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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?  
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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; 
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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. 

Comment [HD4]: The definition of “Minority 
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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: 

Comment [HD8]: Does this language still apply? 
P.12 

Formatted: Font: +Headings (Cambria), 12 pt

Formatted: Font: +Headings (Cambria), 12 pt



URC Subgroup 2: Doris Houston/David Rubin 
 
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. 
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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. 
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	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 pri...
	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 ...
	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...
	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 re...
	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...
	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 disser...
	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...
	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 sug...
	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 ch...
	[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.
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