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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)

Call to order

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

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.

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 (XI1).
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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 XI11.B.1”). Catanzaro suggested relabeling
the box below the box labeled “DFSC/SFSC XI1.B.2” to read “Inform Faculty Member,
Dean, and Provost of recommendation.” Catanzaro also suggested modifying line 98 of
the text (X11.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 (XII).

Goodman noted that references in the flow chart to XI11.D.4 should be changed to XI11.D.4.
Houston added that XI1.D.5 should be changed to XI11.D.5 and XI1.D.6 should be changed
to XI11.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 XI1V.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.I (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



APPROVED 4-9-15

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.

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).

New business
There was none.
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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the Faculty Academic Freedom, Ethics, and Grievance Committee, if they
believe that their academic freedom or the Code of Ethics has been
violated.

2. Inall 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.

ssible causes for
process for a
h reassignment of duties

Faculty members’ duties may be reassigned temporarily w,
disciplinary actions are being investigated or while the
disciplinary action is being followed. The reasons fQ
will be provided to the faculty member. Such rea
prevent reasonable threats of harm to the Umvef

nd%re either exonerated or
a one year “stop-the-clock”

Probationary faculty who face d1501p11nary ac
requ1red to complete correctlve actlons may r

freedom 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.

2. The DFSC/SFSC may recommend minor sanctions whenever it becomes
aware of evidence of cause for such action, as described in X1.A.2. In
such cases, the DFSC/SFSC shall communicate its recommendation to the
appropriate Dean and the Provost. The Provost may implement
disciplinary action after consultation with the Dean.

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

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 personnel/ASPT file. The faculty
member may request, and shall receive;jiclarification of such requirements.

[. Faculty Suspensions

\.

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). :

. A faculty member in the suspenston process is afforded due process. This right is

balanced against the University’s responsibility to prevent harm to students, other
employees, and the institution itself.

Ordinarily, suspensions will be paid suspensions. Suspensions without pay will

. only occur after the process described in XIILD is completed and all appeals or
" related grievances are adjudicated. In extraordinary cases when there is evidence

that  faculty member has abandoned professional duties or is unable to fulfill
such ties, a temporary suspension without pay may be instituted prior to

completion of the University’s process. Individuals suspended without pay and
subsequently exonerated can be compensated. B
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. 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
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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.

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

3 \dlsmlssal
vost ‘even after
faculty member,

If the Initial Review Committee recomme
proceedings should commence, or if the
considering a recommendation favor:
determines that a proceeding shoul
the grounds proposed for the dismii S
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late the statement. The statement
ess days of the committee’s
communication of the recommse jon to the Provost.

o the faculty member:

; (2) information

; cedural rights; and (3) a
faculty aember that, at the faculty

aring will be conducted by the Faculty

nber to reasonably formulate and prepare a defense, and
st 10 business days from the date of the Provost’s letter
unicating the decision to the faculty member.

days before the time and date set for the hearing whether s/he

__wishes a hearing. If a hearing is requested, the faculty member —

361
362
363
364
365
366
367
368

shall answer the statements in the Provost’s letter in writing and
submit this document to the Provost and the FRC no later than 5
business days before the date set for the hearing.

The Faculty Review Committee (FRC):

i. Shall consider the statement of grounds for dismissal
already formulated, the recommendation of the Initial
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The FRC shall permit a statement and closing by the- - - - ’ —

369 Review Committee, and the faculty member’s response
370 before the hearing;
371
372 ii. If the faculty member has not requested a hearing, the FRC
373 may consider the case on the statement of grounds and the
374 reply and any other obtainable information and decide
375 whether the faculty member should be dismissed.
376
377 iii. Ifthe faculty member has requested a hearing, the FRC
378 shall hold a hearing.
379
380 j. Hearings by the Faculty Review Commi
381 i. The FRC shall decide whetherghehearing is public or
382 private;
383 ii. If facts are in dispute, te
384 evidence received;
385 iii. The Provostorad
386 (Ordinarily, the !
387 for the University, t
388
389
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391
392
393
394
395
396
397
398
399
400
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.
L 406 iX.

- 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 xi. 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
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415 21 business days of the hearing. A record of any hearing
416 should be made available to the Provost and to the faculty
417 member.
418
419 k. The Provost shall review the full report of the FRC for final action.
420 If the Provost disagrees with the decision of the FRC, s/he shall
421 request the FRC to reconsider the report. The Provost shall then
422 make a final decision whether the faculty member should be
423 dismissed. The Provost’s final decision shall be communicated to
424 the faculty member within 10 business days o ,he final report of

425 the FRC (after reconsideration, if any).
426

427 I.  The faculty member may appeal the Provi
428 President, who shall make a final de i
429 faculty member shall be retained:p:

430 appeal shall be requested in

431 date of the Provost’s commt

432 President shall communicat

433 Provost, Dean, Chair, and D

434 the written request for appeal.
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436

437

438

439

440

441
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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 Provog_) ()As soon as is feasible

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

Decision by Presiden@ Within 21 business days of receipt of written statement of
appeal

/ 31 business days
URC: N URC:
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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-efInitial 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)

e

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

Date of hearing set at least 10 busingssdays after the date
of the Provost’s letter described ing 3.z

Faqulty member replies in writing whether s’he wishes
a hparing. If a hearing is requested, faculty member
shdll include answer the statement of grounds for
digmissal in writing. (B.3.h)

No later than 5 business days before-hearing date—""

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

Within 21 business days of hearing /

- "Provost fiflal decision communicated (B.3.1)

Within 10 business days of Provost’s final decjsion

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

Within 10 business days of Provost’s commupication of
final decision

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

Within 21 business days of written request for appeal

144 business days /S
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Sanctions — XII* Initiated by

— i

DFSC / SFSC XII.B.2* Dean or Provost XII.B.1*
Inform Dean and Provost Inform Faculty Member
of recommendation and DFSC

Provost and Dean

A

Consultation

v

*Refers to proposed section
of new ASPT Policies.

DFSC may communicate
non-binding advisory
recommendation




Suspensions XIII*

Discussions between Faculty member Yes Implement in accordance with relevant
’ —> Mutually agreeable solution > lici dd ti iting XIL.D.
Chairs, Dean, and Provost (XIII.D.2) A poticies an ocunzeil o wrting
l No
) No
Is other sanction — Is suspension necessary?
indicated?

l Yes XII.D.5*
No / \ Yes
Faculty member has opportunity to

Imolement Chair consults with DFSC; notification > Sremat: rensoTs dn vk Tk
pleme of faculty member on should
sanction suspension should not occur
Matter closed process per
ASPT XII* v

Elected members of DFSC may make
non-binding advisory recommendation
to Chair

l

Chair consults with Dean and Provost

l

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

» Do reasons for suspension constitute
adequate cause for dismissal?

l Yes " S No

No further action

*Refers to proposed section
of new ASPT Policies. Faculty member appeal to President
XII.D.6




Initiated by...
XIV.B.2*

University Administration /
Provost

Department or College

Provost letters to faculty
member copy Chair and Dean

Chair/Dean letter to Provost
describing charges XIV.B.
3.b*

Provost directs Faculty Caucus
to select Initial Review
Committee (IRC) XIV.B.3.c*

IRC reviews charges, submits
recommendation to Provost
XIV.B.3.d*

DFSC non-binding
advisory recommendation

L \Jl

Provost determings if dismissal
proceeding shou Ebe initiated
XIV.B.3.f*

No Are other sanctions

— indicated?

1}

Formulate statement of grounds
for dismissal and communicate
to faculty member in writing
XIV.B.3.g*

FRC holds learning
according to provisions of
VIV3.ij

Provost reviews report of
FRC for final action XIV.B.
3K

‘UIO

ves / \No

Matter
closed

FRC considers case and
decides whether faculty
member should be
dismissed XIV.B.3.i.ii*

|

NO

Provost agrees?

I

Request FRC to reconsider
report

lYes

Final decision by Provost

Faculty member appeal to
President XIV.B.3.1*

L



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 I1.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)
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