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UNIVERSITY REVIEW COMMITTEE 

Illinois State University 
 

Thursday, September 20, 2018 

1 p.m., Hovey 401D 

 

 

MINUTES 

 

Members present: Frank Beck, Angela Bonnell, Sam Catanzaro (non-voting), Kevin Edwards, Joe Goodman, Yoon 

Jin Ma, Rachel Shively, Sarah Smelser 

 

Members not present: Diane Dean, Nancy Novotny 

 

Others present: Bruce Stoffel (recorder) 

 
Note: In these minutes “URC” refers to the University Review Committee at Illinois State University; “Caucus” refers to the 

Faculty Caucus of the Academic Senate at Illinois State University; “ASPT” refers to appointment, salary, promotion, and tenure 

policies of Illinois State University; “ASPT policies” and “ASPT 2017” refer to Faculty Appointment, Salary, Promotion, and 

Tenure Policies effective January 1, 2017, Illinois State University; “CFSC” refers to college faculty status committee as 

provided for in ASPT policies; “DFSC” refers to department faculty status committee as provided for in ASPT policies; “SFSC” 

refers to school faculty status committee as provided for in ASPT policies; “Mennonite” refers to Mennonite College of Nursing 

at Illinois State University; and “Milner” refers to Milner Library at Illinois State University. Any references in these minutes to 

“DFSC” or “SFSC” refer to both DFSC and SFSC, and any references to “department” or “school” refer to both department and 

school. 

 

I. Call to order 

 

Chairperson Joe Goodman called the meeting to order at 1:02 p.m. He welcomed committee members. 

 

II. Approval of minutes 

 

Sarah Smelser moved approval of minutes from the September 6, 2018 URC meeting. Kevin Edwards seconded 

the motion. The motion passed on voice vote, all voting in the affirmative.  

 

III. Update: Disciplinary articles 

 

The disciplinary articles as revised by the Faculty Caucus at its September 12, 2018 meeting were distributed to 

committee members (see attached). Smelser represented URC at that Caucus meeting and provided the 

following report. The Caucus considered revisions to the four disciplinary articles as prepared by Susan Kalter, 

Caucus chairperson, based on her conversations with Sam Catanzaro and legal counsel Lisa Huson since spring 

2018. The Caucus unanimously approved the proposed revisions, which Smelser described as mostly cosmetic. 

Also considered at the meeting was a request from Milner Library for an exception to the recusal policy set 

forth in Article XII (General Considerations). The exception had been reviewed by URC at its September 6, 

2018 meeting and recommended to the Caucus. Dallas Long, Milner Library Associate Dean and CFSC 

chairperson, attended the meeting to answer questions regarding the exception request. Kalter spoke in favor of 

granting Milner an exception to the recusal policy and suggested that the exception be inserted at the end of or 

after Section XII.B.3. Kalter suggested modifying the passage to address what might happen if Milner does not 

have enough faculty members to replace recused CFSC members. Long said that Milner faculty members had 

talked about that possibility but prefer that it be addressed in the Milner CFSC standards rather than in ASPT 

policies. Long said he will confer again with Milner faculty about Kalter’s suggestion and report back. The 

Caucus deferred action on the Milner request until Long’s report is received.  

 

Angela Bonnell reported that Milner faculty met earlier that day (September 20, 2018) to again discuss the 

exception request. She said Milner faculty anticipate submitting revised wording to URC before November. It 

was noted that URC member Nancy Novotny had reported at the prior URC meeting that Mennonite College of 

Nursing faculty is scheduled to discuss the disciplinary articles at its October 2, 2018 faculty meeting. Bruce 
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Stoffel noted that all colleges other than Milner and Mennonite can proceed with revising their ASPT guidelines 

to accommodate the new disciplinary articles without concern that the Caucus may further revise the articles as 

they apply to those other colleges. Frank Beck asked if URC members representing those other five colleges 

should so inform their college colleagues. Sam Catanzaro responded that URC members need not do so, that it 

is his responsibility and the responsibility of the Caucus to communicate that information to the colleges. 

Goodman asked how URC members should respond if they receive questions from their college colleagues 

regarding the disciplinary articles. Catanzaro said URC members should feel free to answer such questions if 

they are comfortable doing so; otherwise they may refer the questions to him or to Kalter. 

 

IV. Update: ASPT professional development series 

 

Catanzaro reported that the first ASPT workshops of 2018-2019 are scheduled to be held on September 25 and 

26, 2018. The two sessions will have the same content: a general overview of the ASPT system and an 

introduction to the new disciplinary articles. Catanzaro said he understands that faculty members are busy 

teaching at this time of year, however he hopes every ASPT committee at the University will be represented by 

at last two persons; that way, he said, multiple perspectives on what is said at the workshops can be reported by 

faculty to their unit colleagues. Catanzaro said he is also arranging to have the sessions videotaped so ASPT 

committee members unable to attend either session will be able to view the proceedings, perhaps with their 

committee colleagues. Catanzaro said he will serve as the lead presenter but welcomes contributions at the 

sessions from any URC or Caucus member. Goodman said he will represent URC at the September 25 

workshop but is unable to attend the September 26 session. He said he has asked Bonnell to attend the 

September 26 session in his place since she has extensive knowledge of the subject. Bonnell said she plans to 

attend. Catanzaro thanked Goodman and Smelser for their help planning the workshops. 

 

V. Continued discussion of service assignments study 

 

Goodman reported having met with Kalter to seek her guidance regarding study by URC of service 

assignments. At the meeting Kalter explained that the Caucus seeks clarification regarding the service 

guidelines set forth in Appendix 2 of the ASPT policies. Kalter noted that Caucus members had raised many 

other questions regarding service when the Caucus was considering URC recommendations for changes to 

ASPT policies (in spring 2016). Those discussions ended with the Caucus asking URC to study the issues and 

report back. 

 

Goodman said he has subsequently starting researching the topic. He distributed copies of a 2014 article from 

Inside Higher Ed regarding faculty workloads at Boise State University (see attached); among the findings 

reported in the article is concern among faculty members that more of their time is spent on service activities at 

the expense of teaching. Goodman also distributed copies of a 2018 article on the topic published in The 

Chronicle of Higher Education (see attached). The article provides an update regarding the faculty workload 

studies at Boise State University.  

 

Goodman said he next began to review DFSC guidelines of units at Illinois State to determine whether units 

were allocating percentages of time to teaching, scholarship, and service. Goodman started with Department of 

Agriculture DFSC guidelines, which, he said, set forth allocations of 75 percent to teaching and 25 percent to 

research. Goodman noted that the Department of Agriculture appears to use different weights when evaluating 

faculty: 65 percent in teaching, 25 percent in research, and 10 percent in service. Catanzaro explained that units 

may have policies regarding faculty assignments to teaching, research, and service activities and policies 

regarding weighting of those categories for faculty evaluation. He said it is often the case that faculty members 

are expected to engage in service activities as part of their responsibilities to participate in shared governance, 

but that expectation often comes without direction. He noted that there sometimes are assumptions embedded in 

faculty assignments that are unclear and confusing to faculty members. That is an issue URC could study, 

Catanzaro said, adding that doing so would be a valuable contribution to the ASPT system.  

 

Goodman said the points made by Catanzaro get at other issues raised by Kalter when Goodman met with her.  

Among them, Goodman reported, are whether units consider service contributions when conducting 

performance evaluations, how much weight service should get in the evaluation process, how closely DFSC 

members follow their DFSC guidelines regarding service when evaluating faculty members, and which 
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activities should be categorized as service. Regarding the latter issue, Goodman cited as examples whether 

accompanying students to a professional conference or working with registered student organizations should be 

considered teaching rather than service, since both activities involve mentoring students.  

 

Committee members then talked about service policies of their units. In the discussion, it was noted that 

involvement by faculty members in a unit may vary substantially (from extensive service to no service), some 

departments have no policies regarding service assignments, chairpersons in some departments alone decide 

what service each faculty member will be asked to do, and some units discourage their assistant professors from 

being overly involved in service until they have been tenured. Smelser said the SFSC in her school helps faculty 

members categorize the activities they report in their evaluation papers to create balance among teaching, 

scholarship, and service. She noted that it is sometimes difficult for the SFSC to categorize activities and that 

the approach to doing so may differ depending on the circumstances. Goodman raised the issue of equity in 

service work, asking who gets to say no to a service assignment. He said equity is inferred but not explicitly 

addressed in the ASPT policies.  

 

Goodman asked Bonnell how the library approaches service in its ASPT guidelines. Bonnell responded that 

librarianship is a service-dominated profession and is important to library faculty. In mentoring new faculty 

members, Bonnell said, librarians emphasize that service opportunities will come to the faculty member without 

the faculty member having to seek them out. She added that there are numerous opportunities for librarians to 

serve their profession, through work with organizations such as the American Library Association and the 

Illinois Library Association. Rachel Shively asked Bonnell if Milner ASPT guidelines refer to teaching, 

scholarship, and service and, if so, how the guidelines allocate time across them. Bonnell responded that library 

guidelines recognize those three categories, although librarianship substitutes for teaching. She explained that 

the percentage assigned to each category may vary by faculty member depending on the faculty member’s rank 

and reporting line, adding that the allocations can be negotiated between faculty member and administrative 

coordinator. Shively asked what percentage might typically be allocated to librarianship. Bonnell replied that it 

may be about 70 percent, with the balance divided between service and research.  

 

Discussion then turned to how URC members want to approach the questions that have been raised. Goodman 

said one approach may be for URC to study DFSC guidelines to determine how each unit addresses service. He 

said URC could ask the CFSCs to do this work but URC members could do it themselves since DFSC 

guidelines are available on the Provost’s office website. He suggested dividing the guidelines among three 

groups of three URC members (or about 10 documents per group). Edwards expressed support for Goodman’s 

suggestion and suggested creating a master file into which URC members could enter information from the 

DFSC guidelines they review. Shively suggested Google Docs as a platform for the file. Goodman said he will 

also consider OneDrive. Goodman said he will begin organizing the effort within the next week. 

 

Beck said his understanding of the questions URC members should seek to answer as they review the DFSC 

guidelines are whether units are making service assignments to their faculty members, if so what those 

assignments are, and how units consider service in faculty evaluations. Goodman confirmed those to be the 

primary questions; he suggested that committee members might want to add other questions after reviewing a 

few of the DFSC guidelines. The end goal of the project, Goodman suggested, would be to make sure ASPT 

policies provide clear guidance to faculty regarding service work. 

 

Stoffel cautioned that not all ASPT guidelines are available on the Provost’s website, as not all units have 

submitted them. He suggested that committee members who encounter problems accessing unit guidelines 

contact Goodman or him for assistance.  

 

VI. Reset: Equity review plan 

 

Shively asked Goodman what URC needs to do this semester regarding equity review. Goodman responded that 

he spoke with Kalter about having URC work with the Office of Planning, Research, and Policy Analysis on 

implementing the first phase of the equity review plan. Stoffel noted that the Caucus has not yet approved an 

equity review plan and that URC has not yet submitted recommendations regarding such a plan to the Caucus 

for its consideration.  
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Stoffel recapped the status of the equity review project. He reported that the Ad Hoc Committee for ASPT 

Equity Review, which had been established by the Caucus in 2016, submitted its final report to URC in spring 

2018. The ad hoc committee asked URC to provide feedback and recommendations regarding the report to the 

Caucus. Stoffel reported that URC initiated discussion of the final report before the end of the spring 2018 term.    

Before that term ended, URC decided to recommend that references in the plan to five years of review be 

replaced with references to five phases of study, due to uncertainty regarding how long it may take to complete 

each phase. Also in spring 2018, URC approved recommendations to the Caucus regarding phases one and two, 

deferring discussion of the remaining phases until fall 2018. Thus, URC still needs to discuss phases three, four, 

and five and then organize all URC recommendations into a report to the Caucus. Regarding implementation of 

phase one of equity review (assuming the equity review plan is approved by the Caucus), Stoffel said a first step 

may be to consult the Office of Planning, Research, and Policy Analysis regarding what data that unit is able to 

obtain and legally share with URC. Goodman concurred. 

 

VII. Adjournment 

 

Smelser asked what committee members should do to prepare for the next URC meeting. Goodman suggested 

reviewing the documents regarding equity review that were distributed to committee members prior to this 

meeting.  

 

Beck moved that the meeting adjourn. Edwards seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously 

on voice vote. The meeting adjourned at approximately 1:55 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Rachel Shively, Secretary 
Bruce Stoffel, Recorder 

 
Attachments: 

 

Disciplinary articles as revised by the Faculty Caucus of the Academic Senate on September 12, 2018. 

 

Flaherty, C. (2014, April 9). Research shows professors work long hours and spend much of day in meetings. Inside Higher Ed. 

Retrieved from https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2014/04/09/research-shows-professors-work-long-hours-and-spend-much-

day-meetings 

 

Wyllie, J. (2018, February 5). How much do professors work? One researcher is trying to find out. The Chronicle of Higher 

Education. Retrieved from https://www.chronicle.com/article/How-Much-Do-Professors-Work-/242444 

 

 

 

https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2014/04/09/research-shows-professors-work-long-hours-and-spend-much-day-meetings
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2014/04/09/research-shows-professors-work-long-hours-and-spend-much-day-meetings
https://www.chronicle.com/article/How-Much-Do-Professors-Work-/242444
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ARTICLE XII: GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 

As approved by Faculty Caucus on March 7, 2018 and revised by Faculty Caucus on September 12, 2018 

 

A. Types of Disciplinary Actions 

 

1. Faculty may be subject to discipline of varying levels. Disciplinary actions include sanctions, suspensions, 

or dismissals. The University normally uses progressive discipline to address misconduct. Progressive 

discipline is intended to be remedial, not punitive in nature. It is designed to provide faculty with notice of 

deficiencies and an opportunity to improve. However, some violations of policies and procedures, or 

continued negative behavior, may be of such serious nature that suspension or dismissal may be 

appropriate. 

 

2. Sanctions are corrective disciplinary actions of varying degrees undertaken to address behavioral problems 

or issues. Sanctions are intended to be remedial. 

 

Sanctions may be effected for such reasons as violations of laws pertinent to the faculty member’s 

responsibilities or of University policies. Specific policies related to sanctions are provided in Article XIII. 

 

3. Suspensions are major disciplinary actions of varying degrees undertaken to remove a faculty member 

temporarily from academic duties (all teaching, and/or all research, and/or all service), with or without 

exclusion from all or parts of campus, and may include the temporary loss of University Login 

Identification (ULID) access or other privileges.  

 

Suspensions may be effected for such reasons as credible threat of imminent harm to the faculty member in 

question, other employees, students, or University property by the faculty member; or severe disruption—

due to the faculty member’s actions—of the ability of colleagues to perform their teaching, research, and/or 

service, or of students to receive their education, services, or the benefits of University programming; or 

when necessitated by pending criminal investigations or legal proceedings involving the faculty member; or 

as a next step in a progressive disciplinary process; or when credible evidence of adequate cause for 

dismissal is available. Specific policies related to suspensions are provided in Article XIV. 

 

4. Dismissals due to misconduct are major disciplinary actions terminating the appointment of a probationary 

or tenured faculty member. Such dismissals are effected when adequate cause for dismissal according to 

the Illinois State University Constitution (Article III, Section 4) and ASPT policy can be established.  They 

should rarely if ever occur. 

 

Dismissals related to misconduct may be effected by the University for adequate cause, defined as lack of 

fitness to continue to perform in a faculty member’s professional capacity as a teacher or researcher; failure 

to perform assigned duties in a manner consonant with professional standards; or malfeasance.  Specific 

polices related to dismissals are provided in Article XV. 

 

5. Recommendations for non-reappointment of probationary faculty must be based on grounds other than 

misconduct and will follow the process outlined in Article XI. 

 

6. Termination of a probationary or tenured faculty member’s appointment due to demonstrable University 

financial exigency or program termination is not disciplinary in nature and will follow the process outlined 

in the Illinois State University Constitution (Article III, Section 4.B.2.), the Governing Document of the 

Board of Trustees (Section C), and all applicable policies. 

 

7. Articles IV.D.1 and IV.D.3.g shall not apply to deliberations and actions taken under articles XII through 

XV.  Confidential reports of disciplinary actions shall be submitted annually to the URC by the Provost.  

The Provost shall be responsible at the end of all disciplinary proceedings, following the final decision of 

the President, if applicable, for informing the appropriate DFSC/SFSC of all actions and recommendations 

of the CFSC and FRC regarding disciplining of faculty members, including a record of the numerical vote. 
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B. Faculty Rights 

 

1. Disciplinary actions 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 complaint at any time with the Academic 

Freedom, Ethics, and Grievance Committee (AFEGC) if they believe that their academic freedom, the 

Code of Ethics, or any other policy under the AFEGC’s jurisdiction has been violated. See the Illinois State 

University Constitution (Article III) and the Faculty Academic Freedom, Ethics and Grievance policy 

(University Policy 3.3.8). 

 

2. In all disciplinary proceedings, faculty members have the right to due process, to timely notice, to seek 

advice, to expect and request the recusal of individuals with conflicts of interests from involvement in the 

proceedings (see XII.B.3), to request and obtain a formal meeting or hearing with any committee, 

committee chair, the Provost, or in suspension and dismissal cases the President, and to respond to 

developments in the disciplinary process. Formal meetings and hearings if requested will occur at specified 

junctures in the process as provided in Articles XIII, XIV, and XV.  Faculty members also have the right to 

have an advisor or counsel present at discussions, hearings, and appeals. The role of the advisor or counsel 

is to offer advice to the faculty member only; the advisor or counsel may not otherwise participate in the 

discussions, hearings, or appeals related to disciplinary actions.  

 

3. To preserve the principle that there must be separation between the unit initiating sanctions, suspension, or 

dismissal proceedings and the decision-making and appeals bodies, no elected member of a CFSC or FRC 

who is a member of the same department as the faculty member being considered for discipline may 

participate as a member of the CFSC or FRC in any disciplinary proceedings for that faculty 

member.  Likewise, any administrator or member of a committee involved in a disciplinary proceeding who 

deems themselves disqualified for bias, conflict of interest, or conflict of commitment will remove 

themselves from the case, either at the request of the faculty member or of the initiator of the proceedings 

(DFSC or Provost), or on their own initiative.   

If either the faculty member being considered for discipline or the initiator of the proceedings would like to 

request that a member of the CFSC or FRC be removed, the faculty member or initiator will have three (3) 

business days to submit such a request detailing the grounds for recusal to the chairperson of the Academic 

Freedom, Ethics, and Grievance Committee (AFECG).  The AFEGC chair will send the decision regarding 

whether the proposed grounds for recusal are valid to the Provost, Dean/CFSC (if applicable), FRC (if 

applicable), and faculty member, ordinarily within three (3) business days.  Deadlines may be extended 

while such a request for recusal is being considered. 

Should recusals result in a CFSC of less than five members, including the CFSC chairperson, the college 

must have in place a mechanism defined a priori for filling the vacated seat(s) automatically.  The CFSC 

must be replenished to a minimum of five (5) members through one of the following mechanisms as 

stipulated in the College’s ASPT policy.  Once stipulated, the mechanism for replacement cannot be 

changed immediately prior to or during the consideration of a faculty member for discipline: 

a) selection of replacements for the elected members from a pool of past members of the CFSC 

(first by membership in the college division from which the recused member(s) were elected, if 

applicable; next by most recent past year of service on the CFSC; and finally by years in service) 

and not from the department in which the faculty member being considered for discipline is 

appointed and who are not themselves deemed disqualified for bias, conflict of interest, or conflict 

of commitment. 

b) selection of replacements for the elected members from other college's CFSCs and/or past 

member pools (first by most recent past year of service on the CFSC and next by years in 

service).  If a college uses this method, its CFSC must incorporate into College ASPT policy 

which colleges the replacement members will be drawn from and in what order (e.g. first CAST, 

next CAS, etc.) and must consult with the colleges in question prior to incorporating their CFSCs 

and/or past members pools into that ASPT policy. 
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c) selection of another college's CFSC to act in the stead of its CFSC.  If a college uses this 

method, its CFSC must incorporate into College ASPT policy which CFSC(s) will be used and 

must consult with the college(s) in question prior to incorporating their CFSC(s) into that ASPT 

policy. 

Should a dean recuse from a CFSC, an associate dean previously designated by the Dean to substitute in 

disciplinary cases will chair the CFSC deliberations.  Substitutes and the order in which they will succeed 

one another in case of conflict or lack of availability will be designated annually on July 1.  The associate 

dean will have full voting rights as acting dean in the case. 

4. Probationary faculty who face disciplinary actions whether exonerated or not may request a “stop-the-

clock” extension of their probationary period, as described in IX.B.3. 

 

5. A faculty member may request that records of the disciplinary process, including documentation of 

exoneration and/or fulfillment of any sanctions or suspension imposed be reviewed in the tenure and/or 

promotion process. The purpose of such review will be to ensure that only the documented facts of the 

individual’s exoneration and/or sanctions or suspension are considered. 

 

6. Uniformed police or security officers shall only be engaged in enforcing a suspension or dismissal when 

there are credible threats of harm to the faculty member in question, other employees, students, or 

University property; when required by law; or when necessitated by pending criminal investigation or legal 

proceedings. 

 

7. A faculty member may not be denied access to electronic or physical materials, documents, or resources 

that would ordinarily be within their control and that they might need to prepare for pending disciplinary 

actions or appeals. If access to such materials poses a risk to campus security, alternative arrangements 

must be made to provide the faculty member with access to the materials. 

 

8. Only confidential means of communication, whether electronic or physical, will be used to transmit 

communications and materials related to disciplinary actions, and all proceedings and records with regard 

to disciplinary actions will be kept confidential to the degree permitted by the law. 

 

9. Final disciplinary determinations will not be made until all appeals processes are complete. The exception 

is suspension involving credible threat of imminent harm, criminal investigations, or legal proceedings. In 

such a circumstance, a suspension may be effected prior to the start of appeal proceedings (XIV.A.4). 

 

10. When the outcome of a disciplinary process includes placing written documentation in a faculty member’s 

official personnel files (see XVIII.A.1), the faculty member retains the right to place a written statement of 

their own in those same files (see University Policy 3.1.29). 

 

C. Exemptions   

 

Committees defined in Articles I-V of this ASPT policy have no jurisdiction over academic freedom, 

ethics, grievance, or academic integrity matters.  No complaints against faculty members that have their 

basis in alleged violations of academic freedom, ethics, academic integrity, or other such matters may be 

adjudicated through the ASPT disciplinary process.  All such complaints, if received by ASPT committees, 

must be referred by them to the appropriate university entities with jurisdiction.  Any disciplinary actions 

recommended through committee structures established by the ISU Constitution and/or the Academic 

Senate and therefore providing academic due process—such as the Academic Freedom, Ethics, and 

Grievance Committee (ISU Constitution, Article III, section 5, Policy 3.3.8) and any teams, panels, or 

committees formed pursuant to the Integrity in Research and Scholarly Activities policy (Policy 1.8)—shall 

be governed solely by those policies. 
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ARTICLE XIII: SANCTIONS 

As approved by Faculty Caucus on February 7, 2018 and revised by Faculty Caucus on September 12, 2018 

 

A. General Provisions 

 

1. All parties involved in considering the sanctioning of a faculty member shall refer to the definitions, 

conditions, and faculty rights set forth in Article XII in addition to this Article XIII.  

 

2. Sanctions are intended to be progressive and remedial. Therefore, effort should be made to apply the most 

minor sanction likely to address the problem or issue. Past disciplinary actions related to the problem or 

issue, if any, should be taken into consideration when determining sanctions. Repeated actions leading to 

additional disciplinary review may merit the same, an equivalent, or progressively increased sanctions. 

 

3. No sanction may be implemented until all appeals are exhausted. 

  

B. Types of Sanctions  

 

Sanctions fall into four broad categories: reprimands, penalties and training, loss of prospective benefits, and 

temporary reassignments. 

 

1. Reprimands include written notices of issues that do not result in overt disciplinary action but that entail the 

expectation that behavior such as that meriting reprimand will not be repeated.  Any reprimand involving 

public censure must be approved by the President prior to being enacted.. 

 

2. Penalties and training are disciplinary actions that do not impede a faculty member’s duties. These may 

include the removal of honors, the denial or revocation of reimbursement, the payment of restitution or 

fine, or required completion of mandatory training. Mandatory training as recommended by the Office of 

Equal Opportunity and Access or the University Ethics Officer is specifically excluded from the definition 

of sanction for purposes of this article. 

 

3. Loss of prospective benefits is the withholding of rewards or support for a stated period. This may include 

the suspension of regular or merit pay increases, a temporary reduction in salary, or the temporary loss 

of/ineligibility for institutional support for academic or research activities. Demotion in rank may only be 

imposed as a sanction if there are findings of fraud or dishonesty in the promotion or appointment to 

current or previous rank.  Loss of prospective benefits cannot be applied to pension, healthcare, or other 

benefits provided by the State of Illinois. 

 

4. Temporary reassignments may be used as a disciplinary action that modifies a faculty member’s teaching, 

research, or service activities but does not remove the faculty member from any one of these three essential 

job duties during a given semester; or that modifies administrative assignments; or that removes the faculty 

member from administrative assignments.  Except in the case of administrative assignments, temporary 

reassignment may only be imposed for a stated period of time no longer than one full academic year. 

 

C. Procedural Considerations Related to Sanctions  

 

      Sanction proceedings may be initiated by the DFSC/SFSC or the Provost.   

 

1. Sanction proceedings initiated by the DFSC/SFSC 

 

The DFSC/SFSC may initiate sanction proceedings when there is evidence of grounds for the imposition of 

sanctions, such as: behavior problems or issues in the faculty member’s responsibilities; violation of 

University policies; or violation of laws pertinent to the faculty member’s responsibilities. Sanction 

proceedings initiated by the DFSC/SFSC are directed to and reviewed by the CFSC. 
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a. The DFSC/SFSC will first request to meet with the faculty member to discuss the alleged misconduct 

and the potential for discipline. The intent of such consultation is to reconcile disputes early. The 

faculty member’s right to seek advice or counsel must be honored and facilitated through reasonable 

scheduling of the meeting (see XII.B.2). 

 

b. If the issue is not resolved through consultation, then the DFSC/SFSC will notify the faculty member 

in writing within five (5) business days that the matter is being referred to the CFSC. The notification 

will include the alleged misconduct, a summary of the evidence supporting the charges, and the 

relevant University policy or law violated and/or basis for showing that the faculty member has  

breached acceptable standards for responsible behavior. This information is directed to the CFSC with 

a request for its review and recommendation. 

 

c. The faculty member may provide a written response to the charges for consideration by the CFSC. The 

faculty member’s written statement and any other written documentation the faculty member wishes to 

provide the CFSC in its consideration of the charges, as well as any request for a hearing by the CFSC, 

shall be submitted to the CFSC within five (5) business days of the written notification from the 

DFSC/SFSC that the matter has been referred to the CFSC.  The faculty member’s right to seek advice 

or counsel must be honored and facilitated through reasonable extension of deadlines (see XII.B.2). 

 

d. The CFSC will review the information regarding the allegation and the faculty member’s response and 

any information obtained through a requested hearing and will recommend to the Provost whether a 

sanction should be imposed and, if so, the nature of that sanction. A CFSC recommendation will be 

based on a majority vote of the members of the committee. In the event the vote is not unanimous, 

minority reports may also be submitted to the Provost. The Dean is required to write a separate report 

when his or her recommendation differs from the CFSC recommendation.  

 

 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 the recommendation made by the majority 

of the committee. Such a minority report may focus on the alternative conclusions the author wishes to 

propose and the evidence for such conclusions. The minority report and the Dean’s report (if required) 

must not breach the confidentiality of the disciplinary process by reporting the deliberations of the 

committee, by reporting the views or statements of individual members of the committee during 

deliberations, or by being communicated to anyone outside of the disciplinary process.  

 

e. The CFSC will submit its recommendation, including any minority reports and the Dean’s report (if 

required), in writing to the faculty member, the DFSC/SFSC and the Provost, within ten (10) business 

days of receiving the case for review or within ten (10) business days of any hearing. 

 

f. The faculty member may file an intent to appeal the CFSC recommendation to the FRC, and any 

request for a hearing by the FRC, within five (5) business days of receipt of the CFSC’s 

recommendation following the provisions in Article XVII. The FRC shall refer to the AFEGC any 

matter that falls within the AFEGC’s jurisdiction and shall consider the AFEGC’s findings or 

recommendations in its review of the case. 

 

g. The faculty member retains the right to file a complaint at any time with the AFEGC, following the 

provisions of University Policy 3.3.8, if the faculty member believes their academic freedom, the Code 

of Ethics, or any other policy under the AFEGC’s jurisdiction has been violated. However, such a 

complaint by itself does not constitute an appeal of disciplinary recommendations. The AFEGC will 

communicate its findings and recommendations to the faculty member and any other relevant parties in 

the case with a copy to the Provost. 

 

h. The Provost will review sanctioning recommendations made by the CFSC including any minority 

reports, the Dean’s report (if required), any appeal recommendations made by the FRC including any 

minority reports, any reports from the AFEGC, and all supporting materials, and make a decision 

regarding the disciplinary action. If an appeal was filed, the Provost will notify the faculty member, 

DFSC/SFSC, CFSC, and FRC of the decision in writing within ten (10) business days of receipt of the 
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FRC and/or the AFEGC recommendation. If no appeal was filed, the Provost will notify the faculty 

member, DFSC/SFSC, and CFSC of the decision in writing within fifteen (15) business days of the 

receipt of the CFSC’s recommendation. If the decision results in a sanction, the written decision will 

include the details of the sanction to be imposed and conditions thereof, and a timeline that identifies 

the start and end date. The written notification also will be copied to the official personnel files. 

 

2. Sanction proceedings initiated by the Provost 

 

The Provost may initiate sanction proceedings when there is a substantiated finding by an office or entity 

external to the ASPT process of a violation by a faculty member after all applicable appeals are complete; 

such as:  

 

Receipt from the University Ethics Officer of a substantiated finding of violation of the State Officials 

and Employees Ethics Act (5 ILCS 430/) and/or other relevant laws; 

 

Receipt from the Office of Equal Opportunity and Access of a substantiated finding of violation of the 

Anti-Harassment and Non-Discrimination Policy (University Policy 1.2) and/or state or federal laws 

prohibiting harassment, discrimination, or retaliation. 

 

a. The Provost will notify the faculty member in writing that sanction proceedings are being initiated. 

The notification will include the original allegation of misconduct, the substantiated findings of a 

violation, and the office or entity issuing the findings. The Provost will also direct this information to 

the CFSC, with a request for its review and recommendation. The Provost’s written notification to the 

faculty member and referral to the CFSC will be submitted within five (5) business days of his or her 

receipt of the aforementioned substantiated and finalized violation. 

 

b. The faculty member will have an opportunity to provide a written response to the finding for 

consideration by the CFSC. The faculty member’s written statement and any other written 

documentation the faculty member wishes to provide the CFSC in its consideration of sanctions, as 

well as any request for a hearing by the CFSC, shall be submitted within five (5) business days of the 

written notification from the Provost that the matter has been referred to the CFSC.  The faculty 

member’s right to seek advice or counsel must be honored and facilitated through reasonable extension 

of deadlines (see XII.B.2). 

 

c. The CFSC will review the information regarding the finding and the faculty member’s response and 

any information obtained through a requested hearing and will recommend to the Provost whether a 

sanction should be imposed. If the CFSC recommends imposing a sanction, the CFSC will also 

recommend the sanction(s) to be imposed. A CFSC recommendation will be based on a majority vote 

of the members of the committee. In the event the vote is not unanimous, minority reports may also be 

submitted to the Provost (as defined in XIII.C.1.d). The Dean is required to write a separate report 

when his or her recommendation differs from the CFSC recommendation.  

 

d. The CFSC will submit its recommendation, including any minority reports and the Dean’s report (if 

required), in writing to the faculty member and the Provost within ten (10) business days of receiving 

the case for review or within ten (10) business days of any hearing. 

 

e. The faculty member may file an intent to appeal the CFSC recommendation to the FRC, and any 

request for a hearing by the FRC, within five (5) business days of receipt of the CFSC’s 

recommendation following the provisions in Article XVII. The FRC shall refer to the AFEGC any 

matters that fall within the AFEGC’s jurisdiction, and shall consider the AFEGC’s findings or 

recommendations within its review of the case. 

 

f. The faculty member retains the right to file a complaint at any time with the AFEGC, following the 

provisions of University Policy 3.3.8, if the faculty member believes their academic freedom, the Code 

of Ethics, or any other policy under the AFEGC’s jurisdiction has been violated. However, such a 

complaint by itself does not constitute an appeal of disciplinary recommendations. The AFEGC will 
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communicate its findings and recommendations to the faculty member and any other relevant parties in 

the case with a copy to the Provost. 

 

g. The Provost will review sanctioning recommendations made by the CFSC including any minority 

reports, the Dean’s report (if required), any appeal recommendations made by the FRC and/or the 

AFEGC, including any minority reports, and all supporting materials, and make a decision regarding 

the disciplinary action. If an appeal was filed, the Provost will notify the faculty member, CFSC, and 

FRC of the decision in writing within ten (10) business days of receipt of the FRC and/or the AFEGC 

recommendation. If no appeal was filed, the Provost will notify the faculty member, and CFSC of the 

decision in writing within fifteen (15) business days of the receipt of the CFSC’s recommendation. If 

the decision results in a sanction, the written decision will include the details of the sanction to be 

imposed and conditions thereof, and a timeline that identifies the start and end date. The written 

notification also will be copied to the official personnel files. The Provost will also subsequently notify 

the DFSC/SFSC only of the finding and the penalty imposed. 

 

3. If the sanctions include penalties or training requiring action or fulfillment by the faculty member, the 

parameters of these sanctions, including timeline and acceptable documentation of completion, will be 

described in the same written notification from the Provost. The faculty member may request, and shall 

receive, clarification of such parameters. 

 

4. An overview of the sanctions process is found in Appendix 5. 
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APPENDIX 5 

 

Overview of the Sanctions Process 
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ARTICLE XIV: SUSPENSIONS  

As approved by Faculty Caucus on February 21, 2018 and revised by Faculty Caucus on September 12, 2018 

 

A. General Provisions 

 

1. All parties involved in considering suspension of a faculty member shall refer to the definitions, conditions, 

and faculty rights set forth in Article XII in addition to this Article XIV.  

 

2. There are three circumstances in which suspension of a faculty member may be considered: 

 

a. As a next step in a progressive disciplinary process; 

 

b. In circumstances involving credible threat of imminent harm to the faculty member in question, other 

employees, students, or University property by the faculty member; or severe disruption—due to the 

faculty member’s actions—of the ability of colleagues to perform their teaching, research, and/or 

service, or of students to receive their education, services, or the benefits of University programming; 

or when necessitated by pending criminal investigations or legal proceedings involving the faculty 

member; 

 

c. In circumstances involving substantiated finding of a violation by a body external to the ASPT process 

(such as one of those listed in XIV.C.3.b) but not involving credible threat of imminent harm or a 

criminal investigation or legal proceedings. 

 

3. A faculty member may be suspended during dismissal proceedings, if the imminent harm or severe 

disruption standard applies, or if necessitated by pending criminal investigations or legal proceedings. 

 

4. A faculty member will be afforded due process in the suspension proceedings. This right is balanced 

against the responsibility of the University to prevent harm to students, the faculty member, other 

employees, and University property.    

 

a. In circumstances involving progressive disciplinary action (XIV.A.2.a), a suspension shall be effected 

only after all appeals are exhausted. 

 

b. In circumstances involving credible threat of imminent harm, severe disruption, or when necessitated 

by pending criminal investigations or legal proceedings (XIV.A.2.b), a suspension may be effected 

prior to the initiation of the proceedings detailed in XIV.C so long as those proceedings are initiated 

immediately upon the start of the suspension. 

 

5. A faculty member may be suspended only for a specified period of time, ordinarily no longer than six 

calendar months. Under unusual circumstances the Provost may extend the suspension for an additional 

specified amount of time not to exceed six calendar months at a time and only after seeking the review and 

recommendation of the faculty member’s CFSC.  The faculty member may appeal the extension to the FRC 

as per XIV.C.2.g-h or XIV.C.3.b.v-vi, but the extension will be in effect during the appeal. Suspensions 

must be followed by reinstatement, unless the faculty member has resigned, retired, or been dismissed 

following the process set forth in Article XV. 

 

6. Any suspension of a faculty member for non-disciplinary reasons must be for reasons outlined in 

XIV.A.2.b and must follow the processes detailed in XIV.C.  Ordinarily, one or more forms of paid leave 

will be preferred to non-disciplinary suspension. 

 

7. In general, public statements about the case should be avoided. University statements about the case, 

whether during proceedings or after a final decision has been made, may only be made through the Office 

of the President.  
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B. Types of Suspensions 

 

1. Suspensions are temporary removal from academic duties (all teaching, and/or all research, and/or all 

service), with or without exclusion from all or parts of campus, and may include temporary loss of 

University Login Identification (ULID) access or other privileges.  

 

2. Ordinarily, suspensions will be paid suspensions. Suspensions without pay ordinarily will occur only when 

legally required and no suspensions without pay will occur until after all appeals are complete.  

 

C.  Procedural Considerations Related to Suspensions 

  

  Suspension proceedings may be initiated by the DFSC/SFSC or the Provost. 

 

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 DFSC/SFSC, CFSC, FRC, Provost, or President may extend these 

deadlines for good reason, and involved parties may request consideration for doing so. The DFSC/SFSC, 

CFSC, FRC, Provost, or President will communicate any timeline extensions in writing to all involved 

parties. Such extensions shall not constitute a procedural violation of this policy.   

 

2. Suspension proceedings initiated by the DFSC/SFSC 

 

The DFSC/SFSC may initiate suspension proceedings as a next step in a progressive disciplinary process 

when there is evidence of grounds for suspension, such as: continued behavior problems or issues in the 

faculty member’s responsibilities that have not been ameliorated through sanctions; egregious violation of 

University policies; or egregious violation of laws pertinent to the faculty member’s responsibilities.  

 

a. The DFSC/SFSC will first request in writing to meet with the faculty member to discuss the alleged 

misconduct and the potential for suspension. Such consultation will include a review of relevant 

documentation/information. The intent of such consultation is to reconcile disputes and to develop a 

mutually agreeable solution that ensures safety for the University community and educational success 

of students. The faculty member’s right to seek advice or counsel must be honored and facilitated 

through reasonable scheduling of the meeting (see XII.B.2). 

 

b. If a mutually agreeable solution is found, it shall be documented in writing and signed by the 

DFSC/SFSC and faculty member within five (5) business days of the meeting described in XIV.C.2.a. 

However, this period may be extended if both parties agree that additional time for deliberation would 

lead to a mutually agreeable solution. The DFSC/SFSC will communicate any timeline extensions to 

the faculty member in writing within five (5) business days of the initial meeting (XIV.C.2.a.). The 

length and details of the timeline extension must be stated.  

 

c. If the issue is not resolved through informal consultation, then the DFSC/SFSC will notify the faculty 

member in writing that the matter is being referred to the CFSC. This notification will be made within 

five (5) business days of the initial meeting, if there is no timeline extension as provided under 

XIV.C.2.b; or within five (5) business days of the expiration of any extension. The notification will 

include the alleged misconduct, the evidence supporting the charges, relevant 

documentation/information, and the reasons why suspension may be warranted. This information will 

be directed to the CFSC with a request for its review and recommendation. 

 

d. The faculty member will have an opportunity to provide a written response to the charges. The faculty 

member’s written statement and any other written documentation the faculty member wishes to 

provide the CFSC in its consideration of the charges, as well as any request for a hearing by the CFSC, 

shall be submitted within five (5) business days of the written notification from the DFSC/SFSC that 

the matter has been referred to the CFSC. The faculty member’s right to seek advice of counsel must 

be honored and facilitated through reasonable extension of deadlines (see XII.B.2). 
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e. The CFSC will review the information regarding the allegation and the faculty member’s response and 

any information obtained through a requested hearing, and recommend to the Provost whether a 

suspension should be imposed. If the CFSC recommends imposing a suspension, the CFSC will also 

recommend the length and conditions of the suspension to be imposed. A CFSC recommendation will 

be based on a majority vote of the members of the committee. In the event the vote is not unanimous, 

minority reports may also be submitted to the Provost. The Dean is also required to write a separate 

report when his or her recommendation differs from the CFSC recommendation.   

 

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 the recommendation made by the majority 

of the committee. Such a minority report may focus on the alternative conclusions the author wishes to 

propose and the evidence for such conclusions. The minority report and the Dean’s report (if required) 

must not breach the confidentiality of the disciplinary process by reporting the deliberations of the 

committee, by reporting the views or statements of individual members of the committee during 

deliberations, or by being communicated to anyone outside of the disciplinary process.  

 

f. The CFSC will submit its recommendation, including any minority reports and the Dean’s report (if 

required), in writing to the faculty member, the DFSC/SFSC, and the Provost within ten (10) business 

days of receiving the case for review or within ten (10) business days of any hearing. 

 

g. The faculty member may file an intent to appeal the CFSC recommendation to the FRC, and any 

request for a hearing by the FRC, within five (5) business days of receipt of the CFSC’s 

recommendation following the provisions in Article XVII. The FRC shall refer to the AFEGC any 

matter that falls within the AFEGC’s jurisdiction and shall consider the AFEGC’s findings or 

recommendations within its review of the case. 

 

h. The faculty member retains the right to file a complaint at any time with the AFEGC, following the 

provisions of University Policy 3.3.8, if the faculty member believes their academic freedom, the Code 

of Ethics, or any other policy under the AFEGC’s jurisdiction has been violated. However, any such 

complaint by itself does not constitute an appeal of disciplinary recommendations. The AFEGC will 

communicate its findings and recommendations in writing to the faculty member and any other 

relevant parties in the case with a copy to the Provost.  

 

i. The Provost will review suspension recommendations made by the CFSC including any minority  

reports, the Dean’s report (if required), any appeal recommendations made by the FRC including any 

minority reports, any reports from the AFEGC, and all supporting materials, and make a 

recommendation to the President regarding the disciplinary action. If an appeal was filed, the Provost 

will notify the faculty member, DFSC/SFSC, CFSC, FRC, and President of the recommendation in 

writing within ten (10) business days of receipt of the FRC and/or the AFEGC recommendation. If no 

appeal was filed, the Provost will notify the faculty member, DFSC/SFSC, CFSC, and President of the 

recommendation in writing within fifteen (15) business days of the receipt of the CFSC’s 

recommendation.  

 

j. The faculty member will have an opportunity to provide a written response to the Provost’s 

recommendation to be considered in the President’s deliberations. The faculty member will also submit 

copies of the written response to DFSC/SFSC, CFSC, the FRC and/or the AFEGC (if applicable), and 

the Provost. The faculty member’s written response shall be submitted to the President within five (5) 

business days of the written recommendation received from the Provost. The faculty member may also 

meet with the President by request. 

 

k. The President will review the recommendations made by the Provost and by the CFSC including any 

minority reports and the Dean’s report (if applicable), the full written report of any hearings, any 

appeal recommendations made by the FRC and/or the AFEGC, any written response made by the 

faculty member, and all supporting materials and information. The President will make a decision 

regarding the suspension recommendation. The President will notify the faculty member, DFSC/SFSC,  
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CFSC, the FRC and/or the AFEGC (if applicable), and Provost of the decision in writing within ten 

(10) business days of the receipt of the Provost’s recommendation. The President’s decision is final.  

 

l. If the decision results in a suspension, the written decision will include the details of the conditions 

thereof, and a timeline that identifies the start and end date. The written notification will also be copied 

to the official personnel files. 

 

3. Suspension proceedings initiated by the Provost 

 

a. Circumstances involving credible threat of imminent harm, severe disruption, criminal investigations, 

or legal proceedings 

 

The Provost may initiate suspension proceedings in circumstances involving credible threat of 

imminent harm to the faculty member in question, other employees, students, or University property 

by the faculty member; or severe disruption—due to the faculty member’s actions—of the ability of 

colleagues to perform their teaching, research, and/or service, or of students to receive their education, 

services, or the benefits of University programming; or when necessitated by criminal investigations or 

legal proceedings involving the faculty member. As such, the process is intended to mitigate or 

eliminate the credible threat of harm or comply with legal requirements. 

 

i. The Provost will review the alleged misconduct, relevant documentation/information, and the 

rationale for why an immediate suspension may be warranted.  

 

ii. The Provost, after the aforementioned review, will make a decision regarding whether a 

suspension should be imposed. If a suspension is to be imposed, the Provost’s decision will 

also include details of the type and length of suspension. The Provost will notify the faculty 

member, DFSC/SFSC, and Dean of the decision in writing. The suspension is effective 

immediately upon serving notice to the faculty member. The written notification also will be 

copied to the official personnel files. 

 

iii. A faculty member suspended under the rationale of imminent harm, severe disruption, or the 

necessity of criminal investigations or legal proceedings retains the right to due process and 

an immediate review of the suspension complete with recommendations to the Provost by the 

CFSC according to Article XIV.C.3.b.i-vii, including the right to appeal the suspension to the 

FRC following the provisions in Article XVII.  

 

When following Article XIV.C.3.b, the CFSC, FRC, and AFEGC will consider all Provost’s 

documentation as allegations rather than “findings” until all appeals have been exhausted. 

 

iv. The faculty member retains the right to file a complaint at any time with the AFEGC, 

following the provisions of University Policy 3.3.8, if the faculty member believes their 

academic freedom, the Code of Ethics, or any other policy under the AFEGC’s jurisdiction 

has been violated. However, any such complaint by itself does not constitute an appeal of 

disciplinary actions or recommendations. The AFEGC will communicate its findings and 

recommendations in writing to the faculty member and any other relevant parties in the case 

with a copy to the Provost. Suspensions will remain in effect while any grievance is 

adjudicated. 

 

b. Circumstances involving a substantiated finding of a violation by an office or entity external to the 

ASPT process but not involving credible threat of imminent harm, severe disruption, criminal 

investigation, or legal proceedings 

 

The Provost may also initiate suspension proceedings when there is a substantiated finding by an office 

or entity external to the ASPT process of an egregious violation by a faculty member after all 

applicable appeals are complete, such as: 
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Receipt from the University Ethics Officer of a substantiated finding of egregious violation(s) of 

the State Officials and Employees Ethics Act (5 ILCS 430/) and/or other relevant laws; 

 

Receipt from the Office of Equal Opportunity and Access of a substantiated finding of egregious 

violation(s) of the Anti-Harassment and Non-Discrimination Policy (University Policy 1.2) and/or 

state or federal laws prohibiting harassment, discrimination, or retaliation. 

 

i. The Provost will notify the faculty member in writing that suspension proceedings are being 

initiated. The notification will include the original allegation of misconduct, the substantiated 

findings of a violation, and the office or entity issuing the findings. The Provost will also 

direct this information to the CFSC, with a request for its review and recommendation. The 

Provost’s written notification to the faculty member and referral to the CFSC will be 

submitted within five (5) business days of his or her receipt of the aforementioned 

substantiated and finalized violation. 

 

ii. The faculty member will have an opportunity to provide a written response to the finding for 

consideration by the CFSC. The faculty member’s written statement and any other written 

documentation the faculty member wishes to provide the CFSC in its consideration of 

suspension, as well as any request for a hearing by the CFSC, shall be submitted within five 

(5) business days of the written notification from the Provost that the matter has been referred 

to the CFSC.  The faculty member’s right to seek advice or counsel must be honored and 

facilitated through reasonable extension of deadlines (see XII.B.2). 

 

iii. The CFSC will review the information regarding the finding and the faculty member’s 

response and any information obtained through a requested hearing and will recommend to 

the Provost whether a suspension should be imposed. If the CFSC recommends imposing a 

suspension, the CFSC will also recommend the length and conditions of the suspension to be 

imposed. A CFSC recommendation shall be based on a majority vote of the members of the 

committee. In the event the vote is not unanimous, minority reports may also be submitted to 

the Provost (as defined in XIV.C.2.e). The Dean is also required to write a separate report 

when his or her recommendation differs from the CFSC recommendation.   

  

iv. The CFSC will submit its recommendation, including any minority reports and the Dean’s 

report (if required), in writing to the faculty member and the Provost within ten (10) business 

days of receiving the case for review or within ten (10) business days of any hearing. 

 

v. The faculty member may file an intent to appeal the CFSC recommendation to the FRC, and 

any request for a hearing by the FRC, within five (5) business days of receipt of the CFSC’s 

recommendation following the provisions in Article XVII. The FRC shall refer to the AFEGC 

any matters that fall within the AFEGC’s jurisdiction, and shall consider the AFEGC’s 

findings or recommendations within its review of the case. 

 

vi. The faculty member retains the right to file a complaint at any time with the AFEGC, 

following the provisions of University Policy 3.3.8, if the faculty member believes their 

academic freedom, the Code of Ethics, or any other policy under the AFEGC’s jurisdiction 

has been violated. However, any such complaint by itself does not constitute an appeal of 

disciplinary recommendations. The AFEGC will communicate its findings and 

recommendations in writing to the faculty member and any other relevant parties in the case 

with a copy to the Provost.  

 

vii. The Provost will review suspension recommendations made by the CFSC including any 

minority reports, the Dean’s report (if required), any appeal recommendations made by the 

FRC and/or the AFEGC including any minority reports, and all supporting materials, and 

make a recommendation to the President regarding the disciplinary action. If an appeal was 

filed, the Provost will notify the faculty member, CFSC, FRC and President of the 

recommendation in writing within ten (10) business days of receipt of the FRC and/or the 
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AFEGC recommendation. If no appeal was filed, the Provost will notify the faculty member, 

the CFSC, and President of the recommendation in writing within fifteen (15) business days 

of the receipt of the CFSC’s recommendation. 

 

viii. The faculty member will have an opportunity to provide a written response to the Provost’s 

recommendation to be considered in the President’s deliberations. The faculty member will 

also submit copies of the written response to CFSC, the FRC and/or the AFEGC (if 

applicable), and the Provost. The faculty member’s written response shall be submitted to the 

President within five (5) business days of the written recommendation received from the 

Provost. The faculty member may also meet with the President by request. 

 

ix. The President will review the recommendations made by the Provost and by the CFSC 

including any minority reports and the Dean’s report (if applicable), the full written report of 

any hearings, any appeal recommendations made by the FRC and/or the AFEGC, any written 

response made by the faculty member, and all supporting materials and information. The 

President will make a decision regarding the suspension recommendation. The President will 

notify the faculty member, CFSC, the FRC and/or the AFEGC (if applicable), and Provost of 

the decision in writing within ten (10) business days of the receipt of the Provost’s 

recommendation. If the decision results in a suspension, the written decision will include 

details of the conditions thereof, and a timeline that identifies the start and end date. The 

written notification also will be copied to the official personnel files. The President’s decision 

is final. 

 

x. The Provost will subsequently notify the DFSC/SFSC only of the finding and any discipline 

imposed.   

 

4.  No conditions for corrective actions to be taken prior to reinstatement may be attached to any suspension.  

Any additional sanctions must follow the process outlined in Article XIII and will remain separate from the 

timeline for the suspension. 

 

5. If the reasons for suspension also constitute adequate cause for dismissal as described in Article XV, the 

written notice of suspension from the Provost shall so indicate, and then the dismissal procedures 

delineated in Article XV will commence. 

 

6. An overview of the suspensions process is found in Appendix 6. 
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APPENDIX 6 
 

Overview of the Suspension Process 
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ARTICLE XV: DISMISSAL 

As approved by Faculty Caucus on February 21, 2018 and revised by Faculty Caucus on September 12, 2018 

 

A. General Provisions 

 

1. All parties involved in considering disciplinary dismissal of a probationary or tenured faculty member shall 

refer to the definitions, conditions, and faculty rights set forth in Article XI and Article XII in addition to 

this Article XV.  

 

2. Termination of a faculty member’s appointment is delimited by the ISU Constitution, Article III, Section 

4.B.  Pertinent to a termination that might occur for disciplinary reasons, Article III, Section 4.B.1 states 

that “cause for dismissal shall be related, directly and substantially, to the fitness of faculty members in 

their professional capacity as teachers or researchers, and may be deemed to exist when faculty members 

can no longer be relied upon to perform their University duties and functions in a manner consonant with 

professional standards.” 

 

3. As stated in the Constitution and reiterated in Article XI.B.3, the standard for dismissal of a faculty 

member is that of adequate cause. “The burden of proof shall be upon the institution. Negative performance 

evaluation ratings shall not shift the burden of proof to the faculty member (to show cause why the faculty 

member should be retained). Evaluation records may be admissible but may be rebutted as to accuracy.” 

 

4. A disciplinary dismissal of a faculty member may be considered: 

 

a. As a final step in a progressive disciplinary process, when other recourses of disciplinary action have 

been exhausted without effect, and when lack of fitness and/or failure to perform are at issue, or 

malfeasance is demonstrable (see Article XI.B.1); 

 

b. Upon notification from a law enforcement or judiciary body or other entity external to the University 

of a substantiated finding of malfeasance; 

 

c. Upon notification of a substantiated finding by an office or entity external to the ASPT process of 

egregious violation(s) by a faculty member that imply malfeasance or lack of fitness; or 

 

d. In a circumstance involving harm or credible threat of imminent harm by the faculty member against 

other employees, students, or University property such that the harm or threat implies malfeasance. 

 

5. A faculty member shall be afforded due process in the dismissal proceedings. A dismissal shall be effected 

only after all appeals are exhausted.  

 

6. In general, public statements about the case should be avoided. University statements about the case, 

whether during proceedings or after a final decision has been made, may only be made through the Office 

of the President.  

 

B.  Procedural Considerations Related to Dismissal 

  

Disciplinary dismissal proceedings may be initiated by the DFSC/SFSC or the Provost. 

 

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 DFSC/SFSC, CFSC, FRC, Provost, or President may extend these 

deadlines for good reason, and involved parties may request consideration for doing so. The DFSC/SFSC, 

CFSC, Provost, or President will communicate any timeline extensions in writing to all involved parties.  
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2. Dismissal Proceedings Initiated by the DFSC/SFSC 

 

The DFSC/SFSC may initiate dismissal proceedings as the final step in a progressive disciplinary process 

when there is evidence of adequate cause, such as when continued problems that have not been remediated 

through sanction(s) and/or suspension(s) suggest a lack of fitness, failure to perform, or malfeasance.  The 

DFSC may also initiate dismissal proceedings in a case of continuing unsatisfactory performance 

suggesting a lack of fitness or failure to perform (see XI, XII.5, XV.A.5). 

 

a. The DFSC/SFSC will first request in writing to meet with the faculty member to discuss the grounds 

for dismissal for cause, and the potential for dismissal. Such consultation will include a review of 

relevant documentation/information. The intent of such consultation is to reconcile disputes and to 

develop a mutually agreeable solution. The faculty member’s right to seek advice or counsel must be 

honored and facilitated through reasonable scheduling of the meeting (see XII.B.2).  

 

b. When appropriate, the Dean, Provost, or an administrative designee with information pertinent to the 

matter (such as the University Ethics Officer) may also be present. Ordinarily, an attorney for the 

University will not be present.   

 

c. When appropriate, the DFSC/SFSC may also meet with any persons having information or relevant 

documentation pertinent to the matter. Any such individuals consulted shall be made known to the 

faculty member, and the resultant information or documentation shall be provided. 

 

d. If a mutually agreeable solution is found, it shall be documented in writing and signed by the 

DFSC/SFSC, faculty member, Dean, and Provost within five (5) business days of the meeting. 

However, this five-day period may be extended if all parties agree that additional time for deliberation 

would lead to a mutually agreeable solution. The DFSC/SFSC will communicate any timeline 

extensions to the faculty member in writing within five (5) business days of the initial meeting. The 

details of the timeline extension must be stated.  

 

e. If a mutually agreeable solution does not result, then the DFSC/SFSC will notify the faculty member in 

writing that the matter is being referred to the CFSC. This notification will be made within five (5) 

business days of the initial meeting, if there is no timeline extension; or within five (5) business days 

of the expiration of any extension. The notification will include: a statement of the grounds for 

dismissal articulating adequate cause, a description of the alleged misconduct (or continuing 

unsatisfactory performance if the grounds for dismissal are not disciplinary), the evidence supporting 

the charges of misconduct or other grounds for dismissal, relevant documentation/information, and the 

reasons why disciplinary dismissal may be warranted. The notification will also include: a statement 

regarding the outcome of the preliminary meeting with the faculty member, and information regarding 

the faculty member’s procedural rights. This information is directed to the CFSC with a request for its 

review and recommendation, with a copy submitted to the Provost.  

 

f. Dismissal proceedings initiated by the DFSC/SFSC are directed to and reviewed by the CFSC. Formal 

proceedings as described in XV.B.4 will then commence. 

 

3. Dismissal Proceedings Initiated by the Provost 

 

The Provost may initiate dismissal proceedings in circumstances when there is evidence of adequate cause 

(see XI.B.1 and XII.A.5) that originates external to the ASPT process.  

 

a. The Provost reviews the alleged misconduct, including but not limited to any finding, the evidence 

supporting the finding, relevant documentation/information, and the rationale for why a disciplinary 

dismissal may be warranted.  

 

b. As part of the review process, the Provost may consult with any persons having information or relevant 

documentation pertinent to the matter. Any such individuals consulted shall be made known to the 

faculty member, and the resultant information or documentation shall be provided. 
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c. The Provost will notify the faculty member in writing that dismissal proceedings are being initiated.  

This notification will be made within five (5) business days from when the Provost completes the 

review and will include: a statement of the grounds for dismissal articulating adequate cause, the 

original allegation of misconduct, the substantiated finding of a violation (if any), the office or entity 

issuing the findings, relevant documentation/information, and the reasons why disciplinary dismissal 

may be warranted. The notification will also include information regarding the faculty member’s 

procedural rights. The Provost will also direct this information to the CFSC, with a request for its 

review and recommendation, with a copy submitted to the DFSC/SFSC who may enter their position 

into the record for the CFSC’s consideration.  

 

d. Dismissal proceedings initiated by the Provost are directed to and reviewed by the CFSC. Formal 

proceedings as described in XV.B.4 will then commence. 

 

4. Commencement of Formal Proceedings by the CFSC 

 

a. The formal proceedings will commence with a written notification from the CFSC addressed to the 

faculty member within five (5) business days of the CFSC’s receipt of the referral from the 

DFSC/SFSC or the Provost. The notice will acknowledge receipt of the disciplinary referral, inform 

the faculty member of his or her procedural rights, and inform the faculty member that a hearing will 

be conducted by the CFSC at a specified time and place. The hearing date should be set at least ten 

(10) business days from the date of the notification.  The faculty member’s right to seek advice or 

counsel must be honored and facilitated through reasonable extension of deadlines (see XII.B.2). 

 

b. The faculty member may provide a written response to the charges and submit this document and any 

other written documentation the faculty member wishes to provide the CFSC in its consideration of 

dismissal to the CFSC no later than five (5) business days before the date set for the hearing. Hearings 

will then follow the procedures described in XV.B.5. 

 

c. The faculty member may waive the hearing by notifying the CFSC in writing no later than five (5) 

business days before the date set for the hearing. 

 

d. In absence of a hearing, the CFSC will review each allegation in the referral; the evidence, 

documentation and information regarding the allegation(s); the rationale for why disciplinary dismissal 

may be warranted; and the DFSC/SFSC’s statement regarding the outcomes of the preliminary 

proceedings (if applicable). The CFSC will also review the faculty member’s written response to the 

charges (if submitted). The CFSC will have the authority to review any other relevant information, and 

to interview any other persons who may have relevant information. 

 

e. The CFSC will then deliberate and recommend to the Provost whether the faculty member should be 

dismissed. The CFSC’s recommendation will state the basis on which it finds cause or no cause for 

dismissal. The CFSC may recommend other disciplinary actions in lieu of dismissal. The CFSC’s 

recommendation will be based on a majority vote of the members of the committee. In the event that 

the vote is not unanimous, minority reports may also be submitted to the Provost. The Dean is required 

to write a separate report when his or her recommendation differs from the CFSC recommendation.   

 

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 the recommendation made by the majority 

of the committee. Such a minority report may focus on the alternative conclusions the author wishes to 

propose, and the evidence for such conclusions. The minority report and the Dean’s report (if required) 

must not breach the confidentiality of the faculty disciplinary process by reporting the deliberations of 

the committee, by reporting the views or statements of individual members of the committee during 

deliberations, or by being communicated to anyone outside of the disciplinary process.  
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f. The CFSC will report its recommendation, including any minority reports and the Dean’s report (if 

required), in writing to the faculty member, DFSC/SFSC, and the Provost within ten (10) business days 

of the date that was set for the hearing. 

 

g. The faculty member may file an intent to appeal the CFSC recommendation to the FRC and any 

request for a hearing with the FRC within five (5) business days of receipt of the CFSC’s 

recommendation following the provisions in Article XVII. The FRC shall refer to the AFEGC any 

matter that falls within the AFEGC’s jurisdiction, and shall consider the AFEGC’s findings or 

recommendations within its review of the case. 

 

h. The faculty member retains the right to file a complaint at any time with the AFEGC, following the 

provisions of University Policy 3.3.8, if the faculty member believes their academic freedom, the Code 

of Ethics, or any other policy under the AFEGC’s jurisdiction has been violated. However, such a 

complaint by itself does not constitute an appeal of disciplinary recommendations. The AFEGC will 

communicate its findings and recommendations to the faculty member and any other relevant parties in 

the case with a copy to the Provost. 

 

i. The Provost will not make his or her recommendation until all appeals have been completed. 

 

5. Hearings by the CFSC 

 

a. If the faculty member has not waived a hearing, the CFSC shall hold a hearing. As with all ASPT 

matters, dismissal proceedings are conducted confidentially and in private. 

 

b. The faculty member shall have the right to have an advisor or counsel present at the hearing. The role 

of the advisor or counsel is to offer advice or counsel to the faculty member only; the advisor or 

counsel may not otherwise participate in the hearing. The faculty member’s right to seek advice or 

counsel must be honored and facilitated through reasonable scheduling of the hearing (see XII.B.2). 

 

c. The referring party (DFSC/SFSC or the Provost) will attend the hearing and be available to respond to 

questions and present information as needed. 

 

d. In the event the Provost is not the referring party, the Provost or designee(s) will attend the hearing as 

an observer. Ordinarily, the Provost’s designee will not be an attorney for the University, although 

there may be exceptions.  

 

e. A member of the Faculty Caucus, elected by the Faculty Caucus, will attend the hearing as an 

observer. Members of the Faculty Caucus from the faculty member’s college may not serve as the 

elected observer, vote for the elected observer, receive information regarding the case, or be present 

during Faculty Caucus Executive Committee or Faculty Caucus when the case is discussed or the 

observer elected. 

 

f. The CFSC will determine the order of proof, conduct the questioning of witnesses, and secure the 

presentation of evidence important to the case. The proceedings will be audio or video recorded at the 

expense of the University and a copy provided to the faculty member at no cost. The CFSC may have 

the proceedings transcribed; if so, a copy shall be provided to the faculty member at no cost. 

 

g. The CFSC may ask questions of both the faculty member and the referring party (DFSC/SFSC or the 

Provost) based on their written statements. 

 

h. If facts are in dispute, testimony of witnesses should be taken and/or other evidence received. 

Appropriate procedures for the participation of witnesses will be determined by the CFSC.  

 

i. The faculty member shall have the right to call a reasonable number of witnesses. The CFSC shall 

assist in securing the participation of witnesses of the faculty member’s choosing. The CFSC shall 

have the discretion to limit the number of witnesses. 
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j. The CFSC may reschedule the hearing, or postpone its conclusion to a later date, if it determines that 

additional time is needed for the collection of information or evidence, the coordination of witnesses, 

or the faculty member’s preparation to respond. However, because the CFSC cannot compel the 

participation of a witness, ordinarily the proceedings shall not be delayed by the unavailability of a 

witness. The CFSC will communicate any timeline extensions to the faculty member in writing. The 

length and rationale for the timeline extension must be stated.  

 

k. The CFSC shall have the right to ask questions of all witnesses who testify orally. The faculty member 

and members of the referring party may suggest questions in writing before or during the hearing to the 

CFSC, which shall retain the right to determine whether and how a question is asked.  When witnesses 

cannot appear or decline to appear, written testimony may be submitted. Copies of any written 

testimony shall be provided to the faculty member. Anonymous testimony will not be permitted. The 

CFSC may, at its discretion, grant adjournments to enable either party to investigate evidence to which 

a valid claim of surprise is made. 

 

l. The CFSC will permit closing statements by the faculty member and by the referring party or designee. 

The CFSC may exercise its discretion in allowing a reasonable amount of time for each statement. 

 

m. The CFSC will then adjourn to deliberate and recommend to the Provost whether the faculty member 

should be dismissed. The CFSC’s recommendation will include a full written report of the hearing and 

will state the basis on which it finds cause or no cause for dismissal. The CFSC may recommend other 

disciplinary actions in lieu of dismissal. A CFSC recommendation will be based on a majority vote of 

the members of the committee. In the event the vote is not unanimous, minority reports may be 

submitted to the Provost (as defined in XV.B.4.e). The Dean is required to write a separate report when 

his or her recommendation differs from the CFSC recommendation.  

 

n. The CFSC shall submit its recommendation, including any minority reports and the Dean’s report (if 

required), in writing to the faculty member, DFSC/SFSC, and the Provost within ten (10) business days 

of the conclusion of the hearing.  

 

o. The faculty member may file an intent to appeal the CFSC recommendation to the FRC, and any 

request for a hearing by the FRC, within five (5) business days of receipt of the CFSC’s 

recommendation following the provisions in Article XVII. The FRC shall refer to the AFEGC any 

matters that fall within the AFEGC’s jurisdiction, and shall consider the AFEGC’s findings or 

recommendations within its review of the case. 

 

p. The faculty member retains the right to file a complaint at any time with the AFEGC, following the 

provisions of University Policy 3.3.8, if the faculty member believes their academic freedom, the Code 

of Ethics, or any policy under the AFEGC’s jurisdiction has been violated. However, such a complaint 

by itself does not constitute an appeal of disciplinary recommendations. The AFEGC will 

communicate its findings and recommendations to the faculty member and any other relevant parties in 

the case with a copy to the Provost. 

 

q. The Provost will not make his or her recommendation until after all appeals have been exhausted. 

 

6. Provost’s Consideration of CFSC’s Recommendation 

 

The Provost will review the disciplinary recommendations made by the CFSC including any minority 

reports and the Dean’s report (if applicable), the full written report of any hearing, any appeal 

recommendations made by the FRC including any minority reports, any reports from the AFEGC, and all 

supporting materials, and make a recommendation to the President regarding the disciplinary action. If an 

appeal was filed, the Provost will notify the faculty member, DFSC/SFSC, CFSC and FRC of the 

recommendation in writing within ten (10) business days of receipt of the FRC and/or the AFEGC’s 

recommendation. If no appeal was filed, the Provost will notify the faculty member, DFSC/SFSC, CFSC, 

and President within fifteen (15) business days of the receipt of the CFSC’s recommendation. 
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7. Faculty Member’s Response to the Provost’s Recommendation 

 

The faculty member will have an opportunity to provide a written response to the Provost’s 

recommendation to be considered in the President’s deliberations. The faculty member will also submit 

copies of the written response to DFSC/SFSC, CFSC, the FRC and/or the AFEGC (if applicable), and the 

Provost. The faculty member’s written response shall be submitted to the President within five (5) business 

days of the written recommendation received from the Provost. The faculty member may also meet with the 

President by request. 

 

8. President’s Consideration of the Provost’s Recommendation 

 

The President will review the recommendations made by the Provost and by the CFSC including any 

minority reports and the Dean’s report (if applicable), the full written report of the hearing, any appeal 

recommendations made by the FRC and/or the AFEGC, any written response made by the faculty member, 

and all supporting materials and information. The President will make a decision regarding the dismissal 

action. The President will notify the faculty member, DFSC/SFSC, CFSC, the FRC and/or the AFEGC (if 

applicable), and Provost of the decision in writing within 10 business days of the receipt of the Provost’s 

recommendation.  If the decision results in a dismissal, the notification will state the cause, the grounds for 

the dismissal, the effective date, and the procedures that were followed in its review and consideration. The 

written notification also will be copied to the official personnel files. The President’s decision is final. 

 

9. All communication regarding the final outcome of the case must be in accordance with XV.A.6. 

 

10. An overview of the dismissal process is found in Appendix 7. 
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APPENDIX 7 

 

Overview of the Dismissal Process 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Initiating Body: 

DFSC/SFSC 

Initiating Body: 

Provost 

DFSC/SFSC Meets  

with Faculty Member 

CFSC Reviews & Recommends 

Resolved 

 

Not Resolved 

No Dismissal 

Recommended 

Dismissal 

Recommended 

Faculty Option  

To Appeal to FRC 

FRC Report Provost Reviews & Recommends 

No Dismissal 

Recommended 
Dismissal 

Recommended 

President Reviews & Decides 
Faculty Option to Include Written 

Response for President's Consideration 

 

Dismissal No Dismissal 

NOTE:  
A faculty member  

may file a complaint  

with the AFEGC  

at any point  

in this process. 

 




















