. A promotion or tenure review shall be conducted as a necessary step in the formulation of a 
written recommendation concerning promotion and tenure. This review shall support a 
Departmental/School recommendation concerning promotion or tenure and be completed, with the 
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approval of the DFSC/SFSC, only at the time an individual is considered for promotion or tenure. A 
faculty member's academic department/ school may initiate recommendations with respect to 
promotion in rank, regardless of the allotment of a faculty member's time. After serving the 
minimum period of time at a particular rank, a faculty member may also request consideration for 
promotion and provide the documentation supporting the request (see IV.C.2.). A faculty member's 
academic department/ school initiates review for tenure (see IX.B.4.). Departments/schools are 
encouraged to recommend early tenure only in unusual circumstances. 

c. In compliance with Board of Trustees Policies, a post-tenure review shall be conducted for each 
tenured faculty member after the date of the faculty member's achievement of tenured status. 
Cumulative post-tenure performance evaluation policies, procedures, and criteria shall be part of 
DFSC/SFSC policies. Cumulative post-tenure review responses written by the DFSC/SFSC should 
reflect annual evaluations of the faculty member during the review period. The Provost's Office 
shall have access to cumulative post-tenure evaluation policies, procedures, and criteria and to the 
results of cumulative post-tenure evaluations on a yearly basis (see X.). 

d. In support of any of these evaluative activities, the DFSC/SFSC shall collect information from each 
faculty member that includes, but shall not be limited to, systematically gathered student reactions 
to teaching performance in addition to supplemental measures of faculty teaching performance (e.g. 
ctlt observations, tenured faculty observations, faculty assessment tools etc. The anonymity of 
students shall be preserved as far as possible. Anonymous communications (other than officially 
collected student reactions to teaching performance) shall not be considered in any evaluative 
activities. 

3. The DFSC/SFSC shall be responsible for making recommendations regarding faculty contracts 
and appointments, for reappointment and non-reappointment, for performance evaluation, for 
salary adjustments and for promotion, tenure, and dismissal. 

4. In cases of tenure and promotion the DFSC/SFSC shall notify the candidate of its intended 
recommendation and rationale before submitting its recommendation to the CFSC and shall provide 
opportunity for the candidate to meet with the DFSC/SFSC to discuss the intended tenure and 
promotion recommendation. The candidate who believes that relevant factors or materials have 
been ignored or misinterpreted shall be entitled to present arguments and supplement his or her 
materials before final recommendation by the DFSC/SFSC. This activity must be accomplished 
within the time period provided for DFSC/SFSC review (see Appendix 1.B). The candidate’s 
evidence of accomplishment together with the DFSC/SFSC recommendation and rationale, the 
Chairperson/Director’s report, if required (see IV.C.4), and all minority reports shall be forwarded 
in writing to the candidate, the CFSC, DFSC/SFSC and the Provost. Any member of the DFSC/SFSC 
may submit a minority report (see IV.C.4). If additional materials are used by the DFSC/SFSC to 
reach a recommendation the DFSC/SFSC must inform the candidate in writing about their use and 
the materials must be made available to the candidate. All materials used in arriving at a 
recommendation must be forwarded on to the CFSC. 

Comment [HD14]: Should this section be more 
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URC Subgroup 2: Doris Houston/David Rubin 
 
D. DFSC/SFSC Reporting Requirements: 

1. The DFSC/SFSC shall inform each departmental/school faculty member in writing of DFSC/SFSC 
recommendations and the Chairperson's/Director's recommendations (if required in IV.C.4) 
pertaining to his or her rank, tenure status, and salary increments according to the annual faculty 
status calendar given in this document (see Appendix 1). The DFSC/SFSC shall also report its 
recommendations regarding performance evaluations, promotions, and tenure to the CFSC and to 
the faculty member affected by these actions. Any DFSC/SFSC member may submit a minority 
report (see IV.C.4). In reporting DFSC/SFSC actions and recommendations to the CFSC and to the 
faculty member affected by these actions and recommendations, the DFSC/SFSC shall include a 
record of its numeric vote and forward all material used in arriving at the recommendation. The 
DFSC/SFSC shall observe strict confidentiality regarding its recommendation and its deliberations. 

 



 
 
 
 
 

University Review Committee 
ASPT Subgroup 3 

 
Report Submitted by Angela Bonnell 

February 5, 2015 





































 
 
 
 
 

University Review Committee 
ASPT Subgroup 4 

 
Report Submitted by Diane Dean 

February 5, 2015 

































APPROVED 2-26-15 

UNIVERSITY REVIEW COMMITTEE 
Thursday, February 12, 2015 

3 p.m., Hovey 209 
 

MINUTES 
 
 
Members present: Rick Boser, Phil Chidester, Angela Bonnell, Diane Dean, Joe Goodman,  
Doris Houston, Sheryl Jenkins, David Rubin, Sam Catanzaro (non-voting) 
 
Members not present: Bill O’Donnell 
 
Others present: Bruce Stoffel (recorder) 
 
I. Call to order 

 
Chairperson Sheryl Jenkins called the meeting to order at 3:02 p.m. 

 
II. Approval of minutes from the February 5, 2015 meeting 

 
Bruce Stoffel circulated minutes of the February 5, 2015 meeting to committee members. 
Jenkins asked that approval of the minutes be deferred to the February 26, 2015 meeting to 
allow committee members sufficient time to review them.  

 
III. Process for discussing ASPT sub-group recommendations 

 
Jenkins said that review of sub-group recommendations would commence at the next 
committee meeting, scheduled for February 26, 2015. Jenkins asked that committee members 
plan to work through issues in sub-group order, from Sub-group 1 to Sub-group 4.  

 
IV. Draft ASPT policies on faculty discipline 

 
Sam Catanzaro provided context for review of draft ASPT policies regarding faculty discipline 
(see attached). In 2013-2014 the Academic Senate chairperson requested development of a 
more informative and detailed policy regarding faculty dismissal. That year the University 
Review Committee and the Faculty Affairs Committee of the Academic Senate considered the 
matter and provided feedback regarding a draft policy. As review of the policy proceeded, it 
became clearer to Catanzaro that the policy should be integrated with ASPT policies, so the 
policy document reviewed in 2013-2014 has been recast as part of the ASPT document. After 
reviewing an earlier draft of the proposal, the Faculty Affairs Committee recommended adding 
provisions for minor sanctions to the provisions for suspension and dismissal. That has been 
done, Catanzaro said.  
 
Catanzaro informed committee members that just one faculty member has been dismissed 
from Illinois State University since its founding in 1857. Having a policy in place would help 
guide the University through the stress related to a proposed dismissal in the unlikely event 
one should occur. The draft being considered at this meeting reflects benchmarking with 
institutions similar to Illinois State University with respect to size, shared governance culture, 
and mission. The draft also takes into account recommendations of the American Association 
of University Professors (AAUP). 
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Catanzaro said that the draft suspension and dismissal policy will be considered by URC as 
part of the larger package of changes to the ASPT document. Catanzaro will keep the Faculty 
Affairs Committee chairperson updated regarding URC progress in reviewing the suspension 
and dismissal policy. 
 
Catanzaro asked for feedback from committee members regarding the latest draft. 
 
Referring to Section XI.A.5 (line 31), Phil Chidester asked how often the University has 
dismissed faculty members due to program termination. Catanzaro responded that program 
termination is rare. He added that procedures have already been adopted to guide the 
University through those rare instances. Those procedures provide for reassignment of faculty 
members to other programs when feasible. Rubin asked if those procedures cover non-tenure 
track faculty members as well as tenure track faculty members. Catanzaro responded that the 
policy addresses tenure track faculty.  
 
Rick Boser suggested dropping use of the word “minor” to describe sanctions. Problems 
elevated to discussion of sanctions, such as violations of the Code of Ethics, are not minor, he 
said. Agreeing with Boser, Chidester suggested referring to “sanctions” rather than “minor 
sanctions.” Catanzaro explained that the Faculty Affairs Committee decided to use the term 
“minor” after reviewing a similar policy from Michigan State University. Catanzaro will 
consider other terminology.  
 
Referring to Section XII.B.2 (beginning on line 96), Chidester suggested that a DFSC/SFSC 
should inform the faculty member before communicating a recommendation for a sanction to 
the appropriate Dean and the Provost. This would be consistent with the approach described 
elsewhere in the ASPT document to work through problems at the unit level, especially issues 
that are minor. Chidester expressed concern that a DFSC/SFSC might start reporting minor 
issues to the Provost when those issues should instead be resolved by the unit. Boser agreed, 
suggesting adding language to the effect that a faculty member will be notified of any action 
before it is reported outside the department. Catanzaro said he will draft language to address 
this concern.  
 
Referring to Section XIII.C, line 129, Boser asked if the sentence “Individuals suspended 
without pay and subsequently exonerated can be compensated” should instead read 
“Individuals suspended without pay and subsequently exonerated shall be compensated.” 
Catanzaro noted that university legal counsel prefers using the term “can,” however in practice 
the University would most likely compensate the faculty member. Catanzaro will revisit this 
matter with legal counsel.  
 
Referring to Section XIII.D.2, line 144, Boser asked if the phrase “to this” is redundant in that 
context. He also noted inclusion of two periods after that phrase. Catanzaro said that he 
typically prefers redundancy if it serves to clarify, but he will omit the phrase “to this” in this 
instance and will also correct the punctuation. 
 
David Rubin asked if a flow chart will be added to this new draft, as was the case with a prior 
draft. Angela Bonnell agreed with Rubin’s suggestion. Catanzaro said he could add a flow 
chart after the committee has decided on the text or, if a flow chart would help committee 
members in their review of the draft, he could create one now.      
 
Referring to Section XIV.A.1.b, Diane Dean asked if there really might be situations in which 
a faculty member might not want to receive a written statement of reasons for non-
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reappointment. Catanzaro explained that once reasons are written, the written statement may 
be discoverable. The wording in the draft is recommended by AAUP and allows faculty 
members to decide whether to have reasons committed to writing based on circumstances 
unique to each case.  
 
Referring to that same section, Boser questioned whether it would be appropriate to ask a 
chair/director to draft and send the written statement. This might be challenging, especially for 
new chairs/directors, he said. Catanzaro responded that assistance from the dean, Provost’s 
office, and university general counsel is implied.  
 
Referring to Section XIV.3.j.i, Chidester asked about the rationale for the Faculty Review 
Committee (FRC) deciding whether a hearing should be public or private. Catanzaro explained 
that FRC would attempt to reach a mutually agreeable arrangement with the faculty member 
regarding the nature of the hearing, exercising professional judgment in doing so. Ultimately, 
however, FRC would make the final decision in such matters, as the body convening the 
hearing. 
 
Catanzaro noted another redundant “to this” phrase on line 387. 
 
Boser asked that the document be edited for consistency in use of semi-colons and periods.  
 
Chidester thanked Catanzaro for consistency with use of the term “shall,” noting that this draft 
is much more consistent with that usage than other documents the committee has been 
reviewing recently. 
 
Chidester expressed concern that there could be a glaring omission in the draft that might not 
yet be obvious but might be detected through review of a flow chart illustrating processes 
described in the text. Catanzaro said he will work to complete a flow chart before the next 
URC meeting. He will send the chart to committee members in advance of the next meeting 
and ask members to review the document once more, using the flow chart as an aid.  
 
Catanzaro asked committee members if they have any issues related to the recommended 
timelines attached to the draft policy. He reminded committee members that extensions can be 
granted by the Provost or the President if conditions warrant them.  
 
Jenkins asked if the timelines attached to the draft policy will appear in the ASPT document. 
Catanzaro said they could. Jenkins noted irregular spacing in the Activity column in the sixth 
row (from the top) of the timeline titled “Dismissal – XIV, Dismissal of Tenured Faculty – 
XIV.B.” Catanzaro explained that entries in that row are intended to be subordinate to entries 
in the prior row. He will test if removing the line between those rows makes that hierarchy 
clearer. 
 
Rubin asked if there are any differences in the manner in which the policy relates to tenured 
and probationary faculty members. Catanzaro responded that faculty in the two categories are 
treated equally.  
 
Also referring to the timeline titled “Dismissal – XIV, Dismissal of Tenured Faculty – 
XIV.B,” Chidester noted that an entry in the Recommended Timeline column of row five 
(from the top) refers to setting a hearing “at least 10 business days after the date of the 
Provost’s letter …” Chidester suggested adding a deadline to that passage.  
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Referring to the recommended timeline titled “Dismissal – XIV, Probationary Faculty – 
Dismissal for Adequate Cause,” Doris Houston suggested that the phrase “As soon as is 
feasible” be replaced with clearer direction. She noted that a similar phrase appears in the text, 
on line 259 (page 6 of the draft). Perhaps that phrase could be deleted, she said. Catanzaro will 
delete the phrase from both locations.  
 
Houston noted that entries in that same timeline (titled “Dismissal – XIX, Probationary 
Faculty – Dismissal for Adequate Cause,” do not include text references as is the case with 
entries in other timelines in the draft. She asked if the notation in the timeline title to “A.3” 
means that all entries in that timeline refer to that section of the text. Catanzaro said it does.  
 
Catanzaro then summarized the changes he will make to the draft based on suggestions made 
at this meeting. He said he will circulate a revised policy, with a flow chart, for discussion at 
the next committee meeting. 
 
Jenkins said the next meeting is scheduled for February 26. The meeting will begin with 
discussion of the revised faculty discipline policy. The committee will then begin discussion 
of ASPT sub-group recommendations, beginning with recommendations from Sub-Group 1.  

 
V. Adjournment 

 
Chidester moved, Rubin seconded that the meeting be adjourned. The meeting adjourned  
at 3:53 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
Diane Dean, Secretary 
Bruce Stoffel, Recorder 

 
Attachments:   
 
Draft ASPT policies on faculty discipline, including 
 

Memorandum from Sam Catanzaro to Sheryl Jenkins dated January 30, 2015 
Recommended Timelines for Faculty Discipline 
Draft ASPT sections on Minor Sanctions, Suspension, and Dismissal/Termination of Appointment 
Proposed Revisions of ASPT Policies Table of Contents Reflecting Draft Sections on Disciplinary Actions 
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Vice President 
Provost of the University 

401 Hovey Hall 
Campus Box 4000 
Normal, IL 61790-4000 
Phone: (309) 438-7018 
Fax: (309) 438-5602 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
TO: Sheryl Jenkins, Chair, University Review Committee 
 
FROM: Sam Catanzaro, Assistant Vice President for Academic Administration 
 
RE: Draft ASPT Policies on Faculty Discipline 
 
DATE: January 30, 2015 
 
Attached please find a draft of new and revised sections of the ASPT Policies pertaining to 
faculty discipline.  I request that URC review this draft pursuant to ASPT Policy II.C, and that 
this review be completed in time for forwarding the sections to Faculty Caucus for final approval 
prior to the end of the Spring 2015 semester. 
 
Development of these draft policies began at the request of the Chair of the Academic Senate 
during 2013-14, with review by both URC and the Faculty Affairs Committee of the Academic 
Senate.  The attached version of these draft policies reflects the input of both committees.  Some 
highlights include: 
 

• Organization under the broad rubric of “Disciplinary Action,” with distinct sections on 
“General Considerations” (XI), “Minor Sanctions” (XII), “Faculty Suspensions” (XIII), 
and “Termination of Appointment of Probationary and Tenured Faculty” (XIV).  A draft 
of how this would appear in the ASPT Table of Contents is attached.  This approach will 
necessitate re-numbering of current ASPT Policies XI through XIV. 
 

• Last year, URC reviewed early versions of the sections on “Faculty Suspensions” (XIII) 
and on dismissal of Tenured Faculty (XIV.B).  FAC suggested the current organizational 
rubric and specifically requested development of sections on General Considerations and 
Minor Sanctions. General Considerations (XI) includes material that had been embedded 
in earlier versions of the sections on suspensions and on dismissal of tenured faculty. 
 

• The timelines have been lengthened compared to those that were included in the versions 
reviewed by URC last year.  A summary of the timelines is also attached. 
 

• Because of the extent of new material and re-organization, this version does not show 
tracked changes.  However, a few comments are included to provide additional 
background and some cross-referencing to the current ASPT Policies. 

  

An equal opportunity/affirmative action university encouraging diversity 
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DRAFT ASPT sections on Minor Sanctions, Suspension, and Dismissal/Termination of 1 
Appointment:  01-27-2015 2 
 3 

DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS 4 
 5 
XI.  General Considerations 6 
 7 

A. Types of Disciplinary Actions 8 
1. Faculty may be subject to discipline of varying levels.  Disciplinary 9 

actions include Minor Sanctions, Suspension, and Dismissal.   10 
 11 

2. Minor sanctions may be imposed for such adequate causes as violations of 12 
laws or University policies, including the Code of Ethics and its 13 
appendices. Specific policies related to minor sanctions are provided in 14 
ASPT XII. 15 
 16 

3. Suspension occurs when a faculty member is temporarily relieved of 17 
academic duties, such that the faculty member is not engaged in any 18 
teaching, research, or service activities at the University.  The faculty 19 
member could be on paid or unpaid status.  Specific policies related to 20 
suspensions are provided in ASPT XIII. 21 
 22 

4. It is understood that suspension (with or without pay) of faculty members 23 
will only be contemplated in circumstances when there is a reasonable 24 
threat of imminent harm to the University, including the faculty member 25 
in question, students, and other employees or when credible evidence of 26 
adequate cause for dismissal is available.  The administration of the 27 
University will inform the faculty member of its rationale for judging that 28 
suspension is indicated. 29 
 30 

5. Dismissal of a tenured faculty member may be effected by the University 31 
for such adequate causes as lack of fitness to continue to perform in the 32 
faculty member's professional capacity as a teacher or researcher; failure 33 
to perform assigned duties in a manner consonant with professional 34 
standards; malfeasance; or demonstrable University financial exigency or 35 
program termination.  Specific policies related to termination of tenured 36 
faculty appointments are provided in ASPT XIV.B. 37 
 38 

6. Termination of faculty due to financial exigency or program termination 39 
will follow the process outlined in the ISU Constitution (Article III, 40 
Section 4.B.2) and all applicable policies. 41 
 42 

B. Faculty Rights 43 
1. Disciplinary actions (including suspension or termination) or the threat 44 

thereof may not be used to restrain faculty members’ exercise of academic 45 
freedom.  Faculty members shall retain their right to file a grievance with 46 

Comment [SC1]: Currently ASPT Policy 
XI.B.1. 
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the Faculty Academic Freedom, Ethics, and Grievance Committee, if they 47 
believe that their academic freedom or the Code of Ethics has been 48 
violated. 49 
 50 

2. In all disciplinary proceedings, faculty members have the rights to due 51 
process, to timely notice, to seek advice, to respond to developments in the 52 
disciplinary process, and to have an advisor and/or counsel present at 53 
discussions, hearings, and appeals. Such advisor/counsel is advisory to the 54 
faculty member only. 55 
 56 

C. Faculty members’ duties may be reassigned temporarily while possible causes for 57 
disciplinary actions are being investigated or while the due process for a 58 
disciplinary action is being followed.  The reasons for such reassignment of duties 59 
will be provided to the faculty member.  Such reassignments will be made to 60 
prevent reasonable threats of harm to the University, the individual faculty 61 
member, or other members of the University community; when required by law; 62 
or when necessitated by pending criminal investigation or legal proceedings. 63 
 64 

D. Probationary faculty who face disciplinary actions and are either exonerated or 65 
required to complete corrective actions may request a one year “stop-the-clock” 66 
extension of their as probationary period, as described in IX.B.3.  The records of 67 
the disciplinary process, including documentation of exoneration and completion 68 
of any required corrective actions, may be reviewed in the tenure and promotion 69 
process as it bears on the faculty member’s performance in teaching, research, and 70 
service.  The purpose of such review will be to ensure that only the documented 71 
facts of the individual’s exoneration and/or corrective actions are considered. 72 
 73 

XII.  Minor Sanctions 74 
A. Minor sanctions include oral and written reprimand, fines, reduction in  salary, 75 

and requirement of corrective action.   76 
 77 

B. Minor sanctions may be initiated by a DFSC/SFSC or by the appropriate College 78 
Dean or by the Provost.   79 

1. The Dean or Provost may initiate minor sanctions upon receipt of a 80 
substantiated finding of violation from University Ethics Officer, for 81 
violations of the State Ethics Act and other relevant laws; the Academic 82 
Freedom, Ethics, and Grievance Committee, for violations of academic 83 
freedom or the Code of Ethics; the Office of Equal Opportunity, Ethics, 84 
and Access, for violations of the Anti-Harassment and Anti-85 
Discrimination Policy; or the Associate Vice President for Research, for 86 
violations of the Integrity in Research and Scholarly Activities policy.  87 
Disciplinary action will not be implemented until all appeals as provided 88 
for in the relevant policies are exhausted.  When the recommendation to 89 
initiate disciplinary action comes from the Dean or the Provost, the faculty 90 
member and the DFSC/SFSC will be informed in writing of the 91 
disciplinary action and its rationale.  In such cases, the DFSC/SFSC may 92 
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choose to communicate, in writing, a non-binding advisory 93 
recommendation to the Dean or Provost on the matter. 94 
 95 

2. The DFSC/SFSC may recommend minor sanctions whenever it becomes 96 
aware of evidence of cause for such action, as described in XI.A.2.  In 97 
such cases, the DFSC/SFSC shall communicate its recommendation to the 98 
appropriate Dean and the Provost.  The Provost may implement 99 
disciplinary action after consultation with the Dean. 100 
 101 

C. No minor sanctions may be implemented until all appeals relevant to the policies 102 
in question are exhausted.  103 
 104 

D. Application of minor sanctions will be communicated to the faculty member in 105 
writing by the Provost, who shall also inform the Chair/Director and Dean.  If the 106 
minor sanctions include corrective actions, the requirements of these corrective 107 
actions, including timeline and acceptable documentation will be described in the 108 
same written communication and copied to the personnel/ASPT file.  The faculty 109 
member may request, and shall receive, clarification of such requirements. 110 

 111 
XIII.  Faculty Suspensions 112 
 113 

A. Faculty members may be suspended for a specified time period, or with 114 
requirements of corrective action to be completed prior to reinstatement, or as a 115 
preliminary step toward termination of appointment/dismissal for cause (see 116 
XIV). 117 
 118 

B. A faculty member in the suspension process is afforded due process.  This right is 119 
balanced against the University’s responsibility to prevent harm to students, other 120 
employees, and the institution itself. 121 
 122 

C. Ordinarily, suspensions will be paid suspensions.  Suspensions without pay will 123 
only occur after the process described in XIII.D is completed and all appeals or 124 
related grievances are adjudicated.  In extraordinary cases when there is evidence 125 
that the faculty member has abandoned professional duties or is unable to fulfill 126 
such duties, a temporary suspension without pay may be instituted prior to 127 
completion of the University’s process.  Individuals suspended without pay and 128 
subsequently exonerated can be compensated. 129 
  130 

D. Procedural Considerations Related to Suspension 131 
 132 

1. Each step in the procedures described below should be completed as soon 133 
as is practicable, and normally in the time frame indicated.  However, the 134 
President or Provost may extend these deadlines for good reason, and 135 
concerned parties may request consideration for doing so.  The President, 136 
Provost, or their designee will communicate extensions of the normal 137 
timelines provided below in writing to all concerned parties.  Such 138 
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extensions shall not constitute a procedural violation of this policy. 139 
 140 

2. There shall be discussion between the faculty member, the Chair/Director, 141 
the Dean, and Provost, or their designees.  Ordinarily, the Provost’s 142 
designee will not be an attorney for the University, though there may be 143 
exceptions to this..  The intention of this discussion will be to develop a 144 
mutually agreeable solution that ensures safety for the University 145 
community and educational success of students.  This mutually agreeable 146 
solution could result in a suspension or a re-assignment of duties.   147 
 148 

3. While discussion is ongoing, the University reserves the right to 149 
temporarily re-assign a faculty member from any or all duties, including 150 
teaching, in order to prevent harm to the University or members of its 151 
community; when required by law; or when necessitated by pending 152 
criminal investigation or legal proceedings.  (See ASPT XI.C.) 153 
 154 

4. If a mutually agreeable solution is found, it shall be documented in writing 155 
signed by the faculty member and appropriate administrative officers of 156 
the university.  A mutually agreeable solution should be finalized within 5 157 
business days of initiation of discussion.  However, if the parties mutually 158 
agree in writing, this period may be extended if such extension would 159 
make agreeing to a solution likely. Such an agreement will be 160 
communicated to the Dean and Provost within 5 business days of the 161 
initiation of discussion. 162 
 163 

5. If a mutually agreeable solution cannot be found and it is determined that 164 
suspension is necessary, then the following process will take place. 165 

a. The Chair/Director will consult with DFSC/SFSC.  Such 166 
consultation will entail informing the DFSC/SFSC of the areas of 167 
concern and the reasons why suspension is indicated.  Such 168 
consultation will include review of relevant 169 
documentation/information (e.g., past performance evaluations; 170 
investigation report) and/or advice of Legal Counsel. 171 
 172 

b. The faculty member will be notified in writing of the 173 
consultation with the DFSC/SFSC, including the reasons why 174 
suspension is indicated.  The faculty member shall have the 175 
opportunity to present reasons why suspension should not occur, 176 
in writing, to the DFSC/SFSC.  The faculty member’s written 177 
statement shall be submitted within 5 business days of 178 
notification of the consultation with the DFSC/SFSC. 179 
 180 

c. There shall be documentation of the consultation with the 181 
DFSC/SFSC.  The elected members of the DFSC/SFSC may 182 
make a non-binding advisory recommendation to the 183 
Chair/Director.  Consultation with the DFSC/SFSC, 184 
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documentation of such, and any recommendations made by the 185 
DFSC/SFSC, shall be completed within 10 business days. 186 
 187 

d. Following DFSC/SFSC consultation, the Chair/Director shall 188 
consult with the Dean and Provost and provide written notice of 189 
a decision to the faculty member, Dean, and Provost within 5 190 
business days.  The DFSC/SFSC shall be informed of the 191 
decision.  If the reasons for the suspension also constitute 192 
adequate cause for dismissal as described below and in ASPT 193 
Policies XIV.B.1, the written notice shall so indicate, and the 194 
dismissal procedures delineated below shall commence. 195 
 196 

6. A suspended faculty member may appeal to the President within 10 197 
business days of the written notice from the Chair/Director, as described in 198 
XII.E.4.c.  Such appeal must be made in writing, with copies provided to 199 
the Chair/Director, Dean, and Provost.  Appeals may be based on 200 
substantive or procedural grounds.  The President shall rule on the appeal 201 
within 21 business days. 202 
 203 

7. Suspended faculty members shall retain their right to file a grievance with 204 
the Faculty Academic Freedom, Ethics, and Grievance Committee, if they 205 
believe that their academic freedom or the Code of Ethics has been 206 
violated.  Suspensions will remain in effect while such grievances are 207 
adjudicated. 208 
 209 

8. Faculty members who are suspended as a preliminary step toward 210 
dismissal for cause will retain their right to due process throughout the 211 
dismissal proceedings, which shall follow the principles and steps 212 
described below. 213 
 214 

XIV.  Termination of Appointment of Probationary and Tenured Faculty 215 
A. Probationary Faculty 216 

 217 
1. Recommendations for nonreappointment prior to a tenure decision shall be 218 

made by the DFSC/SFSC in consultation with the Dean and the Provost.  219 
The Chairperson/Director of the DFSC/SFSC shall communicate the 220 
recommendation of nonreappointment in writing to the faculty member, 221 
the Dean, and the Provost.  Nonreappointment can also be the result of a 222 
negative tenure recommendation.  Official notices of nonreappointment, 223 
whether issued prior to a tenure decision or as a result of a negative tenure 224 
decision, are issued from the Office of the Provost. 225 
 226 
a. Upon notice of non-reappointment other than a negative tenure 227 

recommendation, a probationary faculty member may request an oral 228 
statement of reasons for non-reappointment from the Chair/Director. 229 
 230 

Comment [SC2]: New numbering, see 
below 
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b. Following the oral statement of reasons for non-reappointment under 231 
a. (above), a probationary faculty member may request a written 232 
statement of reasons for non-reappointment from the Chair/Director. 233 
The Chair/Director shall advise the probationary faculty member of 234 
the pros and cons of obtaining such a statement in writing.  If the 235 
probationary faculty member still wishes a written statement, the 236 
Chair/Director shall provide the requested written statement. 237 
 238 

c. Appeals of non-reappointment other than those following a negative 239 
tenure decision shall be governed by Article XIII.J. 240 
 241 

d. Appeals of non-reappointment following a negative tenure 242 
recommendation shall follow the provision of Article XIII. F.  243 

 244 
2. Notice of termination shall be given not later than March 1 of the first 245 

academic year of service; or, if a one-year appointment terminates during 246 
an academic year, at least three months in advance of its termination; not 247 
later than February 1 of the second academic year of service; or, if the 248 
appointment terminates during an academic year, at least six months in 249 
advance of its termination; at least twelve months before termination of an 250 
appointment after two or more years of service. 251 
 252 

2.3.Termination of a probationary faculty for such adequate causes as lack of 253 
fitness to continue to perform in the faculty member's professional 254 
capacity as a teacher or researcher; failure to perform assigned duties in a 255 
manner consonant with professional standards; or malfeasance may 256 
proceed irrespective of the timeline specified in XIII.A.2.  Notice of such 257 
termination will be issued by the Provost, after consultation with the Dean 258 
and Department Chair/School Director, as soon as feasible.  Appeals may 259 
be made to the President within 10 business days of the Provost’s 260 
communication of the termination. The President shall rule on the appeal 261 
within 21 business days. 262 

 263 
B. Tenured Faculty 264 

 265 
1. The standard for dismissal of a tenured faculty member is that of adequate 266 

cause.  The burden of proof shall be upon the institution.  Negative 267 
performance-evaluation ratings shall not shift the burden of proof to the 268 
faculty member (to show cause why the faculty member should be 269 
retained).  Evaluation records may be admissible but may be rebutted as to 270 
accuracy. 271 
 272 

2. ASPT Policy V.C.3 provides for initiation of dismissal proceedings by the 273 
DFSC/SFSC.  University Administration may also initiate dismissal 274 
proceedings when it becomes aware of adequate cause.   275 
 276 

Comment [SC4]: Will change to XVI 
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3. Procedural Considerations Related to Termination of Appointment of 277 
Tenured Faculty 278 
 279 

a. Each step in the procedures described below should be completed 280 
as soon as is practicable, and normally in the time frame indicated.  281 
However, the President or Provost may extend these deadlines for 282 
good reason, and concerned parties may request consideration for 283 
doing so in writing.  The President, Provost, or their designee will 284 
communicate extensions of the normal timelines provided below in 285 
writing to all concerned parties.  Such extensions shall not 286 
constitute a procedural violation of this policy. 287 
 288 

b. If the recommendation to initiate dismissal proceedings comes 289 
from the Department, School, or College, then the DFSC/SFSC 290 
(per ASPT V.C.2) or Dean of the College in which the faculty 291 
member’s locus of tenure resides will submit a letter to the Provost 292 
describing charges that the University has adequate cause to effect 293 
dismissal of the faculty member.  294 
 295 
If the recommendation to initiate dismissal proceedings comes 296 
from the University Administration, the Provost will inform the 297 
faculty member in writing of the charges and provide the Dean and 298 
DFSC/SFSC with a copy.  In such cases, the DFSC/SFSC may 299 
choose to communicate, in writing, a non-binding advisory 300 
recommendation to the Provost on the matter. 301 
 302 
If a faculty member being charged with adequate cause for 303 
dismissal is suspended as described in ASPT XII, the due process 304 
for suspension will be followed while dismissal proceedings are 305 
underway. 306 
 307 

c. The Provost will direct, in writing, the Faculty Caucus of the 308 
Academic Senate to select an Initial Review Committee of six 309 
faculty members to determine whether, in its view, formal 310 
proceedings for the faculty member’s dismissal should be 311 
instituted.  This written direction shall be made within 5 business 312 
days of date of the letter initiating dismissal proceedings (from the 313 
Provost, DFSC/SFSC, or Dean as required in XIV.B.3.b).  The 314 
committee will consist of one faculty member from each college 315 
except that in which the faculty member’s locus of tenure resides.  316 
The Faculty Caucus should meet in executive session within 21 317 
business days of the date of the Provost’s written direction to select 318 
the Initial Review Committee members. 319 
 320 

d. The Initial Review Committee will review each charge contained 321 
in the letter alleging adequate cause described in XII.B.5.b, and 322 

Comment [SC7]: From XIV.B.3 onward, 
draft policy is that reviewed during 2013-14 
by URC and FRC, with some minor changes 
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will have the authority to interview the respondent/faculty 323 
member, the Dean, the Department Chair/School Director, and any 324 
other person who may have relevant information. The Initial 325 
Review Committee may also have access to any relevant 326 
documentation. 327 
 328 

e. The Initial Review Committee will submit their recommendation 329 
within 21 business days of the date of the formation of the 330 
committee. 331 
 332 

f. If the Initial Review Committee recommends that dismissal 333 
proceedings should commence, or if the Provost, even after 334 
considering a recommendation favorable to the faculty member, 335 
determines that a proceeding should be undertaken, a statement of 336 
the grounds proposed for the dismissal should be jointly 337 
formulated by the Initial Review Committee and the Provost or 338 
Provost’s designee.  If there is disagreement, the Provost or the 339 
Provost’s designee shall formulate the statement.  The statement 340 
shall be formulated within 10 business days of the committee’s 341 
communication of the recommendation to the Provost. 342 
 343 

g. The Provost shall communicate in writing to the faculty member: 344 
(1) the statement of grounds for dismissal; (2) information 345 
regarding the faculty member’s procedural rights; and (3) a 346 
statement informing the faculty member that, at the faculty 347 
member’s request, a hearing will be conducted by the Faculty 348 
Review Committee (FRC) of Illinois State University to determine 349 
whether s/he should be removed from the faculty position on the 350 
grounds stated.  This communication to the faculty member shall 351 
be delivered within 5 business days of the date of the statement.  352 
The hearing date should be far enough in advance to permit the 353 
faculty member to reasonably formulate and prepare a defense, and 354 
at least 10 business days from the date of the Provost’s letter 355 
communicating the decision to the faculty member. 356 
 357 

h. The faculty member should state in reply no later than 5 business 358 
days before the time and date set for the hearing whether s/he 359 
wishes a hearing.  If a hearing is requested, the faculty member 360 
shall answer the statements in the Provost’s letter in writing and 361 
submit this document to the Provost and the FRC no later than 5 362 
business days before the date set for the hearing. 363 
 364 

i. The Faculty Review Committee (FRC): 365 
 366 

i. Shall consider the statement of grounds for dismissal 367 
already formulated, the recommendation of the Initial 368 
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Review Committee, and the faculty member’s response 369 
before the hearing; 370 
 371 

ii. If the faculty member has not requested a hearing, the FRC 372 
may consider the case on the statement of grounds and the 373 
reply and any other obtainable information and decide 374 
whether the faculty member should be dismissed. 375 
 376 

iii. If the faculty member has requested a hearing, the FRC 377 
shall hold a hearing. 378 
 379 

j. Hearings by the Faculty Review Committee 380 
i. The FRC shall decide whether the hearing is public or 381 

private; 382 
ii. If facts are in dispute, testimony may be taken or other 383 

evidence received; 384 
iii. The Provost or a designee shall attend the hearing 385 

(Ordinarily, the Provost’s designee will not be an attorney 386 
for the University, though there may be exceptions to this) ; 387 

iv. The FRC will determine the order of proof, and may secure 388 
the presentation of evidence important to the case; 389 

v. The faculty member shall have the option of assistance 390 
from counsel or other advisor, whose role shall be limited 391 
to providing advice to the faculty member rather than 392 
presenting or actively engaging in the proceedings;  393 

vi. The faculty member shall have the assistance of the 394 
committee in securing the attendance of witnesses.  395 
Because the committee cannot compel the participation of a 396 
witness, the proceedings shall not be delayed by the 397 
unavailability of a witness. 398 

vii. The proceedings will be recorded at the expense of the 399 
University; 400 

viii. The Provost’s representative and the faculty member shall 401 
present any information helpful to the determination. Each 402 
may request the committee in writing to ask witnesses to 403 
answer specific questions. Appropriate procedure will be 404 
determined by the FRC. 405 

ix. The FRC shall permit a statement and closing by the 406 
Provost’s representative and the faculty member. The FRC 407 
may exercise its discretion in allowing a reasonable amount 408 
of time for each statement. 409 

x. The FRC may request written briefs by the parties. 410 
xi. The FRC shall reach its decision promptly in conference, 411 

on the basis of the hearing if one was held, and submit a 412 
full written report to the Provost and the faculty member.  413 
The written report shall be submitted to the Provost within 414 
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21 business days of the hearing.  A record of any hearing 415 
should be made available to the Provost and to the faculty 416 
member. 417 
 418 

k. The Provost shall review the full report of the FRC for final action. 419 
If the Provost disagrees with the decision of the FRC, s/he shall 420 
request the FRC to reconsider the report. The Provost shall then 421 
make a final decision whether the faculty member should be 422 
dismissed.  The Provost’s final decision shall be communicated to 423 
the faculty member within 10 business days of the final report of 424 
the FRC (after reconsideration, if any). 425 
 426 

l. The faculty member may appeal the Provost’s decision to the 427 
President, who shall make a final decision, stating whether the 428 
faculty member shall be retained or shall be dismissed. Such 429 
appeal shall be requested in writing within 10 business days of the 430 
date of the Provost’s communication of the final decision.  The 431 
President shall communicate a decision to the faculty member, the 432 
Provost, Dean, Chair, and DFSC/SFSC within 21 business days of 433 
the written request for appeal. 434 
 435 

m. Except for such simple announcements as may be required, 436 
covering the time of the hearing and similar matters, public 437 
statements about the case by either the faculty member or 438 
administrative officers should be avoided so far as possible until 439 
the proceedings have been completed. Announcement of the final 440 
decision should include a statement of the FRC’s original decision, 441 
if this has not previously been made known. 442 



Recommended Timelines for Faculty Discipline 

General Note:  All disciplinary processes should be completed as soon as is practicable, and ordinarily according to the 
following timelines.  However, the President or Provost may extend these deadlines for good reason, and concerned 
parties may request consideration for doing so.  The President, Provost, or their designee will communicate extensions of 
the normal timelines provided below in writing to all concerned parties.  Such extensions shall not constitute a procedural 
violation of this policy.  (See also draft ASPT Policies XIII.D.1 and XIV.B.3.a.) 

Suspension – XIII 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Activity Recommended Timeline 
Discussion leading to mutually agreeable solution (D.4) 

 
 
 

Within 5 business days; can be extended by mutual 
agreement. Any extension agreement communicated to 
Dean and Provost within 5 business days  

DFSC/SFSC consultation and written notification of faculty 
member (D.5.a) 

Upon failure to find mutually agreeable solution  
 

Faculty member’s written statement to DFSC/SFSC 
(reasons why suspension should not occur) (D.5.b) 

 

Within 5 business days of notification to faculty member of 
consultation with DFSC/SFSC 

 
Consultation with and nonbinding advisory 
recommendation from DFSC/SFSC (D.5.c) 

 

Within 10 business days 

Consultation with Dean and Provost and written notice of 
decision (D.5.d) 

 

Within 5 business days 

Appeal to President (copies to Chair, Dean, and Provost) 
(D.6) 

 

Within 10 business days of written notice of decision 

President ruling on appeal (D.6) 
 

Within 21 business days of written appeal 

 56 days business days 



 

 

 

 

Recommended Timelines for Faculty Discipline 

Dismissal – XIV 

Probationary Faculty – Dismissal for Adequate Cause (A.3) 

Activity Recommended Timeline 
Notice issued by Provost 
 

As soon as is feasible 

Appeal to President Within 10 business days of receipt of Provost’s 
communication 

Decision by President Within 21 business days of receipt of written statement of 
appeal 

 31 business days 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Recommended Timelines for Faculty Discipline 

Dismissal – XIV 

Dismissal of Tenured Faculty – XIV.B 

Activity Recommended Timeline 
Provost directs Faculty Caucus to select Initial Review 
Committee to determine whether formal proceedings 
should be instituted (B.3.c) 
 

Within 5 business days of date of letter initiating 
proceedings 

Meeting of Faculty Caucus to select Initial Review 
Committee (B.3.c) 
 

Within 21 business days of Provost’s written direction to 
form Initial Review Committee 

Initial Review Committee submits recommendation (B.3.e) 
 

Within 21 business days of date of Initial Review 
Committee formation 

Statement of grounds for dismissal (B.3.f) 
 

Within 10 business days of committee’s recommendation to 
Provost 
 

Provost letter to faculty member stating grounds for 
dismissal, procedural rights, and date of optional hearing 
before FRC (B.3.g) 
 

Delivered within 5 business days of the date of statement of 
grounds for dismissal. 
 
Date of hearing set at least 10 business days after the date 
of the Provost’s letter described in B.3.g 

Faculty member replies in writing whether s/he wishes 
a hearing.  If a hearing is requested, faculty member 
shall include answer the statement of grounds for 
dismissal in writing. (B.3.h) 

 

No later than 5 business days before hearing date 

FRC decision in writing (B.3.j.xi) 
 

Within 21 business days of hearing 

Provost final decision communicated (B.3.l) 
 

Within 10 business days of Provost’s final decision 

Request of appeal to President (B.3.k) Within 10 business days of Provost’s communication of 
final decision 

President communicates decision regarding appeal (B.3.k) 
 

Within 21 business days of written request for appeal 

 144 business days 
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UNIVERSITY REVIEW COMMITTEE 
Thursday, February 26, 2015 

3 p.m., Hovey 209 
 

MINUTES 
 
 
Members present: Rick Boser, Phil Chidester, Angela Bonnell, Diane Dean, Joe Goodman,  
Doris Houston, Sheryl Jenkins, David Rubin, Sam Catanzaro (non-voting) 
 
Members not present: Bill O’Donnell 
 
Others present: Bruce Stoffel (recorder) 
 
I. Call to order 

 
Chairperson Sheryl Jenkins called the meeting to order at 3:02 p.m. 

 
II. Approval of minutes 

 
A. Diane Dean moved, Phil Chidester seconded approval of minutes from the February 5, 

2015, meeting as distributed prior to the meeting. The motion carried. 
 
B. Joe Goodman moved, David Rubin seconded approval of minutes from the February 

12, 2015, meeting as distributed prior to the meeting. The motion carried. 
 
III. Draft ASPT policies on faculty discipline 

 
Jenkins reminded committee members that they had decided to review the draft ASPT policies 
on discipline again, aided by a flow chart. Sam Catanzaro reported that the flow chart was not 
yet ready. Jenkins said she would schedule the discussion for a future committee meeting once 
the chart has been completed. 
 

IV. Discussion of ASPT subgroup reports  
 
Jenkins asked that subgroups review with the committee the report each made to the 
committee on February 5, 2015 (see minutes of the February 5, 2015, meeting), in the process 
discussing issues and recommendations point-by-point. Jenkins asked that subgroups report in 
the following order: Subgroup 1, Subgroup 3, Subgroup 4, and Subgroup 2. 
 
A. Subgroup 1 
 

Phil Chidester and Joe Goodman reported.  
 
Chidester noted that the comment marked “p1” in the subgroup report (should 
XIV.A.1 be written to allow “unsolicited anonymous communications”) is the only 
substantive issue raised by the subgroup. Chidester suggested that the committee 
consider changing this passage to cover situations similar to the one in Milner Library 
(discussed by the committee at its December 4, 2014, meeting). 
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Angela Bonnell noted that prohibition of anonymous communication has been 
included in ASPT policies back to 1979. The issue was discussed at length during the 
last comprehensive five-year review of ASPT policies, she said, and the decision was 
made then to retain the prohibition. Bonnell reported that Milner Library faculty has 
initiated discussions regarding alternate ways to provide feedback for use in 
evaluating tenure-line administrative coordinators. One approach being considered is 
solicitation of anonymous feedback regarding a program or service rather than the 
individual coordinating it. Thus, there would be no need to change XIV.A.1 to 
accommodate Milner Library, she said.  
 
Catanzaro stated that the issue of anonymous communication in faculty evaluation is 
an issue only at Milner Library. Doris Houston offered that the instance at Milner 
Library might be the only one that has come to light. Catanzaro said that the only 
other situation he can think of in which the issue of anonymous communication might 
be raised is with centers, but there have been no such instances to his knowledge. 
Chidester said that there may be an intersection with law to the extent that anonymous 
communication would be allowable only for a small percentage of faculty.  
 
Jenkins offered that it would be reasonable to retain XIV.A.1 as it is, since Milner 
Library has found an alternate means of obtaining feedback. The consensus of 
committee members was to not modify XIV.A.1. 
 

 B. Subgroup 3 
 

Angela Bonnell and Sheryl Jenkins reported.  
 
Jenkins asked if it is yet known whether the University still hires faculty at the rank of 
“instructor.” Catanzaro said he was to check with Human Resources and will do so.  

 
Referring to the note in VI.G about possibly allowing virtual communication in lieu of 
a campus visit, Houston asked if the subgroup has language it is proposing. Bonnell 
responded that the subgroup does not have specific changes to recommend but thought 
the change might make sense. Rubin asked about spousal hires. Catanzaro said there is 
flexibility in part of the hiring process but when hiring for a tenure track position the 
final interview needs to be in person. Chidester asked about the meaning of the word 
“candidate” in the passage. After further discussion, committee members decided that 
the passage is acceptable as it is.  
 
Jenkins asked Bonnell about the comment marked “alb14” (plan for remediation not 
included in DFSC responsibilities in V.C.2.c – should it?). Bonnell explained that 
V.C.2.c, which describes the membership and responsibilities of DFSCs/SFSCs, does 
not provide for a DFSC/SFSC developing a remediation plan in connection with 
cumulative post-tenure reviews. Catanzaro said that V.C.2.c is worded broadly enough 
to accommodate development of a remediation plan. 
 
Referring to X.A.5 (comments marked “alb12” and “alb13”), Bonnell said that 
quotation marks were first used in the 2005 edition of the ASPT policies book and 
have been carried forward in subsequent editions. 
 
Jenkins noted that all other comments made by Subgroup 3 are editorial. 

 

2 
 



APPROVED 3-26-15 

C. Subgroup 4 
 

 Diane Dean and Rick Boser reported. 
 
Dean circulated a color copy of the Subgroup 4 report to aid committee review of 
subgroup notations. She explained the color coding, noting that changes suggested by 
the subgroup are intended to make the narrative more consistent and logical. She noted 
that amendments made since approval of the current ASPT policies book have been 
incorporated. Jenkins asked if the subgroup found a problem with the text as it is. 
Dean responded that the subgroup found no substantive problems. 

 
Dean asked if an appellant is allowed to meet with the Faculty Review Committee 
(FRC) in person. She noted that the ASPT policies book is not clear with regard to that 
matter. Catanzaro noted that another section of the policies book states that FRC may 
invite the appellant to meet with the committee but does not have to do so; thus, the 
appellant does not have a right to appear.  
 
Dean explained that the subgroup has recommended changes to the order of the text, 
to bring together definitions and types of appeals and the nature of promotion and 
tenure and the initiation of a promotion or tenure request. Dean asked if those changes 
should be made or if the text should be left as it is. Houston asked if Dean could 
present the committee with a side-by-side comparison of versions or place reworded 
passages to the side of the existing text, to aid committee discussion of the matter. 
Dean said she could do so.  
 
Houston asked for clarification regarding the approach the committee should take with 
respect to its review. She asked if the committee is to retain as much of the existing 
text as possible or if the committee is to make changes suggested by the subgroups. 
Houston said that if the committee can revise the text so it is clearer, that would not be 
bad. Jenkins responded that the committee should do both, depending what is 
appropriate in each instance, but that reorganizing sections can get confusing.   
 
Boser said he does not want to rearrange everything if there is not a problem to solve. 
He added that it would not make sense for the committee to get too specific, since 
others are likely to rewrite parts of the text anyway. Goodman suggested that the 
committee focus on processes to make sure they make sense.  
 
Dean asked that all dates and deadlines in the text be checked against the current 
ASPT calendar. There is at least one item not in the current calendar that should be, 
she said. She noted that some passages define deadlines according to calendar days in 
relation to some event, while other passages set forth specific dates. Dean asked if the 
policies should be consistent in the use of one form or the other. Catanzaro explained 
that because some deadlines are based on the number of days following receipt of a 
letter by the faculty member and dates of receipt may vary, it is not possible to specify 
a date. Dean agreed but noted that only the post tenure appeals process cites dates. 
Catanzaro pointed out that XIII.I.2 (top of page 52 of the ASPT policies document) 
refers to X.D, which also cites dates. Dean suggested that all dates in the document be 
reviewed for appropriateness of format and for consistency. 
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Houston asked when the committee is expected to report its recommendations. 
Catanzaro responded that the committee is scheduled to do so at the end of the spring 
semester.  
 

V. Other business 
 
There was none. 

 
VI. Adjournment 

 
Dean moved, Goodman seconded that the meeting be adjourned. Jenkins adjourned the 
meeting at 4:01 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
Diane Dean, Secretary 
Bruce Stoffel, Recorder 

 
Attachments:  None 
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UNIVERSITY REVIEW COMMITTEE 
Thursday, March 26, 2015 

3 p.m., Hovey 209 
 

MINUTES 
 
 
Members present: Angela Bonnell, Rick Boser, Phil Chidester, Joe Goodman, Doris Houston,  
Sheryl Jenkins, David Rubin, Sam Catanzaro (non-voting) 
 
Members not present: Diane Dean, Bill O’Donnell 
 
Others present: Bruce Stoffel (recorder) 
 
I. Call to order 

 
Chairperson Sheryl Jenkins called the meeting to order at 3 p.m. 

 
II. Approval of minutes from the February 26, 2015 meeting 

 
Doris Houston moved, Angela Bonnell seconded approval of minutes from the February 26, 
2015 meeting as distributed prior to the meeting. The motion carried. 

 
III. Old business 

 
A. Draft ASPT policies on faculty discipline 
 

Sam Catanzaro stated that he has distributed a draft of the proposed disciplinary actions 
policy to deans, department chairpersons, and school directors. Catanzaro has asked for 
their feedback by April 6, 2015. 
 
Catanzaro led committee members through review of the latest draft of the policy, 
annotated with changes recommended by the committee at its February 12, 2015 meeting 
(see attached), and flow charts illustrating the sanctions, suspension, and dismissal 
processes, prepared by Catanzaro and Greta Janis (Office of the Provost) (see attached).  

 
Committee members agreed to refer to “sanctions” throughout the document rather than 
“minor sanctions.” The rationale for this change is that, from the perspective of the faculty 
member, sanctions of any sort would not likely be considered “minor.” 
 
Joe Goodman asked if the role of committee members in reviewing the draft policy is to 
ensure a fair process for all parties. Catanzaro responded in the affirmative.  
 
Sheryl Jenkins asked if the flow charts are intended for committee use only or if the flow 
charts will be available to others. Catanzaro said that he is not yet sure how the flow charts 
will be used. Houston suggested that the flow charts be included in the ASPT document, 
in an appendix. Committee members concurred. 

 
Committee members first reviewed the sanctions flow chart and associated draft policy 
text (XII).  
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Jenkins suggested including a reference on the left side of the sanctions flow chart to 
informing the faculty member, as has been done on the right side of the sanctions flow 
chart (below the box labeled “Dean or Provost XII.B.1”). Catanzaro suggested relabeling 
the box below the box labeled “DFSC/SFSC XII.B.2” to read “Inform Faculty Member, 
Dean, and Provost of recommendation.” Catanzaro also suggested modifying line 98 of 
the text (XII.B.2) to read “… such cases, the DFSC/SFSC shall inform the faculty member 
and communicate its recommendation to the …” 
 
Boser asked if informal resolution is possible before the DFSC/SFSC recommends 
sanctions and communicates the recommendation to the faculty member, dean, and 
Provost. Catanzaro responded that informal resolution is implied. Informal resolution is 
encouraged at various points in the ASPT document, he said.  

 
Committee members next reviewed the suspensions flow chart and associated draft policy 
text (XIII).  
 
Goodman noted that references in the flow chart to XII.D.4 should be changed to XIII.D.4. 
Houston added that XII.D.5 should be changed to XIII.D.5 and XII.D.6 should be changed 
to XIII.D.6. 
 
Chidester asked about the box labeled “Chair consults with DFSC; notification of faculty 
member.” He asked if the faculty member is notified of suspension at that time. Catanzaro 
explained that the notification in that box refers not to notification of suspension rather 
notification that the chairperson and DFSC have consulted. Catanzaro will revise flow 
chart to make that clearer. 
 
Chidester asked if a box should be added for filing a grievance with the Faculty Academic 
Freedom, Ethics, and Grievance Committee. Catanzaro responded that such a box is not 
needed, because a grievance may be filed by the faculty member at any time during the 
process. 
 
Jenkins asked whether a determination has been made whether use of the word “can” on 
line 129 of the text (“subsequently exonerated can be compensated”) is to be changed to 
“shall.” Catanzaro responded that he has consulted Associate University Counsel Wendy 
Smith regarding the matter. Smith recommended retaining the term “can,” because there 
may be instances when it might not be appropriate for the University to compensate the 
faculty member. Smith cited precedents in which a suspended employee works in another 
job while the suspension is in place and is exonerated.  A common practice is to award 
back-pay, adjusted so as to not exceed what would have been earned if the suspension had 
not occurred. Chidester suggested modifying the passage, from passive to active voice, so 
it reads “Individuals suspended without pay and subsequently exonerated may seek 
compensation.” Committee members concurred. 
 
Goodman asked if the concept of “pay” is defined anywhere in the document. For 
example, does “pay” include benefits and accrued interest? Catanzaro said “pay” is not 
defined in the document. He will check with General Counsel whether inclusion of 
benefits and accrued interest is assumed. If it is not, Catanzaro will modify the text 
accordingly.  

 
Chidester said that the University needs to consider the public perception of having a 
faculty member suspended and being paid. That would not be accepted well by the public, 
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he noted. Catanzaro agreed, citing a case at another Illinois university in which a 
suspended professor received three years of pay.  
 
Boser asked Catanzaro if he reviewed University of Illinois faculty disciplinary policies 
when preparing draft policies for Illinois State. Catanzaro responded that he had done so 
and that University of Illinois policies basically follow recommendations of the American 
Association of University Professors (AAUP). Catanzaro suggested that Illinois State 
might be better served by having an explicit disciplinary policy that incorporates AAUP 
recommendations but does not adopt them in their entirety. Catanzaro cited AAUP 
recognition of reassignment from teaching as a de facto suspension as one element of 
AAUP recommendations that Illinois State may want to clarify in its own policy or 
reconsider.  
 
The committee next reviewed the dismissal flow chart and associated draft policy text. 

 
David Rubin asked if the State Universities Retirement System (SURS) is mentioned 
anywhere in the draft policy. Catanzaro responded that SURS is not mentioned anywhere 
in the ASPT document. The retirement system is a separate issue, Catanzaro explained. 
 
Rubin noted the words “yes” and “no” erroneously embedded within multiple boxes in the 
dismissal flow chart. He suggested that those errors be corrected.  
 
Catanzaro noted a misspelling. The blue-shaded box labeled “FRC holds learning 
according to …” should be relabeled to read “FRC holds hearing according to …” 
 
Chidester suggested that text in the red-shaded box labeled “Faculty member reply in 
writing and state whether s/he wishes a hearing …” be rewritten. 
 
Houston noted that reference to XIV.B.3.K in the blue-shaded box labeled “Provost 
reviews report of FRC …” should instead read XIV.B.3.k. 
 
Catanzaro suggested removing the phrase “as soon as feasible” from line 259 of the text. 
Committee members agreed. 
 
Chidester noted that a change is needed to the lowest blue-shaded box on the flow chart. 
Catanzaro agreed, noting that the reference to XIV.B.3.1 should be to XIV.B.3.l (i.e., 
lower case letter el).  
 
Bonnell noted that a change is needed to the section reference in the blue-shaded box 
labeled “FRC holds learning according to …” Catanzaro agreed, noting that the reference 
to VIV.3.i.j should be XIV.B.3.i-j.  

 
Chidester asked whether the sentence beginning on line 358 (“The faculty member should 
state in reply no later than 5 business days…”) suggests that the Provost, by that point in 
the process, has set a time and date for the hearing. Catanzaro responded that it does.  
 
Catanzaro asked for suggestions regarding the timelines at the end of the draft policy.  
 
Referring to Recommended Timelines for Faculty Discipline, Dismissal-XIV, 
Probationary Faculty-Dismissal for Adequate Cause (A.3), Catanzaro suggested that the 
phrase “As soon as is feasible” (first entry in the Recommended Timeline column) be 

3 
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removed, as it will be from the policy text. The second entry in the Recommended 
Timeline column should be modified to read “Within 10 business days of receipt of 
Provost’s communication of notice,” Catanzaro suggested. Referring to that same timeline, 
Chidester asked if an entry should be added in the Activity column opposite the entry “31 
business days” in the Recommended Timeline column. Catanzaro explained that “31 
business days” refers to the length of the dismissal process. He will add a notation at the 
bottom of the timeline to make that clearer. He will add similar notations to the bottom of 
the other timelines as well. Houston asked what action begins the 31-day process. 
Catanzaro explained that the 31-day period starts when the faculty member receives the 
Provost’s notice of dismissal for adequate cause. 
 
Referring to Recommended Timelines for Faculty Discipline, Dismissal-XIV, Dismissal 
of Tenured Faculty-XIV.B, Catanzaro said he will remove indentations from the two table 
cells with indented text.  
 
Catanzaro referred to the cell in the Recommended Timeline column with the text 
“Delivered within 5 business days of the date of statement of grounds for dismissal. Date 
of hearing set at least 10 business days after the date of the Provost’s letter described in 
B.3.g.” Catanzaro noted that the committee, at its February 12, 2015 meeting 
recommended adding to the end of that entry a limit on the number of days between the 
date of the Provost’s letter communicating the decision to the faculty member and the 
hearing date. Catanzaro suggested that such a limit is not needed, because the faculty 
member has the right to react to the hearing date and decide against it. 
 
Jenkins noted that the indented entry in the Activity column (the entry beginning “Faculty 
member replies in writing whether s/he wishes a hearing …”) does not make sense. 
Catanzaro will delete the word “include” from the second sentence. 
 
Catanzaro thanked committee members for their input and said he will make the changes 
recommended by the committee. He noted that if he receives suggestions regarding the 
draft policy from deans, chairpersons, or directors, he will so inform the committee at its 
April 9, 2015 meeting. If any of the suggestions are substantive, the committee may need 
to discuss them, Catanzaro added. 

 
B. ASPT sub-group reports 
 

Jenkins announced that discussion of ASPT sub-group reports will resume at the April 9, 
2015 committee meeting, starting with discussion led by sub-group 4 and continuing with 
discussion led by sub-group 2. Houston asked committee members to review sub-group 2 
documents prior to the April 9 meeting (the documents were disseminated to committee 
members at the beginning of this meeting; see attached). 
 

IV. New business 
 
There was none. 
 

V. Adjournment 
 
Chidester moved, Goodman seconded that the meeting be adjourned. Jenkins adjourned the 
meeting at 4:05 p.m. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
Diane Dean, Secretary 
Bruce Stoffel, Recorder 

 
Attachments: 
 
Draft ASPT sections on Minor Sanctions, Suspensions, and Dismissal/Termination of Appointment: 01-27-2015,  
annotated with changes recommended by the University Review Committee at its February 12, 2015 meeting 
 
Flow charts (3) illustrating processes set forth in “Draft ASPT sections on Minor Sanctions, Suspensions, and 
Dismissal/Termination of Appointment: 01-27-2015,” prepared by Sam Catanzaro and Greta Janis [n.d.] 
 
URC equity review language recommendations, URC Equity Review Policy subgroup, with attached list of variables,  
prepared by Doris Houston and David Rubin [n.d.] 
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DRAFT ASPT sections on Minor Sanctions, Suspension, and Dismissal/Termination of 
Appointment: 01-27-2015 

DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS 

XI. General Considerations 

A. 

2. Minor sanctions may be imposed for such adequate causes as violations of 
laws or University policies, including the Cod~ of Ethics and its 
appendices. Specific policies related to minor sanctions are provided in 
ASPT XII. 

3. Suspension occurs when a faculty m~mber is temporarily relieved of 
academic duties, such that the fitulty member is not engaged in any 
teaching, research, or service activities at t)le University. The faculty 
member could be on paid or unpaid status. Specific policies related to 
suspensions are providlxl inASPT XIII. 

4. It is understood that suspension (with or without pay) of faculty members 
will only be contemplated in circumstances when there is a reasonable 
threat of imminent harm to the Universjty, including the faculty member 
in question, students, and other employees or when credible evidence of 
ade~~ate cause for dismissal is available. The administration of the 
University will inform the faculty member of its rationale for judging that 
suspension_ is indicated. 

5. p ismissal of a tenured faculty member may be effected by the University 
tor such adequate causes as Jack of fitness to continue to perform in the 
faculty member's professional capacity as a teacher or researcher· failure 
fo perform assigned duties in a manner consonant with professional 
~tandards; malfeasance; or demonstrable University financial exigency or 
program termination. Jspecific policies related to termination of tenured 
fac ulty appointments are provided in ASPT XIV.B. 

1 

6. Termination of faculty due to financial exigency or program termination 
will follow the process outlined in the ISU Constitution (Article III, 
Section 4.B.2) and all applicable policies. 

B. Faculty Rights 
I . Disciplinary actions (including suspension or termination) or the threat 

thereof may not be used to restrain faculty members' exercise of academic 
freedom. Faculty members shall retain their right to file a grievance with 
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the Faculty Academic Freedom, Ethics, and Grievance Conunittee, if they 
believe that their academic freedom or the Code of Ethics has been 
violated. 

2. In all disciplinary proceedings, faculty members have the rights to due 
process, to timely notice, to seek advice, to respond to developments in the 
disciplinary process, and to have an advisor and/or counsel present at 
discussions, hearings, and appeals. Such advisor/counsel is advisory to the 
faculty member only. 

C. Faculty members' duties may be reassigned temporarily 
disciplinary actions are being investigated or while the 
disciplinary action is being followed. The reasons fi 
will be provided to the faculty member. Such rea 
prevent reasonable threats of harm to the Univ 

ssible causes for 

D. 

member, or other members of the Universi 
or when necessitated by pending crimin 

ration and completion 
e tenure and promotion 

nee in teaching, research, and 
sure that only the documented 

or corrective actions are considered. 

en reprimand, fines, reduction in salary, 

d by a DFSC/SFSC or by the appropriate College 

Provost may initiate minor sanctions upon receipt of a 
finding of violation from University Ethics Officer, for 

of the State Ethics Act and other relevant laws; the Academic 
, Ethics, and Grievance Committee, for violations of academic 

om or the Code of Ethics; the Office of Equal Opportunity, Ethics, 
and Access, for violations of the Anti-Harassment and Anti­
Discrimination Policy; or the Associate Vice President for Research, for 
violations of the Integrity in Research and Scholarly Activities policy. 
Disciplinary action will not be implemented until all appeals as provided 
for in the relevant policies are exhausted. When the recommendation to 
initiate disciplinary action comes from the Dean or the Provost, the faculty 
member and the DFSC/SFSC will be informed in writing of the 
disciplinary action and its rationale. In such cases, the DFSC/SFSC may 
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choose to communicate, in writing, a non-binding advisory 
recommendation to the Dean or Provost on the matter. L1tJd. .. 

2. The DFSC/SFSC may recommend minor sanctions whenever it becomes The. fac111fv W1~1nfoel' 
aware of evidence of cause for such action, as described in XI.A.2. In «// ~ If. l'• J 
such cases, the DFSC/SFSC shall communicate its recommendation to the Wt 1 ~ Vil> ·TJe"' 
appropriate Dean and the Provost. The Provost may implement Cl-f P'"f odia/11 
disciplinary action after consultation with the Dean. ~f[,ve if- i's ~eJ 

C. No minor sanctions may be implemented until all appeals relevant to the policies OCI f.SjJe +t.s- ~f1411!!-.ff. 
in question are exhausted. 

D. Application of minor sanctions will be communicated to the faculty member in 
writing by the Provost, who shall also inform the {?hair/Director and Dean. If the 
minor sanctions include corrective actions, the requirements of these corrective 
actions, including timeline and acceptable documentation will be described in the 
same written communication and copied to the per~onnel/ASPT file '. The faculty 
member may request, and shall receiv~lariiication of ~uch requirements. 

XIII. Faculty Suspensions 

A. Faculty members may be suspended for a specified time period, or with 
requirements of corrective action to be completed prior to reinstatement, or as a 
preliminary step toward termination of appointment/dismissal for cause (see 
XIV). 

B. A faculty member in the suspension process is afforded due process. This right is 
balanced al ainst the University' s responsibility to prevent harm to students, other 
employees, and the institution itself. 

C. Ordinarily, suspensions will be paid suspensions. Suspensions without pay will 
only occur after the process described in XIII.D is completed and all appeals or 

'- related grievances are adjtdicated. In extraordinary cases when there is evidence 
that the faculty member has abandoned professional duties or is unable to fulfill 
such duties, a temporary suspension without pay may be instituted prior to 
completion oftbe Universi 's process. Individuals suspended without pay and 
subsequently exonerate can e compensated. 

• 
D. Procedural Considerations Related to Suspension 

1. Each step in the procedures described below should be completed as soon 
as is practicable, and normally in the time frame indicated. However, the 
President or Provost may extend these deadlines for good reason, and 
concerned parties may request consideration for doing so. The President, 
Provost, or their designee will communicate extensions of the normal 
timelines provided below in writing to all concerned parties. Such 

URC: 
"' /7 Chan;-e -fo Gha/I, 

( 5[: W;/( c~eck ) 
w1'-h. /Joi co11.1117el 
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extensions shall not constitute a procedural violation of this policy. 

2 . There shall be discussion between the faculty member, the Chair/Director, 
the Dean, and Provost, or their designees. Ordinarily, the Provost's LJ RC : 
designee will be an attome QL.the.1Jni¥e l's1t:y, b 0t1cg·h-th0'r'(l-flla¥-.b.e....__ · 
exception to this .. e intention of this discussion will be to devel~p a ______ n_ /·If_ 
mutually ag solution that ensures safety for the University vetc. e 
community and educational success of students. This mutually agreeable 
solution could result in a suspension or a re-assignment of duties. 

3. While discussion is ongoing, the University reserv;~~{~rjght to 
temporarily re-assign a faculty member from any~b:r all d'uties, including 
teaching, in order to prevent harm to the UnivGsitfo~ members of its 

<"_' I ' ;,;/-·:"" 

community; when required by law; or wheQ· I1~cess1t<;te'dby pending 
criminal investigation or legal proceedings, (See ASPT.XI.C.) 

:J>;.::<{J> '\ --~~> 

4 . If a mutually agreeable solution is :(dund, it,f!,:iall be document6d in writing 
signed by the faculty member arfd awropriate"'administrative bfficers of 
the university. A mutually agreeahle,;6lutjoh ·should be finalized within 5 
busin~ss da~~ of in~tiat~9,_~ of discussicili~Hq':ever, ifthe p~rties mutually 
agree m wntmg, this Pertddmay be extended'1f such extens10n would 
make agreeing to a solJ'ti{!ri likely, Such an 'agreement will be 
communicated to the Deatt~nd Pro'Vostwithin 5 business days of the 
initiation of discussion. 'i, \ · / "'< >·-.' 

~·" v ~ ~~ \ / \ ')// !+>;. 
5. Ifa mutuai1y~~e~ble soluiig~ cannor"be found and it is determined that 

susp~rfsfon is nec~s~ary, then th~ following process will take place. 
'' a: . '[he Ch.a'.ifJL>irectpr ~ll consult with DFSC/SFSC. Such 

consuftafion willent~il informing the DFSC/SFSC of the areas of ... , .. ~ .. 
d':( ~'.:r: · " ]; t-.''.l\ coric_ePJ ~,and the reasons why suspension is indicated. Such 
"'

0 --·'-"··%;,. ' ,, consultatio.r;t will include review of relevant 
'"':':;dgcume'nt~tion/information (e.g., past performance evaluations; 

\ jllyestigation report) and/or advice of Legal Counsel. 

b. l;Jle faculty member will be notified in writing of the 
,,1)>consultation with the DFSC/SFSC, including the reasons why 

suspension is indicated. The faculty member shall have the 
opportunity to present reasons why suspension should not occur, 
in writing, to the DFSC/SFSC. The faculty member's written 
statement shall be submitted within 5 business days of 
notification of the consultation with the DFSC/SFSC. 

c. There shall be documentation of the consultation with the 
DFSC/SFSC. The elected members of the DFSC/SFSC may 
make a non-binding advisory recommendation to the 
Chair/Director. Consultation with the DFSC/SFSC, 
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documentation of such, and any recommendations made by the 
DFSC/SFSC, shall be completed within 10 business days. 

d. Following DFSC/SFSC consultation, the Chair/Director shall 
consult with the Dean and Provost and provide written notice of 
a decision to the faculty member, Dean, and Provost within 5 
business days. The DFSC/SFSC shall be informed of the 
decision. If the reasons for the suspension also constitute 
adequate cause for dismissal as described below and in ASPT 
Policies fX IV.B.1 the written notice shall so indicate, and the 
dismissal procedures delineated below shal commence. 

6. A suspended faculty member may appeal to the'President within 10 
business days of the written notice from th¢. Chair/Director, as described in 
XII.E.4.c. Such appeal must be made in writing, with copies provided to 
the Chair/Director, Dean, and Provost. Appeals may be based on. 
substantive or procedural grounds. :fhe Pre?ident shall rule on the appeal 
within 21 business days. 4'> 

7. Suspended faculty members shall retain their right to file a grievance with 
the Faculty Academic freedom, Ethics, and Grievance Committee, if they 
believe that their acadernic freedom or the Code of Ethics has been 
violated. Suspensions wilt remain in effect while such grievances are 
adjudicated. 

4 
8. Faculty viembers '\'ho are suspended as a preliminary step toward 

dis'!}issal for cause will retain thei,night to due process throughout the 
dismissal proceedings, which shall follow the principles and steps 
described belo ·. 

XIV. Tet mmation of Appointment .of Probationary and Tenured Faculty 
} · p robationary facult, .,.. 

1. Recommendations for nonreappointment prior to a tenure decision shall be 
made by the DFSC/SFSC in consultation with the Dean and the Provost. 
The Chairperson/Director of the DFSC/SFSC shall communicate the 
recommendation of nonreappointment in writing to the faculty member, 
the Dean, and the Provost. Nonreappointment can also be the result of a 
negative tenure recommendation. Official notices ofnonreappointment, 
whether issued prior to a tenure decision or as a result of a negative tenure 
decision, are issued from the Office of the Provost. 

a. Upon notice of non-reappointment other than a negative tenure 
recommendation, a probationary faculty member may request an oral 
statement ofreasons for non-reappointment from the Chair/Director. 

Comment [SC2]: New numbering, see 
below 

Comment [SC3]: Section XIV.A 1 and 2 on 
Probationary Faculty a.re currently ASPT 
XI.A. Section XIV.A.3 is new language added 
to address termination for cause (e.g., major 
criminal offense or ethics violation) as 
distinct from non-reappointment for poor 
performance or lack of progress toward 
tenure. 
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b. Following the oral statement ofreasons for non-reappointment under 
a. (above), a probationary faculty member may request a written 
statement ofreasons for non-reappointment from the Chair/Director. 
The Chair/Director shall advise the probationary faculty member of 
the pros and cons of obtaining such a statement in writing. If the 
probationary faculty member still wishes a written statement, the 
Chair/Director shall provide the requested written statement. 

c. Appeals of non-reappointment other than those following a negative 
tenure decision shall be governed by Article !xriljJ. 

d. Appeals of non-reappointment following a negative tenure 
recommendation shall follow the provision of Article [xII Q. F. 

< 
L Notice of termination shall be given not later than March l of the first 

academic year of service; or, if a one-year appointment tem1inates during 
an academic year, at least three months in advance of its termination; not 
later than February I of the secl nd academfc year of service1 or, ifthe 
appointment terminates during an academic year, at least six months in 
advance of its termination; at least twelve months before termination of an 
appointment after two ·9r more years of service. 

:;.,J.Termination of a probationarv facultv for such adequate causes as lack of 
fitness to continue to perform in the facultv member's professional 
capacity as a tea her or researcher; failure to perform assigned duties in a 

communication of the termination. The President shall rule on the appeal 
within 21 business days. 

' 
B. Tenured Faculty 

I. he standard for dismissal of a tenured faculty member is that of adequate 
cause. The burden of proof shall be upon the institution. egative 
performance-evaluation ratings shall not shift the burden of proof tQ. th 
facu lty member (to show cause why the facu lty member should be 
retained). Evaluation records ma be admissible but may be rebutted as to 
accurac .f 

2. ASPT Policy V.C.3 provides for initiation of dismissal proceedings by the 
DFSC/SFSC. University Administration may also initiate dismissal 
proceedings when it becomes aware of adequate cause. 

( Comment [SC4]: Will change to XVI 

{ Comment [SCS]: Will change to XVI 

URC; 

( Comment [SC6]: Currently Xl.B.3. 
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3. [Procedural iConsiderations Related to Termination of Appointment of 
Tenured Faculty 

a. Each step in the procedures described below should be completed 
as soon as is practicable, and normally in the time frame indicated. 
However, the President or Provost may extend these deadlines for 
good reason, and concerned parties may request consideration for 
doing so in writing. The President, Provost, or their designee will 
communicate extensions of the normal timelines provided below in 
writing to all concerned parties. Such extensions shall not 
constitute a procedural violation of this policy. 

b. If the recommendation to initiate dismissal proceedings comes 
from the Department, School, or Cqllege, then the DFSC/SFSC 
(per ASPT V.C.2) or Dean of the College in which the faculty 
member's locus of tenure resides wtrl submit a letter to the Provost 
describing charges that t~e University has adequate cause to effect 
dismissal of the faculty ,member. · . 1 

If the recommendation to initiate dismissal proceedings comes 
from the University Administration, the Provost will inform the 
faculty member in, writing of the charges and provide the Dean and 
DFSC/SFSC with a copy. ln such cases, the DFSC/SFSC may 
choose to communicate, in writing, a non-binding advisory 
recommendation to the Provost,pn the matter. 

' If a faculty member being charged with adequate cause for 
dismissal is suspended as described in ASPT XII, the due process 
for suspension will be followed while dismissal proceedings are 
underway. 

c. The Provost will direct, in writing, the Faculty Caucus of the 
Academic 'senate to select an Initial Review Committee of six 
faculty members to determine whether, in its view, formal 
proceedings for the faculty member's dismissal should be 
instituted. This written direction shall be made within 5 business 
days of date of the letter initiating dismissal proceedings (from the 
Provost, DFSC/SFSC, or Dean as required in XIV.B.3.b). The 
committee will consist of one faculty member from each college 
except that in which the faculty member's locus of tenure resides. 
The Faculty Caucus should meet in executive session within 21 
business days of the date of the Provost's written direction to select 
the Initial Review Committee members. 

d. The Initial Review Committee will review each charge contained 
in the letter alleging adequate cause described in XII.B.5.b, and 

Comme nt [SC7]: From XIV.B.3 onward, 
draft policy is that reviewed during 2013-14 
by URC and FRC. with some minor changes 
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will have the authority to interview the respondent/faculty 
member, the Dean, the Department Chair/School Director, and any 
other person who may have relevant information. The Initial 
Review Committee may also have access to any relevant 
documentation. 

e. The Initial Review Committee will submit their recommendation 
within 21 business days of the date of the formation of the 
committee. 

f. If the Initial Review Committee recomme 
proceedings should commence, or if the 
considering a recommendation favor 
determines that a proceeding shoul 

even after 
culty member, 
, a statement of 

the grounds proposed for the di 
formulated by the Initial R 

'ntly 

Provost's designee. Ifth 
Provost's designee shal 
shall be formulated within 1 

g. o the faculty member: 
dismi al; (2) information 

dural rights; and (3) a 
acu mber that, at the faculty 
ng will be conducted by the Faculty 

flllinois State University to determine 
moved from the faculty position on the 

mmunication to the faculty member shall 
hin 5 business days of the date of the statement. 
e should be far enough in advance to permit the 
to reasonably formulate and prepare a defense, and 

usiness days from the date of the Provost's letter 
unicating the decision to the faculty member. 

358 e faculty member should state in reply no later than 5 business 
359 days before the time and date set for the hearing whether s/he 

____ ,,,_36"'0,,__ ________ wishes_a_hearing._Jf_ahearing-is .. nJquested,-the-facul-t-¥-membel' 
----:r61----------s~h-al'~a-ns_w_e_r~t'e=--cst~a~te_m_e_n~ts~i~n~t'he---=P~ro_v_o_st~'~s'le~tt~e-r~in-wr~i~ti_n_g_a-nd-.--

362 submit this document to the Provost and the FRC no later than 5 
363 business days before the date set for the hearing. 
364 
365 
366 
367 
368 

i. The Faculty Review Committee (FRC): 

1. Shall consider the statement of grounds for dismissal 
already formulated, the recommendation of the Initial 
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372 
373 
374 
375 
376 
377 
378 
379 
380 
381 
382 
383 
384 
385 
386 
387 
388 
389 
390 
391 
392 
393 
394 
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Review Committee, and the faculty member's response 
before the hearing; 

ii. If the faculty member has not requested a hearing, the FRC 
may consider the case on the statement of grounds and the 
reply and any other obtainable information and decide 
whether the faculty member should be dismissed. 

m. If the faculty member has requested a hearing, the FRC 
shall hold a hearing. 

j. Hearings by the Faculty Review Comm· 
i. The FRC shall decide whethe 

private; 
ii. If facts are in dispute, t 

evidence received; 
iii. The Provost or a 

(Ordinarily, the 
for the University, t 

iv. The FRC will determin 
the pre 

v. The fac 

395 g the attendance of witnesses. 
396 ittee cannot compel the participation of a 
397 ceedings shall not be delayed by the 
398 bility ofa witness. 
399 eedings will be recorded at the expense of the 
400 sity; 
401 The Provost's representative and the faculty member shall 
402 present any information helpful to the determination. Each 
403 may request the committee in writing to ask witnesses to 
404 answer specific questions. Appropriate procedure will be 
405 determined by the FRC. 

~"-'------_.A._,0_..6'----------------~i~x~. _T~h~e~F~R~CJ;_halLp_ermit_a_s_tatementancLclosing-b_y-th(!________:__ __ 
407-- · ----Provost's representative and the faculty member. The FRC 
408 may exercise its discretion in allowing a reasonable amount 
409 of time for each statement. 
410 x. The FRC may request written briefs by the parties. 
411 x1. The FRC shall reach its decision promptly in conference, 
412 on the basis of the hearing if one was held, and submit a 
413 full written report to the Provost and the faculty member. 
414 The written report shall be submitted to the Provost within 



415 
416 
417 
418 
419 
420 
421 
422 
423 
424 
425 
426 
427 
428 
429 
430 
431 
432 
433 
434 
435 
436 
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438 
439 
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21 business days of the hearing. A record of any hearing 
should be made available to the Provost and to the faculty 
member. 

k. The Provost shall review the full report of the FRC for final action. 
If the Provost disagrees with the decision of the FRC, s/he shall 
request the FRC to reconsider the report. The Provost shall then 
make a final decision whether the faculty member should be 
dismissed. The Provost's final decision shall be communicated to 
the faculty member within 10 business days o e final report of 
the FRC (after reconsideration, if any). 

I. The faculty member may appeal the 
President, who shall make a final d 
faculty member shall be retaine 
appeal shall be requested in 
date of the Provost's com 
President shall commu 

ay be required, 
Jar matters, public 

e faculty member or 
u ,, voided so far as possible until 
completed. Announcement of the final 

tement of the FRC's original decision, 
een made known. 



Recommended Timelines for Faculty Discipline 

General Note: All disciplinary processes should be completed as soon as is practicable, and ordinarily according to the 

following timelines. However, the President or Provost may extend these deadlines for good reason, and concerned 

parties may request consideration for doing so. The President, Provost, or their designee will communicate extensions of 

the normal timelines provided below in writing to all concerned parties. Such extensions shall not constitute a procedural 
violation of this policy. (See also draft ASPT Policies XIII.D.1 and XIV.B.3.a.) 

Suspension - XIII 

Activity Recommended Timeline 
Discussion leading to mutually agreeable solution (D.4) Within 5 business days; can be extended by mutual 

agreement. Any extension agreement communicated to 
Dean and Provost within 5 business days 

DFSC/SFSC consultation and written notification of faculty Upon failure to find mutually agreeable solution 
member (D.5.a) 
Faculty member's written statement to DFSC/SFSC Within 5 business days of notification to faculty member of 
(reasons why suspension should not occur) (D.5.b) consultation with DFSC/SFSC 

Consultation with and nonbinding advisory Within 10 business days 
recommendation from DFSC/SFSC (D.5.c) 

Consultation with Dean and Provost and written notice of Within 5 business days 
decision (D.5.d) 

Appeal to President (copies to Chair, Dean, and Provost) Within 10 business days of written notice of decision 
(D.6) 

President ruling on appeal (D.6) Within 21 business days of written appeal 

56 days business days 



Recommended Timelines for Faculty Discipline 

Dismissal - XIV 

Probationary Faculty- Dismissal for Adequate Cause (A.3) 

Activi 

Appeal to Presiden 

URC: 

Add 
refcV'e/llt'e 
-fOI/' c/,;rr:lj 
aMc/ Cr>Y; StJ fe1.1"/ (A. 3) 

mended Timeline 

Within 10 business days ofreceipt of Provost's 
communication 
Within 21 business days ofreceipt of written statement of 
a ea! 
31 business days 

Rer4ce Mi-h c le,,,,.e,.,,d1~:zf:~V1 

( S"L; de/efe ? ) 



l 
\ 

Recommended Timelines for Faculty Discipline 

Dismissal - XIV 

Dismissal of Tenured Faculty- XIV.B 

Activity 
Provost directs Faculty Caucus to select Initial Review 
Committee to determine whether formal proceedings 
should be instituted (B.3 .c) 

Meeting of Faculty Caucus to select Initial Review 
Committee (B.3.c) 

__ InitiaLRevieJY_ComJJlittee_suhmjJ:s-rec_ommendation ~B.3 .. e)_ 

Statement of grounds for dismissal (B.3 .f) 

Provost letter to faculty member stating grounds for 
dismissal, procedural rights, and date of optional hearing 
before FRC (B.3.g) 

,c_,,.._ 

(Fa< ulty member replies in writing whether s/he wishes 
ah ~aring. If a hearing is requested, faculty member 
~ ll include answer the statement of grounds for 

missal in writing. (B.3.h) 

/\ 
/FRC decision in writing (B.3.j.xi) 

Provosrfinal dectsion communicated-CB .3 .1)---
----

Request of appeal to President (B .3 .k) 

President communicates decision regarding appeal (B.3.k) 

~ u ' I RC 
Dele:f e ;~Jenf. 

Recommeil.ded Timeline 
Within 5 business days of date of letter initiating 
proceedings 

Within 21 business days of Provost's written direction to 
form Initial Review Committee 

-Within-21-business-day-s_of_date-ef-Initial-Re:view-----
Committee formation 
Within 10 business days of committee's recommendation to 
Provost 

Delivered within 5 business days of the date of statement of 
grounds for dismissal. 

Date of hearing set at least 10 bus~~s after the d~ 
of the Provost's letter described in .3.g 

No later than 5 business days beiore-hettri"flg-4.at~ 
\ 

Within 21 business days of hearing I 
Within 10 5usiness uays of Provost's final dec15ion 

Within 10 business days of Provost's comm1ication of 
final decision 
Within 21 business days of written reques1or appeal 

144 business days / 

/ 
UR C: 

Ifie/ a Jea<//,~2e 
.fur n~ (J{,f;;ll, 



Initiated by	
  Sanctions – XII* 

Inform Dean and Provost 
of recommendation 

Provost and Dean 
Consultation 

DFSC may communicate 
non-binding advisory 

recommendation 

Provost communicates 
sanction to FM, copying 
Chair and Dean XII.D* 

Dean or Provost XII.B.1* DFSC / SFSC XII.B.2*	
  

Inform Faculty Member 
and DFSC 

Appeals as provided for 
in specific policies (e.g., 

Academic Integrity) 

*Refers	
  to	
  proposed	
  sec-on	
  
of	
  new	
  ASPT	
  Policies.	
  



Implement 
sanction 

process per 
ASPT XII* 

Is other sanction 
indicated? 

Discussions between Faculty member, 
Chairs, Dean, and Provost (XIII.D.2) 

Faculty member has opportunity to 
present reasons in writing why 
suspension should not occur 

Implement in accordance with relevant 
policies and document in writing XII.D.

4* 
Mutually agreeable solution 

Is suspension necessary? 

Chair consults with DFSC; notification 
of faculty member 

Elected members of DFSC may make 
non-binding advisory recommendation 

to Chair 

Chair consults with Dean and Provost 

Chair provides written notice to Faculty 
member, Dean, and Provost 

Faculty member appeal to President 
XII.D.6 

Do reasons for suspension constitute 
adequate cause for dismissal? 

Implement dismissal 
procedures per ASPT 

XIV* 

Matter closed 

No further action 

Suspensions XIII* 

Yes 

No 

Yes 
Yes XII.D.5* 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

*Refers	
  to	
  proposed	
  sec-on	
  
of	
  new	
  ASPT	
  Policies.	
  



Provost determines if dismissal 
proceeding should be initiated 

XIV.B.3.f* 

Initiated by… 
XIV.B.2* 

Hearing requested? 

 
 

Initiated by… 
XIV.B.2* 

	
  

Provost directs Faculty Caucus 
to select Initial Review 

Committee (IRC) XIV.B.3.c* 

FRC considers case and 
decides whether faculty 

member should be 
dismissed XIV.B.3.i.ii* 

Request FRC to reconsider 
report 

University Administration / 
Provost 

Provost reviews report of 
FRC for final action XIV.B.

3.K 

FRC holds learning 
according to provisions of 

VIV.3.i.j 

Provost letters to faculty 
member copy Chair and Dean 

Formulate statement of grounds 
for dismissal and communicate 
to faculty member in writing 

XIV.B.3.g* 

Provost agrees? 

Faculty member reply in writing 
and state whether s/he wishes a 

hearing conducted by FRC 
XIV.B.3.h* 

Final decision by Provost 

DFSC non-binding 
advisory recommendation Department or College 

Chair/Dean letter to Provost 
describing charges XIV.B.

3.b* 

Faculty member appeal to 
President XIV.B.3.l* 

Are other sanctions 
indicated? 

See XII* Matter 
closed 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

IRC reviews charges, submits 
recommendation to Provost 

XIV.B.3.d* 

Yes No 



URC Equity Review Policy subgroup 

 
URC equity review language recommendations: 

 

Current language (ASPT policy II.D.) 

 “The URC may conduct a University-wide equity review. In this case, the URC shall develop an appropriate 
equity distribution plan. This plan must be approved by the faculty members of the Academic Senate prior to 
its implementation. The Office for Diversity and Affirmative Action shall determine the criteria for affirmative 
action equity review in consultation with the URC.” 

 

Suggested Language (ASPT policy II.D.)  

"The URC shall conduct a university-wide equity review every 6-8 years and develop an appropriate equity 
distribution plan.  The Office of Equal Opportunity, Equity and Access shall be responsible for the affirmative 
action portion of these equity reviews. 
 

Prior to implementation of a university wide equity review, the URC shall develop and distribute written 
policies, procedures and guidelines. These guidelines will serve as a framework for the implementation of the 
equity review and subsequent equity distribution plans. The Academic Senate shall convene a work group 
which will serve in an advisory capacity to the URC as it develops and/or amends policies, procedures and 
guidelines for the equity review process.  All equity review policies, procedures and distribution plans shall  be 
approved by the Faculty Caucus of the Academic Senate prior to implementation.   

 

 

Comment [HD1]: This timeline is consistent with 
current program review timelines 

Comment [HD2]: Potential cross campus units 
to be included: 
 
-OEOEA (hiring reviews) 
-Planning, Research and Policy Analysis (PRPA)  
-Academic Senate  
-Payroll (salary information) 
-Program Review  
-University curriculum committee (curricular audits) 
 



Department:  

Race - Ethnicity Performance Over Time
UID Gender Categories Employment Date Rank Years in Rank Salary Year at ISU Raise %



APPROVED 4-23-15 

UNIVERSITY REVIEW COMMITTEE 
Thursday, April 9, 2015 

3 p.m., Hovey 209 
 

MINUTES 
 
 
Members present: Angela Bonnell, Rick Boser, Phil Chidester, Diane Dean (via telephone),  
Joe Goodman, Doris Houston, Sheryl Jenkins, Sam Catanzaro (non-voting) 
 
Members not present: Bill O’Donnell, David Rubin 
 
Others present: Bruce Stoffel (recorder) 
 
I. Call to order 

 
Chairperson Sheryl Jenkins called the meeting to order at 3:10 p.m. 

 
II. Approval of minutes from the March 26, 2015 meeting 

 
Rick Boser moved, Joe Goodman seconded approval of minutes from the March 26, 2015 
meeting as distributed prior to the meeting. The motion carried on voice vote, with six ayes, 
zero nays, and one abstention.  

 
III. ASPT sub-group reports 

 
A. Sub-group 4 

 
Diane Dean reviewed URC discussions to date regarding sections of the ASPT document 
reviewed by Sub-Group 4 (Diane Dean and Rick Boser). Dean said it was her impression 
from prior committee discussions that the only action that needs to be taken with regard to 
the sections reviewed by Sub-group 4 is to review all dates in the document for accuracy 
and consistency and to incorporate earlier amendments into the text. Committee members 
agreed with Dean.  

 
Sam Catanzaro said he will create a master file of changes recommended by the 
committee and will check dates as he compiles that file.  

 
B. Sub-group 2 
 
 Doris Houston asked to defer the Sub-group 2 discussion until the next URC meeting. 

 
IV. New business 

 
Catanzaro informed committee members that he has been contacted by John Baur, Interim 
Associate Vice President for Research and Graduate Studies, regarding input the University 
Research Council would like to submit to the University Review Committee regarding ASPT 
policies. The University Research Council has formed a sub-group to prepare a memorandum 
describing changes the University Research Council recommends to the University Review 
Committee. Catanzaro said the University Research Council is apparently concerned that some 
departments might not be regularly reviewing its ASPT standards for consistency with 
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university ASPT policies and for currency with the disciplines taught by the department. Some 
University Research Council members have expressed concern that, as a result, quality 
scholarship might not be recognized in faculty evaluations, which may, in turn, affect 
promotion and tenure decisions. The University Research Council may also suggest adding to 
ASPT policies a requirement that departments/ schools regularly review its ASPT standards, 
including standards related to research. The University Research Council might also suggest 
revising the list in the appendices of acceptable scholarship activities. Catanzaro said 
University Research Council recommendations might be received in time for discussion at the 
next University Review Committee meeting. 
 
Catanzaro updated the committee regarding the disciplinary policy that has been reviewed by 
the committee at recent meetings. Catanzaro had asked deans, chairpersons, and directors to 
provide him input regarding the draft policy. He received edits from one person. Catanzaro is 
reviewing the edits and plans to bring the revised policy back to the committee for a final 
review.  
 
Catanzaro said he has talked with legal counsel about the change proposed by the committee to 
in Section XIII.C, a change from passive to active voice, to read “Individuals suspended 
without pay and subsequently exonerated may seek compensation.” Catanzaro reported that 
counsel finds the change acceptable from a legal perspective.   
 
Catanzaro reported having also spoken with staff in the Office of Human Resources about 
whether to retain reference in ASPT policies to the rank of Instructor. Catanzaro’s contact at 
Human Resources has indicated that the Instructor rank was last used in 2003. It appears that 
the rank was meant for persons who had completed doctoral study but had not yet completed a 
dissertation. Such use of the Instructor rank has since ceased. Catanzaro recommended deleting 
reference to Instructor from the ASPT document. He said he will add that change to his master 
file. 
 
Boser asked if anyone on campus currently holds the rank of Instructor. Catanzaro responded 
that no tenure-line faculty member currently holds that rank. He added that there are non-tenure 
track faculty members with the title Instructional Assistant Professor. Dropping the Instructor 
rank from the ASPT system should eliminate any confusion between Instructional Assistant 
Professor and Instructor.   
 
Angela Bonnell asked if deleting references in ASPT policies to the Instructor rank would 
impact Milner Library faculty hiring. She explained that the library sometimes hires faculty 
members with a two-year contingency clause, allowing the faculty member two years to 
complete the second advanced degree required for faculty status in the library. Catanzaro 
responded that deleting reference to the Instructor rank would not impact such hiring by the 
library. 
 
Bonnell asked if it is accurate that a faculty member needs four years in a faculty rank before 
the faculty member may be promoted.  Catanzaro responded in the affirmative. He explained 
that a faculty member must have served at least four years as an associate professor at Illinois 
State and at least ten years as a college or university faculty member to qualify for promotion to 
full professor. 
 
Jenkins noted that the committee is scheduled to continue its discussion of ASPT policies at the 
April 23, 2015, committee meeting. Sub-group 2 is scheduled to discuss findings from its 
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review. If it has been received by then, the memorandum from the University Research Council 
regarding its ASPT recommendations will be included on the April 23 agenda as well.   
 
Stoffel reminded committee members that annual CFSC reports and the annual report from the 
Faculty Review Committee will be available for committee review at its May 7 meeting. The 
committee also is scheduled to complete its five-year review of CFSC standards from the 
College of Applied Science and Technology. Houston asked if the committee will be able to 
complete all those tasks at a one-hour committee meeting. Catanzaro responded that it is 
possible.   
 

V. Adjournment 
 
Chidester moved, Bonnell seconded that the meeting be adjourned. Jenkins adjourned the 
meeting at 3:25 p.m. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
Diane Dean, Secretary 
Bruce Stoffel, Recorder 

 
 
 

3 
 



APPROVED 5-7-15 

UNIVERSITY REVIEW COMMITTEE 
Thursday, April 23, 2015 

3 p.m., Hovey 209 
 

MINUTES 
 
 
Members present: Angela Bonnell, Rick Boser, Phil Chidester, Joe Goodman, Sheryl Jenkins,  
David Rubin, Sam Catanzaro (non-voting) 
 
Members not present: Diane Dean, Doris Houston, Bill O’Donnell 
 
Others present: John Baur (Interim Associate Vice President for Research and Graduate Studies),  
Bruce Stoffel (recorder) 
 
I. Call to order 

 
Chairperson Sheryl Jenkins called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. 

 
II. Approval of minutes from the April 9, 2015 meeting 

 
Sam Catanzaro asked that the following changes be made to the minutes as distributed prior to 
the meeting: 
 

From: Boser asked if anyone on campus currently holds the rank of Instructor. Catanzaro responded 
that no tenure-line faculty member currently holds that rank. He added that there are non-
tenure track faculty members with the title Instructional Assistant. Dropping the Instructor 
rank from the ASPT system should eliminate any confusion between Instructional Assistant 
and Instructor.   

 
To: Boser asked if anyone on campus currently holds the rank of Instructor. Catanzaro responded 

that no tenure-line faculty member currently holds that rank. He added that there are non-
tenure track faculty members with the title Instructional Assistant Professor. Dropping the 
Instructor rank from the ASPT system should eliminate any confusion between Instructional 
Assistant Professor and Instructor.   

 
Joe Goodman moved, Rick Boser seconded approval of minutes from the April 9, 2015 meeting 
as distributed prior to the meeting but with the changes requested by Catanzaro. The motion 
carried on voice vote. 

 
III. Memorandum from the University Research Council regarding ASPT policies revisions 

 
Catanzaro introduced John Baur, Interim Associate Vice President for Research and Graduate 
Studies and chairperson of the University Research Council. Baur has joined the meeting to 
answer questions committee members may have regarding a memorandum from the University 
Research Council to the University Review Committee setting forth council recommendations 
for ASPT revisions (see attached).  

 
Baur described how the memorandum came to be. Over a year ago there was discussion at 
University Research Council meetings regarding perceived lack of recognition of grant writing 
and grant procurement activities by faculty members across the University. That discussion 
continued this spring. The council first considered seeking an Academic Senate resolution 
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regarding the matter but has since decided to address the concern by recommending changes to 
ASPT policies during the five-year ASPT policies review process. The council found that, in 
some units, DFSC/SFSC standards are reviewed and revised often but in other units they are 
not. Accordingly, the council has recommended that ASPT policies be revised to require 
departments and schools to review their standards at some regular frequency. The council has 
decided to let URC decide the frequency if it believes the recommendation has merit.  
 
Regarding recommended changes to Appendix 2 of ASPT policies, Baur noted that the council 
recognizes editorship as a creative or scholarly endeavor while realizing that some units 
recognize editorship as a service contribution. He noted that the council recommends removing 
reference to writing grants, because it feels that recognition should be given to grant-related 
activity only if a grant proposal has actually been submitted. The council has also 
recommended adding language regarding recognition of faculty members for leading 
scholarship involving others when the effort contributes to others’ successes.  
 
Phil Chidester asked if Appendix 2 is intended to list what units might recognize as creative or 
scholarly contributions or to list what units must recognize. Catanzaro responded that the list is 
intended to be illustrative rather than exhaustive, with each unit deciding what to recognize as 
creative or scholarly contributions and how based on their unique circumstances.  
 
Catanzaro clarified that the University Research Council is suggesting in its recommendation 
that changes to Appendix 2 with respect to scholarly and creative productivity are to be 
paralleled by similar changes to sections of the appendix regarding teaching and service. David 
Rubin asked how often work on grants cuts across teaching, service, and research. Baur 
responded that, in about one-third to one-half of the instances he has encountered, at least two 
of the three evaluation components have been involved.  
 
Chidester asked if it would be appropriate to have CFSCs be responsible for making sure 
review of DFSC/SFSC standards happens, since DFSC/SFSC standards are subject to CFSC 
review. Catanzaro replied that URC could recommend adding wording to the ASPT document 
to provide for such CFSC oversight.  
 
Goodman asked if departments in the College of Business can just submit to the CFSC what 
they have submitted in connection with specialized accreditation. Catanzaro responded that 
departments may do so if what the department has submitted to the accreditor is consistent with 
ASPT policies.    

 
Boser asked Baur about the magnitude of the problem of units not regularly reviewing their 
ASPT standards. Baur responded that the five-member committee charged by the council to 
study the issue found wide variation across units. Chidester posited that review of 
department/school standards may be motivated in many units by the unit having a faculty 
member close to submitting a tenure application. Chidester added that it would be better to 
establish a regular process of reviewing standards than to be reactive. Baur noted that the intent 
of the council recommendation is not necessarily to have units change their standards but to 
review them regularly, even if the result is an agreement among faculty members that no 
changes are needed.  
 
Boser asked why the council has recommended removing reference to writing grant 
applications and instead has focused on submitting grant applications. As a University Research 
Council member having been involved in council discussions of ASPT policies, Rubin reported 
that there was agreement among council members that submitting the application is the more 
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important and relevant action. Angela Bonnell said she would have thought the opposite, that 
someone could be recognized for submitting a grant application she/he did not write. Catanzaro 
noted that such an instance should raise questions regarding ethical conduct. 
 
Baur then left the meeting. 
 
Jenkins stated that recommendations from the council regarding changes to Appendix 2 could 
be helpful. Regarding the recommendation for mandated review of DFSC/SFSC standards, 
Jenkins expressed concern about timing of such review. Aligning review of DFSC/SFSC 
standards with review of ASPT policies and CFSC standards would be more efficient, she 
suggested. 
 
Bonnell reported that Milner Library DFSC guidelines mandate an annual meeting of faculty to 
talk about potential changes to the guidelines. The discussion is held at the conclusion of each 
faculty evaluation cycle. She noted that having such discussions so often can be confusing, but 
they provide all faculty members opportunities to express their concerns. Boser noted that his 
unit has a similar discussion each year, but the discussion does not always result in guideline 
changes.  
 
Jenkins asked committee members if they support the recommendation for regular review of 
DFSC/SFSC standards by faculty. The consensus of those present was to incorporate the 
recommendation into the ASPT revisions.  
 
Discussion then ensued regarding the frequency with which units might be asked to review 
their ASPT standards. Suggestions offered by committee members included at least every five 
years, every two or three years, at least every three years, and at least every three years or at the 
fifth-year review of DFSC/SFSC standards to comply with ASPT changes, whichever comes 
first. Boser recommended combining the additional passage recommended by the council with 
wording already in the document, then wordsmithing the combined passage to read as follows. 
 

Following appropriate faculty input, each DFSC/SFSC shall develop Department/School policies and 
procedures for appointment, reappointment, performance evaluation, promotion, tenure, and post-
tenure reviews. These policies and procedures shall be approved by the majority vote of the eligible 
Department/School faculty prior to January 1 of the year in which the policies and procedures take 
effect. Department/School ASPT policies and procedures shall be reviewed at least every three years 
and approved by the majority vote of the eligible Department/School faculty. Copies of these policies 
and procedures shall be distributed to each Department/School faculty member. These policies and 
procedures are left to the discretion of each Department/School but they shall be submitted to the 
appropriate CFSC, which will approve them for conformity to College standards and University 
policies and procedures (see IV.B.1).  

  
Jenkins asked members to review this proposed passage when the minutes are released and to 
come to the next meeting prepared to discuss it.  
 
Committee members then discussed changes to Appendix 2 recommended by the University 
Research Council.  
 
Goodman asked about categorizing patents and licenses as scholarly work. Rubin responded 
that doing so is appropriate because patents and licenses are types of publications. Catanzaro 
noted that, similarly, a textbook that generates income counts toward teaching, service, and/or 
research. In such matters, each DFSC/SFSC is to exercise discretion as to the quality of the 
contribution and the circumstances.  
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Commenting on item six of council recommendation two, Bonnell noted that Milner Library 
faculty likes the term “invited” when referring to presentations and papers. Jenkins noted that, 
for Mennonite College of Nursing faculty, “invited” presentations are not considered as high 
quality as “peer-reviewed” presentations. Bonnell asked about implications of adding the term 
“invited” to item six. Catanzaro responded that each department/school would still have to 
decide how it would value “invited” presentations. The DFSC/SFSC would need to review 
circumstances of each case to determine if the invitation was based primarily on merits of the 
work or on personal circumstances, he added.  
 
Rubin asked if the council intends a difference between the terms “peer-reviewed” and “peer-
refereed” as used in item six. Catanzaro responded that some disciplines distinguish between 
the two, with “peer-reviewed” implying anonymity and “peer-refereed” not. Chidester noted 
that in reviewing proposals for conference presentations and papers, some conferences review 
abstracts while others review complete papers. Rubin noted that the DFSC/SFSC is responsible 
for considering such factors.  
 
Chidester suggested adding the term “invited” to item 6 since the list in Appendix 2 is 
considered illustrative only, with the understanding that each unit would be responsible for 
deciding how to value each invited presentation based on its unique circumstances.   

 
IV. Discussion of ASPT Subgroup 2 findings and recommendations 

 
Subgroup member Rubin asked that the discussion be deferred until the next URC meeting, 
since Doris Houston (the other member of the subgroup) is not able to attend this meeting. 
Committee members agreed.  
 

V. New business 
 
There was none. 
 
 

VI. Adjournment 
 
Jenkins asked committee members to review documents for the May 7 committee meeting in 
advance of the meeting, since there will be numerous items on the agenda and only an hour to 
transact all business.   

 
Boser moved, Chidester seconded that the meeting be adjourned. Jenkins adjourned the meeting 
at 4:05 p.m. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
Diane Dean, Secretary 
Bruce Stoffel, Recorder 

 
Attachments:  
 
Memorandum dated April 16, 2015, from the University Research Council to the University Review Committee regarding 
Recommendations for Revisions to Illinois State University Appointment, Salary and Tenure Policies 
 
URC equity review policy considerations, URC Equity Review Policy Workgroup (n.d.) 
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UNIVERSITY REVIEW COMMITTEE 
Thursday, May 7, 2015 

3 p.m., Hovey 209 
 

MINUTES 
 
 
Members present: Angela Bonnell, Rick Boser, Phil Chidester, Diane Dean, Joe Goodman,  
Doris Houston, David Rubin, Sheryl Jenkins, Sam Catanzaro (non-voting) 
 
Members not present: Bill O’Donnell 
 
Others present: Bruce Stoffel (recorder) 
 
I. Call to order 

 
Chairperson Sheryl Jenkins called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. 

 
II. Approval of minutes from the April 23, 2015 meeting 

 
Joe Goodman moved, Doris Houston seconded approval of minutes from the April 23, 2015 
meeting as distributed prior to the meeting. The motion carried on voice vote.  

 
III. ASPT Policies review 

 
A. Discussion of ASPT Subgroup 2 recommendations 

 
Houston and David Rubin reviewed Subgroup 2 recommendations regarding university-
wide equity review (see attached). Rubin explained that it became clear in conversations 
with Shane McCreery (Director of Equal Opportunity, Ethics, and Access) and Jim 
Jawahar (Associate Provost) that equity review needs broader campus input by involving  
groups other than the URC. He stressed the importance of establishing a timeframe within 
which equity review should be conducted. Houston said she and Rubin suggest conducting 
an equity review every six to eight years based on the length of other review cycles at the 
University. If a timeframe is not set, equity review might never be done, she added.  

 
Rubin discussed the phenomenon of compression and the importance of equity review in 
addressing it. He stated that increase of salaries for new positions is 5 percent annually at 
the University and nationally, while the salaries of continuing faculty have been increasing 
2½ percent annually. As a result, the gap between salaries of recently-hired assistant 
professors and faculty at higher ranks fails to reflect the differences in years of service and 
professional accomplishments that would be expected; this structural problem continues to 
worsen. Jenkins noted that compression is a big problem in nursing. There is a need to 
address it but there is also a cost associated with doing so, she added. 
 
Catanzaro observed that compression is a complicated issue, the nature of which differs 
within and across units. Catanzaro explained that many department chairpersons and 
school directors study compression in their units and make recommendations to their dean 
for addressing it. While reference to equity review has been included in ASPT policies  
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since at least 1979, to his knowledge a university-wide equity review has never been 
conducted by URC, he added.   
 
Goodman asked if the Provost’s office tracks faculty turnover due to compression. 
Catanzaro responded that the Provost’s office does not do so systematically. Boser 
suggested that counter offers might be an indirect measure of turnover due to compression. 
Goodman asked if the Provost has funds to address salary equity. Catanzaro explained that 
ASPT policies mandate that the Provost holds 10 percent of funds allocated by the 
President for faculty salary increases; the resulting “Provost Allocation” is used to address 
issues such as compression when merited. Each department and school may also reserve 
some of its share of salary increment funds to address equity concerns.  
 
Houston reported that another group with which she is involved, Minorities in the 
Academic Workplace, has been advocating for equity review as well. She said that the 
group has existed for four or five years and is facilitated by the Center for Teaching, 
Learning, and Technology. 
 
Goodman noted that age is not included among the populations identified in the subgroup 
recommendation for consideration in developing an equity review policy. Rubin 
acknowledged the omission, stating that age should have been included.   
 
Jenkins asked how the URC can move the issue of equity review forward. Catanzaro 
suggested that the URC ask the Provost to consider creating a task force to review the 
issue further. He said it would be appropriate for the URC chairperson make the request to 
the Provost in writing on behalf of the committee. Houston suggested sending a copy of 
the letter to the Academic Senate chairperson, who has indicated to Houston that equity 
review could be discussed by the Academic Senate. Catanzaro expressed concern that if 
the Academic Senate were to receive a copy of the request, the Academic Senate might 
initiate review of the issue before the administration has identified funds to conduct such 
an analysis. Bonnell expressed concern that if the Academic Senate is sent a copy of the 
letter, all other groups identified by the subgroup as potentially involved in equity review 
should also receive a copy. Houston asked that all URC members be copied on the letter. 
Jenkins said she would do so.   
 
Phil Chidester moved, Bonnell seconded that the University Review Committee send a 
written request to the Provost asking her to consider creating a task force to study the issue 
of equity review. The motion passed on voice vote.  
 
Committee members then discussed whether to incorporate ASPT document changes 
suggested by subgroup 2 into ASPT changes recommended by the committee to the 
Faculty Caucus.  
 
Boser suggested that it would be better to modify the existing passage regarding equity 
review to include a timeframe if committee members feel that equity review should be 
done, but waiting six to eight years between reviews might be too long. Rubin agreed that 
some number of years between reviews should be cited in the passage. Goodman 
suggested that Bureau of Labor Statistics data might be used to trigger equity review.  
 
Chidester asked whether the role of the URC with respect to equity review should be to 
conduct the review or to monitor work on equity review conducted by others. Perhaps the 
URC role should be to make sure whatever equity plan is approved by the University is 
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then implemented, he said. Catanzaro offered that the URC role might involve reviewing 
any equity distribution plan approved by the University to make sure the plan is consistent 
with ASPT policies.  
 
Houston suggested that the equity review task force could decide who should develop the 
plan, if such a task force is created. Bonnell asked whether employee classes other than 
faculty should also be explicitly referenced in the ASPT passage regarding equity review. 
Catanzaro suggested not doing so, because ASPT policies apply only to faculty.  
 
Houston moved, Chidester seconded that the committee recommend replacing Section 
II.D of the ASPT policies document with the following text. 
 

Every six to eight years the URC shall review any equity distribution plans and implementation 
of the plans to ensure conformity to University policies and procedures. 

 
The motion passed on voice vote. 
 

B. University Research Council recommendations 
 

Jenkins reminded committee members that at its April 23, 2015 meeting the committee 
discussed changes to Section V.B.1 and Appendix 2 of ASPT policies recommended by 
the University Research Council (see attached). She asked if committee members were 
ready to move to accept council recommendations.  
 
Boser moved, Bonnell seconded to recommend replacing Section V.B.1 of the APST 
policies document with the following text. 
 

Following appropriate faculty input, each DFSC/SFSC shall develop Department/School 
policies and procedures for appointment, reappointment, performance evaluation, promotion, 
tenure, and post-tenure reviews. These policies and procedures shall be approved by the 
majority vote of the eligible Department/School faculty prior to January 1 of the year in which 
the policies and procedures take effect. Department/School ASPT policies and procedures shall 
be reviewed at least every three years and approved by the majority vote of the eligible 
Department/School faculty. Copies of these policies and procedures shall be distributed to each 
Department/School faculty member. These policies and procedures are left to the discretion of 
each Department/School but they shall be submitted to the appropriate CFSC, which will 
approve them for conformity to College standards and University policies and procedures (see 
IV.B.1). 

  
 The motion carried on voice vote. 

 
Regarding University Research Council recommendations for changes to Appendix 2, 
Chidester suggested combining items 9-12 into a single item about seeking and managing 
grants. Rubin said that combing items 9-12 in that manner could send the wrong message 
regarding the value placed by the University on faculty efforts to seek external funding, 
efforts that often involve submitting and resubmitting grant applications multiple times. 
 
Committee members discussed the suggestion made at the April 23, 2015 URC meeting to 
add the word “invited” to item 6 regarding presentations and papers delivered at local, 
regional, national, and international meetings. Rubin explained that someone from the 
College of Fine Arts had asked the University Research Council to add the word “invited” 
to the passage, but the University Research Council decided not to do so. Rubin suggested 
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that, instead, each unit should decide how to value invited presentations and papers. 
Catanzaro concurred. 
 
Boser moved, Rubin seconded to recommend replacing the list of factors under the 
heading “Evaluation Guidelines and Criteria for Scholarly and Creative Productivity” in 
Appendix 2 of the ASPT policies document with the list recommended by the University 
Research Council in its April 16, 2015, memorandum to the URC.  The motion passed on 
voice vote. 

 
C. Summary of URC recommendations to Faculty Caucus 

 
Catanzaro informed the committee that he would complete the summary of committee 
recommendations regarding ASPT changes, a draft of which he sent to committee 
members prior to the meeting. He asked committee members to send him comments and 
suggestions they may have regarding the summary. 

 
IV. Five-year review of CFSC standards: College of Applied Science and Technology 

 
Diane Dean moved, Goodman seconded approving CFSC standards of the College of Applied 
Science and Technology as submitted by the college to URC for its five-year review (see 
attached). The motion carried on voice vote. 

 
V. Review of annual reports 

 
A. Annual reports from college faculty status committees (see attached) 
 

Catanzaro explained that one role of the URC with respect to the CFSC annual reports is 
to identify trends the committee feels merit further attention. Chidester asked if the reports 
ever get reviewed across years to look for patterns. Catanzaro responded that such a 
review is not performed in a formal sense. It was noted that archived reports are 
occasionally reviewed by appellants preparing their case for review by the Faculty Review 
Committee.  

  
Dean moved, Bonnell seconded approval of all CFSC annual reports submitted to URC for 
the 2014-2015 ASPT cycle. The motion carried on voice vote. 

 
B. Annual report from the Faculty Review Committee (see attached) 

 
Dean moved, Chidester seconded acceptance of the annual report from the Faculty Review 
Committee dated April 27, 2015, submitted by FRC Chairperson Mike Sublett. The 
motion carried on voice vote. 
 

VI. Other business 
 
Catanzaro thanked committee members for their work this academic year. He thanked Jenkins 
and Chidester, whose terms on the committee are expiring, for their contributions to the 
committee during their years of service. 
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VII. Adjournment 
 
Jenkins adjourned the meeting at 4:10 p.m.  

 
Respectfully submitted, 
Diane Dean, Secretary 
Bruce Stoffel, Recorder 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
Recommendations for Revisions to Illinois State University Appointment, Salary and Tenure Policies, URC equity review 
policy considerations, URC Equity Review Policy Workgroup (n.d.) 
 
Memorandum dated April 16, 2015, from the University Research Council to the University Review Committee regarding 
recommendations for revisions to Illinois State University Appointment, Salary, Promotion, and Tenure Policies 
 
Illinois State University College of Applied Science and Technology College Faculty Status Committee Standards for 
Appointment, Salary, Promotion, and Tenure, Effective January 1, 2015 (last approved by the CAST CFSC December 15, 
2014) 
 
CFSC Annual Report 2014-2015, College of Applied Science and Technology, April 9, 2015 
 
CFSC Annual Report 2014-2015, College of Arts and Sciences, April 10, 2015 
 
CFSC Annual Report 2014-2015, College of Business, April 30, 2015 
 
CFSC Annual Report 2014-2015, College of Education, May 5, 2015 
 
CFSC Annual Report 2014-2015, College of Fine Arts, April 30, 2015 
 
CFSC Annual Report 2014-2015, Mennonite College of Nursing, April 17, 2015 
 
CFSC Annual Report 2014-2015, Milner Library, April 25, 2015 
 
Annual report dated April 27, 2015, from Mike Sublett, Chairperson, Faculty Review Committee, to Sheryl Jenkins, 
Chairperson, University Review Committee 



















 

ILLINOIS STATE UNIVERSITY 
COLLEGE OF APPLIED SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 

COLLEGE FACULTY STATUS COMMITTEE STANDARDS 
FOR APPOINTMENT, SALARY, PROMOTION, TENURE 

Effective January 1, 2015 
 

Overview  
The CFSC for the College of Applied Science and Technology (the College) provides herein a 

statement of standards that further interpret University ASPT Policies.  The Department Faculty Status 
Committees (DFSCs) and School Faculty Status Committees (SFSCs) in the College have, by majority 
vote, accepted these standards. The standards are subject to on-going revision and interpretation by the 
CFSC as inquiries and cases come before the Committee.  
 
Composition of CFSC  
 The six elected members of the CFSC must be tenured and hold the minimum rank of Associate 
Professor.  At least three elected members of the CFSC must hold the rank of Professor. 
 
General Statement on Teaching  

Teaching is central to the mission of the College.  Documentation submitted for evaluation 
should provide multiple indicators of teaching quality; one of these must be student reactions to teaching 
performance.  For illustrative examples of teaching activities and evaluation factors that may be used, 
see pages 46--48 of the Faculty ASPT Policies, 2012.   
 
General Statement on Scholarship  

Scholarship is a fundamental responsibility for tenure and promotion considerations.  Reviews of 
scholarly and creative productivity by the CFSC, DFSCs, and SFSCs are broadly defined to recognize 
scholarship that includes discovery, integration, application and outreach. Evaluation materials should 
document a scholarly approach to the development, performance and communication of these activities. 
For illustrative examples of scholarly activities that may be recognized see pages 48 & 49 of the Faculty 
ASPT Policies, 2012.   
 
General Statement on Service  

Faculty are expected to provide service to their departments, the College, and the 
University as well as to their professional organizations and practitioners.  The applied nature of 
programs in the College provides multiple opportunities for faculty members to engage in 
service activities. Service in which faculty members apply their unique expertise to improve 
professional practice or to enrich community life is highly valued. For illustrative examples of 
service activities that may be pursued see page 49 & 50 of the Faculty ASPT Policies, 2012.   
 
Granting of Tenure 

Probationary tenure-track faculty members are responsible for demonstrating that the granting of 
tenure is warranted through their performance during the probationary period. An annual Performance 
Review and Department Chair/School Director oversight, through ongoing supervision and 
communication, will guide probationary faculty members. 

To be granted tenure, faculty must document high-quality professional contributions, throughout 
the probationary period, in all three areas of performance review. Their work should demonstrate a 
positive impact on teaching, scholarship, and service in their department and discipline. Faculty must 
show evidence of developing a focused area of scholarly expertise and demonstrate the ability to 
function as a contributing colleague within the culture of their Department or School, College, and 
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University.  An individual who cannot qualify for promotion to Associate Professor at the time of tenure 
shall ordinarily not be recommended for tenure.  

 
Promotion in Rank 

Associate Professor 
Except in unusual circumstances, promotion to this rank will not be granted prior to 

recommendation for tenure.  Earning this rank requires a level of accomplishment that is expected to 
take most entry-level faculty members six years to achieve.  
 Specifically, promotion to the rank of Associate Professor requires a high level of competence as 
a teacher. Successful candidates for promotion to Associate Professor will document an ability to teach 
courses important to the department’s mission.  They will have a record of high quality teaching. They 
will have contributed to curriculum development in their department, demonstrated good mentoring of 
students in and out of the classroom, and/or demonstrated an ability to help students apply theory to 
practice. Successful candidates for Associate Professor must document scholarly accomplishments that 
include, among other scholarly and creative activities, peer reviewed publications and a developing, 
focused area of scholarship. These accomplishments must establish a level of expertise recognized at 
least at the regional level by their colleagues in higher education and/or industry. Successful candidates 
for Associate Professor must document significant departmental service and active involvement in 
College, University and discipline based service activities.  Documentation of high quality teaching and 
scholarly productivity is more critical to being promoted to Associate Professor than service.  

 
  Professor  

 This is the highest rank faculty may earn and it is not attained solely by time as an Associate 
Professor. Successful candidates for this rank will provide evidence of continuing high quality teaching 
and significant participation in their department’s teaching mission, which may include involving 
students in their area of scholarship, influencing curriculum development in their department, and/or 
mentoring junior faculty. Successful candidates for Professor will document that their expertise and 
scholarship is important to society or to the work of other scholars and/or the practices and policies of 
their professional area.  Successful candidates for Professor will document that their provision of service 
is meaningful and has had a demonstrable impact to their Department or School, College, University, 
professional organizations and/or society. Promotion to this rank requires sustained accomplishments 
across all three areas of performance review over a significant period of time.  Successful candidates for 
Professor must be truly outstanding in at least one area of performance review. 
 Candidates submitting materials for promotion to Professor are encouraged to include written 
evaluations from peer evaluators external to ISU who are qualified to comment on contributions to the 
discipline. The strongest evidence of performance in the area of scholarship and creative activity comes 
from one’s peers within the discipline. Generally, those who can best judge the quality of such work are 
those who have similar academic interests and work outside of this University. On the other hand, the 
best evaluations of the quality of a faculty member’s teaching and service are peers within the academic 
department.  
 
Salary Incrementation 
 Department/School policies must maintain the ability to make significantly different awards for 
differential performance. 

Departments/Schools may not develop policies that circumvent the need to make salary 
incrementation awards to faculty members based on performance in the three areas of performance 
review.  

 
Procedures 
 Faculty members are responsible for submitting their documentation for performance, promotion 
or tenure evaluation.  They must submit their documentation in the CFSC required formats and must 
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include all files requested and all teaching performance data that is required by the College. DFSC/SFSC 
reports on each candidate for tenure and promotion are to be submitted on the form provided by the 
CFSC and should be accompanied by the files requested.  

 The CFSC, DFSCs, and SFSCs will, in all other matters before them, follow the procedures as 
described in the Faculty ASPT Policies, 2005. 
 
Review of DFSC/SFSC Policies and Procedures 
 The CFSC is responsible for reviewing and approving the criteria developed by each 
DFSC/SFSC.  At a minimum, these criteria must implement the ASPT Policies as well as the CFSC 
Standards.  

 
 

Approved by the CFSC April 4, 2005  
Approved by the College DFSCs and SFSCs April 14, 2005 
Approved by the URC August 30, 2005 
Approved by the CFSC December 15, 2014 
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The following attachments have been redacted from the version of this document  
posted on the University Review Committee Minutes website. 

 
 

CFSC Annual Report 2014-2015, College of Applied Science and Technology, April 9, 2015 
CFSC Annual Report 2014-2015, College of Arts and Sciences, April 10, 2015 

CFSC Annual Report 2014-2015, College of Business, April 30, 2015 
CFSC Annual Report 2014-2015, College of Education, May 5, 2015 
CFSC Annual Report 2014-2015, College of Fine Arts, April 30, 2015 

CFSC Annual Report 2014-2015, Mennonite College of Nursing, April 17, 2015 
CFSC Annual Report 2014-2015, Milner Library, April 25, 2015 

 
Annual report dated April 27, 2015, from Mike Sublett, Chairperson, Faculty Review Committee, 

to Sheryl Jenkins, Chairperson, University Review Committee 
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	d. Appeals of non-reappointment following a negative tenure recommendation shall follow the provision of Article XIII . F.
	2. Notice of termination shall be given not later than March 1 of the first academic year of service; or, if a one-year appointment terminates during an academic year, at least three months in advance of its termination; not later than February 1 of t...
	3. Termination of a probationary faculty for such adequate causes as lack of fitness to continue to perform in the faculty member's professional capacity as a teacher or researcher; failure to perform assigned duties in a manner consonant with profess...
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	V. Adjournment  Chidester moved, Rubin seconded that the meeting be adjourned. The meeting adjourned
	at 3:53 p.m.
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	V. Other business
	There was none.
	VI. Adjournment  Dean moved, Goodman seconded that the meeting be adjourned. Jenkins adjourned the meeting at 4:01 p.m.
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	URC minutes 3-26-15.pdf
	V. Adjournment
	Chidester moved, Goodman seconded that the meeting be adjourned. Jenkins adjourned the meeting at 4:05 p.m.


	MinutesURC2015-04-09
	V. Adjournment
	Chidester moved, Bonnell seconded that the meeting be adjourned. Jenkins adjourned the meeting at 3:25 p.m.

	MinutesURC2015-04-23
	URC minutes 4-23-15 (without attachments).pdf
	VI. Adjournment
	Jenkins asked committee members to review documents for the May 7 committee meeting in advance of the meeting, since there will be numerous items on the agenda and only an hour to transact all business.
	Boser moved, Chidester seconded that the meeting be adjourned. Jenkins adjourned the meeting at 4:05 p.m.


	MinutesURC2015-05-07
	URC minutes 5-7-15.pdf
	V. Review of annual reports
	A. Annual reports from college faculty status committees (see attached)
	Catanzaro explained that one role of the URC with respect to the CFSC annual reports is to identify trends the committee feels merit further attention. Chidester asked if the reports ever get reviewed across years to look for patterns. Catanzaro respo...
	Dean moved, Bonnell seconded approval of all CFSC annual reports submitted to URC for the 2014-2015 ASPT cycle. The motion carried on voice vote.
	B. Annual report from the Faculty Review Committee (see attached)
	Dean moved, Chidester seconded acceptance of the annual report from the Faculty Review Committee dated April 27, 2015, submitted by FRC Chairperson Mike Sublett. The motion carried on voice vote.
	VI. Other business  Catanzaro thanked committee members for their work this academic year. He thanked Jenkins and Chidester, whose terms on the committee are expiring, for their contributions to the committee during their years of service.
	VII. Adjournment
	Jenkins adjourned the meeting at 4:10 p.m.





