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November 16, 2005

SC 202, Midtown Campus

Meeting convened at 3:35 p.m.

Members present (alphabetical): 

Rick Bassett, Mark Bourque, Cindy Chuang, Sara DeLoughy, Abe Echevarria, Robert Eisenson, Gancho Ganchev, Kevin Gutzman, Carol Hawkes, Russell Hirshfield, Kathey Ierace, Patti Ivry, Tara Kuther, Sam Lightwood, Peter Lyons, Allen Morton, Duane Moser, James Munz, Vijay Nair, Elizabeth Popiel, Karen Raftery, Jeffrey Schlicht, Stacey Alba Skar, Robert Whittemore, Michael Wilson, Edwin Wong, Rebecca Woodward

Guests present: (by department/division):

Faculty

Dan Goble

Veronica Kenausis

Patricia O’Neill

Oluwole Owoye

Steven Ward

Laurie Weinstein

Administration

President James Schmotter

Academic Affairs: Roy Stewart (Provost)

School of Arts and Sciences: Linda Vaden-Goad (Dean)

I. ANNOUNCEMENTS

President Schmotter approved R-05-09-04 from our September meeting concerning the proposal to allow students who participate in the E-portfolio program to register early in Fall, 2006.

II. MINUTES

Minutes from September 05 unanimously approved with one change (Munz/Popiel): Under Announcements, line six, original minutes read, “However he added that the prior form, the original form, was  broad than what is needed for most jobs…” Correction: “However, he added, that the original form was more broad than what is needed for most jobs.”
Minutes from the October ’05 meeting are not complete. 
III. OLD BUSINESS

A. Institutional Review Board (IRB) Bylaws and Annual Report

Pres. Kuther:  IRB Annual Report. Dr. Stewart forwarded that report to me and it was distributed in your packets.  

Sen. Whittemore:  Is this a report back from the committee or is the report that has been prepared by the Vice President for the committee?

Pres. Kuther:  As the [Dr Stewart’s] email message says, “I got this off the Haas library website and am submitting it to you to pass on to the Senate.  As I read it, this is the final report” and that’s from Dr. Stewart.  So, it was taken off of ERES and submitted to the Senate by Dr. Stewart, as I understand it.  

Sen. Whittemore: Is it in fact the final report for the year’s work or is it something that predates the end of their work for the year, do you know?

Pres. Kuther: Well, if you look in the report there might be a couple of indications, but I personally don’t know.

Senator Nair:  I was just going to say something regarding Rob’s question.  Rob, it says in the report it says it was last updated on May 9, 2005.  

Pres.  Kuther:  On the second page it also notes that the IRB’s final meeting is scheduled for 8 AM, May 18th.  

Senator Nair: What I was going to say before was that it’s not directly related to the annual report but, the by laws , what has happened to the comments from the Senate?

Pres. Kuther: The Senate’s comments have been forwarded to Dr. Stewart and he forwarded them to the IRB Chair.  Dr. Lund emailed me yesterday to request that I send copies to Terry Buzaid to distribute to all the IRB members and they will discuss it at the next meeting.  So, as I learn more about that I will forward the information.  Further discussion regarding the annual report?  Hearing none, we’ll move on.

B. UPTC Response to December, 2004 Senate Resolutions 
Pres. Kuther:  The response was distributed in your October, 2005 packet, however we have a couple of additions. A memo from Dr. Machell, who is the current Chair of the P & T, was distributed in your packets for this meeting and distributed today is a letter from Dr. Weinstein on a related P & T issue. Sen. Nair distributed a document where the first line is personnel policies and as he’s explained to me, correct me if I’m wrong, this is a definition of a faculty scholarship that has been approved by the Senate in 1991 and Sen.. Nair noted that this discussion arose some 15 years ago and so he thought this might help our earlier discussion.  Is that good?

Senator Nair: Yes, that is correct.

Pres. Kuther: Given the length of the report I thought it might be a good idea if we go step by step, resolution by resolution, any objections? 

Sen. Munz:I’d like to suggest that on page 13, here we have suggestions for changes in the by laws and if we can get those approved today I’m sure, well I’m not sure but I suspect President Schmotter would agree with them and approve them then we can begin operating under those new bylaws this year.

Pres. Kuther: I understand it that would be a policy change and then we’d have to have a 2/3 majority vote in order to make that particular vote.

Sen.  Nair: May I add something to that, the problem is not only that it’s a policy change but also even if the Senate were to approve it, it still can not be implemented this year because the P & T has already begun its work.  You cannot change the rules midstream.

Sen. Lyons: The P & T committee has met once in an organizational meeting.

Sen. Nair: No, that’s not true.

Sen. Lyons: Yes it is, I’m a member of the P & T 

Sen.  Nair: OK, you’re a member of the P & T.  The P & T committee is going to meet, if it hasn’t already, it will be in the next two weeks to make some decisions about peoples’ tenure.  You cannot change the rules on the committee’s functions 

Sen. Lyons: That’s true, that’s one of the reasons that I’m suggesting if the Senate wants to implement these bylaw changes this year, yes we’re going to have to suspend the rules and if it doesn’t matter to the Senate, then fine.  So, I don’t know what you want to do.

Pres. Kuther: So, I guess the question is should we discuss Resolution 7 first and based on that then work our way through the other resolutions?  Any objections?

Sen. Nair: Actually, if I may suggest I personally am not persuaded that that’s the right course of action.  Maybe that’s a decision the Senate can make.  Let me argue against your position, Peter.

Sen. Lyons: Sure.

Sen. Nair: I am uncomfortable making changes to the bylaws of the P & T committee suddenly.  I would much rather, whatever the Senate decides and the President subsequently approves will go into affect the next academic year.  That’s just my position, so I’m arguing against your position that we take up this matter first rather than go over the document from the beginning.  

Sen. Schlicht: Are there any specific changes that would affect how candidates should have submitted material for consideration for promotion & tenure?

Senator Lyons: No, there are no changes. In terms of the conduct in business, there are changes in the membership, no one can have more than two-two year terms.  Only two persons per department may serve, members do not function as advocates for their schools or departments.  It has nothing to do with the candidates submitting material, these changes rather have something to do with the make up of the committee and then the committees’ work.  As I said the committee has no organizational meeting up to this point and yes we will meet on Friday to make some decisions.  So, if people think that these changes are important enough I think that we can get them through.  Ok, we’ll have to do some procedural things.  If the senate as the whole does not think that these changes are important enough, then we can proceed the way the president has suggested we proceed.

Sen. Ivry: I have a question the memo from Dr. Machell the sentence begins with the word “I” and it’s unclear to me whether he’s speaking for himself or if he’s speaking on behalf of the committee. 

Pres. Kuther: I think if you look at his first paragraph, the very last sentence he says “his comment statement is submitted not in my capacity as UPTC Chair or even as a member of the UPTC, but as an interested and experienced WCSU faculty member”.  So, I assume that’s him as an individual.

Sen. Nair: May I make one more point?  Again, Dr. Lyons, one of the problems I have implementing these changes this year is that if you look at the bottom of the page, the new language prohibits a member of the committee from voting on a recommendation concerning a member of his/her department, which is a significant change in the way this committee functions.  So, my argument is that the candidates who have come up this year for promotion and tenure as well as the people who are willing to serve on the committee and who were subsequently elected were functioning under the old rules which did not prohibit a person from voting on a candidacy of a person from his or her department.  That’s another reason that I think it is not prudent to change that rule at this time.

Sen. Lyons: Ok, I don’t think there’s a matter of functioning because we haven’t done any functioning yet, and it is true that people who put themselves in the position of serving on the P & T this year being elected to it or who were elected to it last year, were operating under the old laws, they were assuming that the old bylaws were going to be in effect.  And if that’s a strong enough reason for the senators then that’s fine with me.  But I still want to point out that they haven’t functioned yet.  The only thing that we’ve done is to have an organizational meeting which had nothing whatsoever to do with the deliberations. 

Sen. Ivry: Would that also be true if the people who have decided to go up for promotion or tenure, not only the people who serve on the committee but the people who decided to be considered for promotion or tenure.

Sen. Lyons: Yes, yes, yes.

Motion to consider the document from the beginning to the end as suggested by the Senate passed with four abstentions (Nair/Echevarria). 

Pres. Kuther: Resolution 02:  The Senate requests that the UPTC determine if there are university wide expectations for tenure and promotion beyond those established by departments.

Sen Whittemore: My first question is it looks to me as if in the response to resolution 2 it’s not clear whether there are university wide expectations.  The language suggests that lurking is the possibility of it, but it’s not clear and I’m not sure whether that’s what the committee intended or whether that’s what we’re supposed to understand that is that there are of core criteria that shift with time but they’re not fixed and that if this is a new policy, a statement of the understanding of the UPTC, then the vagueness of that is a deliberate choice

Sen. Nair: When I look at this document it doesn’t seem to me that this is policy, what I think it is is that that particular P & T from last year simply was responding to the Senate resolution.  I don’t really (inaudible) an attempt to establish policy to bind future P & Ts.

Sen. Lyons: I think that the University Promotion and Tenure committee saw these as suggestions that would help people who were coming up for promotion or tenure.  Suggestions that would make their case stronger and suggestions not only to the members themselves but also to the DEC. For example, number 1 of page 2 the DEC reports should be evaluative as well as descriptive.  I as a person who is from English would not be able to put any kind of value any kind of legitimate professional value on someone who is coming up for tenure in let’s say Art.  I would be able to look at it and say well, gee that’s real pretty but I wouldn’t know whether or not it was really good in judgment of the people who are in that area.  So, just to describe what someone has done is no help for me as a person who is in English when I’m looking at something at a portfolio from someone who is in Art.  So, we need not only the description, what the person has done, but we need the evaluation.  So, that’s simply an example of the kinds of suggestions that we put in that would make the process, I think, a little bit fairer or a lot fairer. 

Dr. O’Neill: I read these suggestions as very vague and also read them as the product of preexisting committees and I did read these as being university wide suggestions and it seems to me that if this is met as a university wide suggestion then it should be (inaudible) as such because [as] someone who is very much interested in this issue went to the organizational meeting that the currently committee held this year, I was hearing things that were not part of the evaluative criteria that we were supposed to include that were not one of the five evaluative categories that we were supposed to address.  Well, is that a suggestion?  Is that a university wide expectation?  This isn’t very clear at all and what you just said I would say that’s how the current committee deals. In three years it might be something quite different.

Sen. Lyons: That’s very true, although there are current members on the committee who have been on the committee for not quite decades, but for a long, long time.  

Sen. Skar: I just wanted to respond, I appreciate the example and I wanted to respond with a very specific one, The DECs for example, in foreign languages and literature that we have a DEC for language and literature specialist composed of an anthropologist, a professor from art, and a professor from music and I’m wondering how we would respond in terms of the evaluation of those members of a hardship case.  

Sen.  Lyons: I don’t know how to answer that.  I think what we try to do is to take the material that’s presented to us and try to make some sense out of the material in light of the five criteria, actually the four.  Length is not a category.  I think there would be a recognition on behalf of the committee that in fact this is a hardship case.  There is another item that comes up a little bit later that.  There are two members of your department and one of them could come to the university promotion and tenure committee and make a presentation.  The person who is up for promotion and tenure could also come and make a presentation so that questions that the committee might have could be answered in those ways.

Dr. Ward replied to this by saying he thought people who came in front of UPTC to speak had to read from a prepared script and then had no further opportunity to comment. Sen. Lyons assured him this was not the case: “The person comes in, reads from a script, has to leave the script with the committee so that we have some sort of language but then there are, I know one instance where I saw someone come in, there were plenty of questions and there were plenty of answers.”

Sen.  Munz: I’m a little concerned if these are just suggestions, the people of the future will not be aware of their existence if they’re not amendments to the bylaws and I’m not sure whether the committee is supposed to do the same function every year and put out a list of suggestions or whether we’re gonna stick with this

Pres.  Kuther: it seems that, as I see it at least, from our discussion will determine whether we have additional questions for the UPTC and perhaps one of the goals might be to establish some sort of document to that would supplement, be in the faculty handbook, for example.

Sen. Nair: We already have a document in the faculty handbook that says all this stuff but not precisely with the same language.  If, as Dr. Munz said, if this response to the Senate’s question, as I see it… then the appropriate course of action might be to revise that document that’s already in the faculty handbook and if the committee so chooses and then send it back to the Senate.  The way this document stands I just don’t see how anybody can do anything with it, except to take it as a response from the committee.  I’m agreeing, I’m just responding to what Dr. Munz said. So that may be the course of action to take.  

Sen. Lyons: If that’s what the Senate decides then the UPTC needs to go back and revise everything and maybe incorporate some (inaudible) if that’s what the Senate decides.

Pres. Kuther: So, it seems like our job is to look at each of these responses to the resolutions and determine if we do have additional questions or whether it happens to be different from what currently exists in the handbook and whether some sort of modification to the handbook would be needed and that would go back to the committee then, as I see it.  Further comments on resolution 02?  

Sen. Nair: I am somewhat concerned about number 7, one reason I distributed these pages from the faculty handbook 136 and 137 is that in 1990 and 1991 the Senate had the same discussion about what are the expectations with regard to scholarship and research activity as required by the collective bargaining agreement and we did the same thing, you know, talked about it and then the Senate appointed a committee and I do remember Dr. Elizabeth Olsen from the Nursing Dept. was the Chair of that committee and asked that ad-hoc committee to make a recommendation to the Senate as to what our definition of scholarship ought to be and the document you have is what that committee had submitted to the Senate and subsequently the Senate had approved.  My concern with the present P & T response to number 7 is that … it goes well beyond what the gentle understanding has been based on this document as to what scholarship is.  I think Dr. Weinstein’s letter probably makes a similar point in that this is [a]  teaching institution and it seems to me somewhat unreasonable to make the kind of what you have the kind of expectations under response to number 7 if I’m not misreading it, so I am concerned. 

Sen. Whittemore: One of my colleagues, looking at number 7 also, looking at the bottom of page 5, second to last paragraph where it says “In general, work done primarily for financial remuneration beyond a token honorarium is usually not appropriately classified as “creative activity”.  One of my colleagues said the problem here is that often remunerated work is at the core of creative activity.  So, for example, if you’re in marketing or  if you’re in management or in conflict resolution or if you’re in writing, the way that you do your work outside of the campus is often in a remunerated situation, where they’re paying you for your time: a day, two, three or four days.  In that instance, it would seem to me that work done elsewhere is no longer seen as being part of creative activity but then where does it sit.  I’m not clear.  

Dr. Goble: In some areas of professional activity and creative activity are the same.  The last time I played with the NY Philharmonic I was compensated quite nicely.  I hope the P & T accepted it as part of my portfolio.

Sen. Whittemore: Could we ask for clarification on that?

Pres. Kuther: Certainly.

Sen. Echevarria: Just to add to this, also in the Arts you might have artists that sell their work, it winds up in museums or in public exhibitions that are seen and noted by major publications and so shouldn’t that be part of this whole thing?

Pres. Kuther: What I’ll do is, I’ll put together based on all of our discussions a list of questions. Regarding #7 one of the questions will deal with clarifying that paragraph regarding “in general work done primarily for financial remuneration beyond a token honorarium is usually not appropriately classified as “creative activity”. We’ll see clarification on that because there are many fields in which professionals do quite creative work and are compensated for  that work.  

Sen. Nair: I would also ask that you might ask the committee if it considers the definition of on page 136 and 137 at the back of the handbook inadequate

Sen. Hirschfield: Just take it one step further if in fact I would wonder if most reasonable evaluators would question the fact that someone was not being remunerated.  Is your work actually professional?  Nobody’s paying you?  Is it therefore, professional work?  It’s to be encouraged and artists often time do take advantage of opportunities to show their work, to perform, to exhibit for remuneration is often time an indication of endorsement of the level of professionalism.  Also on the page encouraging or seeking professional reviews or jury reports would be useful, I wouldn’t see why that would be any more encouraged in the arts rather than for any other field.  If you’re reading an economics book and you’re an English professor then of course the review would be useful.

Sen. Weinstein: I’d like to talk a little bit about the memo that I sent I do believe under creative activity they were asking people to talk about the journals that they’re in, the quality of the books and so on and so forth. That’s wonderful if you were at Harvard but this is WestConn and we have a full load.  A lot of people are very involved in committee work as well and I just think this is a horrible thing to do to the junior faculty, creating hoops to have them jump through in order to be promoted and I really think that with people publishing at all, for them to do scholarly work is a blessing here, I just think there are a lot of expectations.  

Sen. Schlicht opened a conversation about the item regarding summary statistics for student evaluations. He suggested the University should consider creating a student evaluation form that would be consistent between all departments, so that an easy way to compute summary statistics could be created. 

Sen. Nair: Sorry to bring up history but the truth is that many years ago the attempt was made to have a universal student evaluation instrument for all CSU, all campuses and it didn’t work.  I don’t think it’s gonna work if we try to do it at Western.  If you say that university-wide we should use the same instrument and I remember these arguments you know, Art and Music and Economics and HPX all of the departments the presumption is that you should be able to decide what kind of an instrument will give you the most useful information.  I’m speaking against that suggestion.

Sen. Whittemore: I’d like to ditto that.   I think that having spoken again to two junior colleagues in my department who had to do this, both of them independently had to create a way to compile their data.  Hours and hours and hours of time and it seems to me one of the things we could do, as an institution, is come up with a standardized means so that even if we didn’t have a central person doing it, everybody would know that this software is what we use and we could punch in our data and out would come a comparison.  I also think that if you’re interested ultimately in comparison, although this may be an undesirable idea, certainly right now there’s no systematic way to compare how we’re doing relative to other colleagues and this would be one of the ways, possibly, if we wanted to enter that territory which is debatable, but to be done.

Sen. Nair mentioned a historical reference to a previous attempt by the Senate to do this, which went nowhere. Sen. Schlicht, Whittemore, and Popiel were asked to form a sub-committee on student evalutions, to bring a more formal resolution to the Senate regarding the matter.

Pres. Kuther: It seems that there are two things here, first the idea of letting people have similar questions in evals but then secondly, regardless of whether the departments have similar questions is the idea of whether some sort of data can be given to each faculty member so that they don’t have to input all of this stuff and it can just be as much as putting together an RTF file or something.  

Sen. Nair: I don’t see why it’s the P & T Committee’s responsibility to do that.  I think if the Senate wants to ask Univ. Computing if they can work with somebody to do this, that makes sense, but I just don’t see it.

Pres. Kuther: That sounds good. I’d like to put together a sub committee to explore this further.  
Sen. Whittemore, Schlicht, and Popiel will examine this issue and bring recommendations back. 

Sen. Popiel - The purpose would then be to look at the question of whether electronic data can be provided to a candidate and put together some sort of proposal regarding this issue. Ok additional comments or questions, issues with resolution two, or the response to resolution two?

Sen. Deloughy:  Regarding what Laurie [Weinstein] said, I think the standards for judging the quality of creative activity have increased significantly over the years.  I know years ago I’ve written DEC reports for people who were promoted to full professor without any outside evaluation of their work and I know more recently I’ve written reports for people who are applying for promotion to full professor who did not get that promotion because there wasn’t sufficient outside evaluation of their creative activity.  So, I think, part of the frustration and concern is feeling that the standards change in a certain, actually they’re getting higher and do we know how they’re changing in a timely enough matter to be able to, adequately, address them and meet them when we do reports.

Dr. Weinstein: How are we going to attract people to come to WestConn if we say there’s a 4 and 4 load, there’s very little release time to do research, we have less secretaries who handles huge amount of faculty you may or may not have a computer that works, but we want you to publish in journals, serve in governance and we expect you to be on a lot of committees? 

Sen. Lyons: If under the category of creative activity we don’t have refereed journals as part of it, or some book that maybe part of it, how are we as a community to judge the quality of that creative work?  How are we as the elective representatives of P & T to be able to judge the quality of the work?  I for example can and have published in newsletters, non-refereed journals, I happen to think that what I published is pretty damn good, but it wasn’t a refereed journal.  If that material came before the Promotion and Tenure committee, how would they know, how would you know what the quality of my comments were about a writing lab, or how we train tutors?  How do you know unless you have some kind of collegial evaluation that says this person is on the cutting edge of training tutors for the writing lab.  I don’t know how you do that.

Sen. Nair: It’s always been my understanding that it is the DEC’s responsibility to make that evaluation that doesn’t mean the P&T has to understand what the DEC said, but rather if the DEC does a good evaluation of the faculty member’s work, he should be persuasive and then the P & T makes that judgment, ultimately it’s a judgment issue it’s not just  a numbers game, where you compare things, you know how many referee journals, how many (inaudible) they never have done that kind of thing even though it is done in other institutions, so I’m in support of what Dr. Weinstein said, it is the DEC’s responsibility to say why this work is good or whatever it happens to be and then the P & T makes a judgment.

Pres. Kuther: It may be that we want to ask the P & T committee to discuss in greater detail the responsibility of the DEC.  It just seems that many of these points, as you mentioned Sen. Nair, could be points that are documented by the DEC, like for example number 7, the quality of creative activity should be supported by the DEC perhaps.  

Senator Schlicht: Would be useful for the UPTC to draft comments for all DEC’s saying this is what we’re expecting you to do so that they could get that in their report.  Do you think that would be useful?

Sen. Munz: I think that’s already in the contract

Pres. Kuther: As I understand it, each department in their bylaws 

Sen. Nair: The first resolution as you notice it’s document starts with resolution number two, the first resolution that the senate passed was asking the departments to articulate the standards by which the people in those departments will be evaluated and make that information available to the P & T and when we did that I did say I was the president of the senate at that time, I did send a memorandum to all department chairs saying that the senate had passed a resolution , is that what

Pres. Kuther: so regarding Resolution -02  I have several questions that I’ll send back, first, regarding clarification of creative activity as well as remuneration and I’ll continue with some of our discussion about how the assigned level of professionalism of Music and Art and so on, secondly is the question of does the committee see the definition of scholarship as articulated on pages 136 and 137 in the faculty handbook inadequate?  Third is the concern that we expressed for the expectations that we have of candidates and then fourth and is the question of the role of the DEC and a clear statement of what they’re looking for from DEC’s .  

Pres. Kuther: Resolution 03: The Senate requests that UPTC develop either a numerical or 

narrative evaluation and feedback system for candidates.

Sen. Whittemore expressed concern about using a checklist system to provide feedback, because then future UPTC committees would in some way be bound to the comments of prior committees when it came to evaluation of a candidate

Sen. Lyons: this is a very difficult matter because the membership of the committee does change every year and I’ve been on it only one year but my experience on P & T shows that the vast majority of the members when they’re making comments about a person’s dossier or focusing on both strengths and weaknesses, generally there’s an agreement about the weaknesses.  Now, it’s true that a P & T committee five years hence or three years hence won’t make that same kind of judgment and I don’t know how to respond to that.  The only criteria that we have is the criteria that are established with the collective bargaining unit and then there are what I would still recommend calling suggestions that last years P & T has worked into this document.  But that’s the best we can do because we are not, we’re judges but we’re not legal judges, we don’t establish a precedent.  What we do is look at a dossier as fairly and as carefully as we can and then come to a judgment.  Now we haven’t tried this particular method yet, but I suspect that it’s not gonna cause too much difficulty but I don’t know what to tell you about the university Promotion and Tenure Committee five years hence.  

Sen. Whittemore: Why have we never, for example, considered just a paragraph statement from a member of the committee who speaks for the committee, a narrative of the decision?  We’ve discussed this, we noticed this, we wondered about this and actually that kind of statement which helps the candidate hear, listen in a little bit.

Sen. Lyons: I think this method is certainly not very elaborate, it does give the candidate, however, something more or will give the candidate in a couple of years, I guess, something more than any candidate had already. It’s better than what we have.  As of writing a narrative paragraph for I don’t even know how many people we have, 35 or so?

Motion that the Senate accepts the P & T response to resolution 03 (Nair/Munz) 
Nair: For the record the intent of the motion is that if the Senate were to vote in favor of the motion made, this would become a procedure.  What the P & T has said in this document will be the procedure the P & T will follow.  This particular one, the feedback issue.  

Given that this motion concerns a change in policy, it will be voted on at the December ’05 meeting. 

Pres. Kuther: Resolution 04 - The Senate requests that the UPTC establish a process that would allow, at the candidate’s discretion, a DEC member to be present at P & T meetings for questions and answers.  

No comments

Pres. Kuther: Resolution 05: Senate requests the UPTC to develop a system for staggering its meeting day and time.

Sen. Munz:  I have a problem with their recommendation, which is for instance starting from 1-3 on Friday or 4-7, they currently, for several years, have been 4-7, what I wonder about is this, suppose you have a Monday, Wednesday, Friday class in the afternoon and you get elected to the Promotion and Tenure committee after you have scheduled those classes and they choose to meet 1-3 but you have a class at 2, it would seem to me you wouldn’t be able to serve and there’s not really much you could do about it.  

Sen. Lyons: I think the intention was to open the possibility of meeting whenever members of the committee could meet and if someone were teaching at 2:00 on Friday afternoon, the committee could not meet until after the faculty member got out of class, not until 3.  What we’re trying to do is respond to an objection that we always met on Friday afternoon from 4-7:30 or 8:00, sometimes we would get out at 7 and that excludes people who have family objections, religious obligations, etc., they just have to exclude themselves.  So what we’re trying to do is to open this up to say anytime where we can find a block of four hours together as a committee, that’s the time we’ll meet.

Sen. Nair: At present the P & T bylaws do not have any language about when the meeting may be, so what you’re doing is not opening it up, but restricting it, because right now the committee can meet at any time it wants to, ok, so my argument is that this language is unnecessary and you could arguably be more restrictive than the condition now.  Historically the committee has met Friday at 4:00 because 9 faculty members can’t come into the same room for 2: 3 hours is very difficult, but the committee can meet at any time, there is no restriction, so I don’t quite see what purpose this serves

Sen. Whittemore: The purpose it serves is that some people who have families, if they’re single parents or if they are needing to be at a place to meet their children when they come home, this essentially precludes anybody who is a parent to be on this committee and I think that’s a legitimate question.  It may be no accident that people who have households or the ones who have dependent children are not volunteering to be on this committee.  That may not be a variable that we think is relevant in making sound decisions about personnel but it certainly excludes essentially a class of people who are among the ranks of the profession.  

Sen. Hirschfield: I just think for any meeting, any committee that the members of the committee have to meet they have to determine when they’re free to have their meetings and for us to sit here and  think of all the reasons, many, many valid reasons why Saturday morning isn’t fair or why Sunday night isn’t a good idea is really we’re just spinning our wheels.  The committee members have to decide when they are free.

Pres. Kuther: I’d like to add that we don’t specify when other committees should meet.  Other committees have done so in the bylaws, but the Senate has never actually handed it down.

Sen. Echevarria: So, in fact, if there are no restrictions when they meet, what do we do with this resolution?

Discussion was dropped without recommendation.

Pres Kuther: Resolution 06 - The Senate requests the UPTC  reconsider the continued usefulness of the category of highly recommend when reviewing a candidate for promotion. 
Dean Vaden-Goad: My only thought is it seems here to be viewed as a dichotomous scale it’s either yes or no, recommend, highly recommend.  I mean they’re not on the same side of things.  It’s highly recommend vs. everything else.  It’s really a two point scale.  At least that’s the way it’s read by everyone here. I wonder if [the choices] were recommend or not recommend if the committee would be forced to take a more careful stand, too.  In another words, if you’re forced to make a dichotomous choice then you’re gonna think very hard before you give someone a not recommend, I think.  

Sen. Whittemore: I’m surprised that here we are all wordsmiths and we’re trying to defend a word which clearly is misleading.  I mean if a student did this on paper we’d say this is not the word you intend, look it up.  So, I think, we ought to either if we keep the three tiered system, which by the way is a ranking system in spite of the fact that we’re saying it’s preferable to any ranking system, it is a ranking system.  Why not change the name, make it whole?  

.

Sen. Nair: Dr. Whittemore I think when people come up for an annual evaluation the form is used with three choices one is satisfactory, second is marginal, third is unsatisfactory.  So, it may well be that when we have or the P & T has traditionally said recommended what it really meant is marginal in which case the thought would be entertained that instead of saying recommeneded you say marginal.  It’s the same 

Pres. Kuther: Senator Nair do you know if there’s a reason why they’re different languages between the annual eval and promotion recommendation categories?

Sen. Nair: I know that historically what happened but that’s again 15 years ago, but what I was going to say is that what we might do is to make a recommendation to the P & T to reconsider its response and ask if it will entertain the idea of having the following three categories in this response.  One would be recommended, which would be the highly recommended now, the second would be marginally recommended and the third would be 

Sen. Lyons: I like the Deans’ suggestion, Recommended: Not recommended, you’ve got to make a choice and I know that her analysis of our trying to make ourselves feel better, we’re all you know, I can recommend this guy, I feel ok about that, but I suspect there is something about that

Sen. Nair: I disagree in that the annual evaluations do have those three categories.  That conveys some information to somebody.  Ok, you are satisfactory, you are marginal you are unsatisfactory.  Ok.  These three categories from the P & T recommendation serve the same purpose.  If I understand Dr. Whittemore’s point it was that it’s a language issue, when we say recommended we don’t really mean recommended so I’m suggesting that if that’s a problem let’s change the language and have something that says you’re marginal.  That’s my suggestion.

Motion to request the Promotion and Tenure Committee to consider the categories of Recommended, Marginal and Not Recommended to replace the categories of Highly Recommended, Recommended and Not Recommended in its response to candidates (Nair/Munz; passed with four abstentions)

Sen. Whittemore: Where this is different is that if you are a candidate you received marginal and then you come up the next year and you’re not recommended it is not a contradiction whereas if you’re recommended one year and you come up again and you’re not recommended it seems like the committee is playing with you, which they’re not, but I’m saying the individual experience of what you’re supposed to do is confusing.  At least this way if you’re marginal, you’ll know it could go either way the next time.  It’s not like I’m at a tier which now it’s just a slight tweak to break me through.  Now the judgment is going to be made so that’s where I see a difference.

Pres. Kuther: Resolution 07 - The Senate requests the UPTC limit members to serving two

consecutive terms.  

Sen. Whittemore: in my department in looking at this felt that the sense, where we now are, if we follow this, it’s possible for a person to serve four terms in ten years, they could serve the first four years then take 2 years and then the last four years in a ten year segment, so really this doesn’t seem to change what I think what was their concern, which was that there be more diversity in terms of those who pass through.  On the other hand it clearly states that there are concerns as an individual that he’s worrying about turnover reducing the facility of the process among those who have done it enough to know how it works.  I think the biggest concern we had is there really no term limit under the current condition because really in a sense you can serve 8 out of 10 years.  Also, we want a clarification on II A: 5 “no more than two persons from any Department may serve: do they mean any one department?

Pres. Kuther: Just from a procedural standpoint it might be challenging for the nominations and elections committee to keep track of who should be on and what departments they’re in and so on.  

Sen. Nair –I have always spoken against adding term limits.  There are several issues one is the whole business about elections and the nominations and elections committee.  I’ve served on that a couple of times.  The second is that it’s a democratic process and what I’m really worried about is that if Dr. Lyons has served on the P & T for 4 years, 6 years or whatever and if I wanted to serve on that committee and the majority of the faculty wants me to serve on that committee we make a rule saying he can’t.  To leave that makes no sense.  It never made any sense to me because it is a democratic process it’s not as if people who serve on the P & T committee, is like the president of the united states, he’s got access to the news media, he’s on television every day, that kind of thing, name recognition.  It doesn’t happen that way.  I think we are doing ourselves a disservice in making a rule saying that.  We don’t have a rule saying when it comes to voting for people, we have a majority vote, so you can not get elected to the P & T committee unless the majority of the faculty who are voting in the election vote for you.  So that is that is the protection we have and I’m really concerned that we’re making a rule now that says it doesn’t matter if the entire faculty wants somebody to serve on the P & T committee that person can’t because we have the term limit.  I don’t see what purpose it serves.

Sen. Whittemore: The purpose is to increase university representation of the people who serve on that committee, that I think is the fundamental purpose.  I agree with everything Vijay says but it fails to speak to the core concern I think that’s been made when we asked the UPTC to consider these recommendations which was that and certainly in David’s comments it’s clear that there are people who serve on this committee year after year after year after year.  And, of course, one of the reasons they do is that people have confidence in them, they’ve done it before and they know how to do it.  But, peer review is based on the idea that generally everybody participates in the process of reviewing each other and for people to continually give the same people that seems to me to be stepping away from the spirit of your review, which is the people step up to the responsibility and it is moved around our community of peers.

Sen. Hirshfield:  We’ve all had the opportunity to go to our colleagues and say look, no one in SPS is gonna get on unless we’re all gonna negate one another in terms of the numbers unless we talk amongst ourselves and decide.  We like Joe or we like Joann, let’s make a decision. We want some representation.  All these same people are serving, let’s try to put our numbers behind us to get someone from our school or our department on.  You’re not disappointed with the current members here?

President Kuther: I think aside from the current membership, because we’re talking about modifying their bylaws so we need to look back at this idea is this voting process is this democratic process working or not?  And what the composition of that particular committee should be and whether these modifications they’ve suggested are acceptable.  

Sen. Whittemore: Is it wise that many of us step away from this responsibility and simply let those who know how to do it, do it.  It’s not that they’re not doing a good job, necessarily, it’s just when do people recognize that they are under a responsibility.  It’s a big job, if you serve on UPTC they’re working incredible hours.  I am feeling that somehow there ought to be a recognition that more of us have a responsibility to step up to this instead of continually expecting the same people who do it well.  

Pres. Kuther: It seems that we’d be best served by going step by step through their italicized changes and making comments and suggestions and deciding this issue, but there’s more than just the issues we’ve been discussing.  So looking at number one 

Sen. Nair: May I suggest that since this language went in there has been some changes in the contract, such as where it says Librarian III now it’s Associate Librarian, just language issues 

Pres Kuther: Number 1: There shall be at least one member of the committee from each of the three schools and listing what the schools are and one from the Librarians, Counselors and coaches group.  Is there currently a requirement that one should be from each of those groups?

Sen. Nair: yes, the three right now ends with the first part of that sentence, but one from Librarians, Counselors and Coaches is not in the current by laws. 

Pres. Kuther: So that would be a new piece then, requirement.  Any discussion adding that additional requirement that we have somebody from the Librarians, Counselors and Coaches 

Sen. Moser: I object to the Librarian, Counselor and Coaches being a required part of this committee.  

Sen. Schlicht: Promotion and Tenure is evaluating Librarians, Counselors and Coaches 

Sen. Nair: what happened is, it’s a collective bargaining answer, because when 27 years ago when we had collective bargaining a decision was made and instructional faculty Librarians, Counselors and Coaches were put into the AAUP group so what happened is that we have the three schools and then we have these people and they’re not solution numbers to make it three separate entities so it was kind of a decision made over time from the very beginning to make that one group.

Pres. Kuther –From a pragmatic standpoint.  If we’re working from a pool of say 50 individuals, some of whom may not have achieved tenure will (inaudible) be enough individuals to always have one member on this committee?

Sen. Nair: We have sufficient numbers. 

Sen. Bourque: It seems fair to me if we’re evaluating we should have a chance to have a voice.  

Sen. Nair: This was originally put it through to make sure that the people in SPS and Ancell were not excluded, that’s the reason.  I don’t disagree with you at all, it was a case that anybody could run and nine people get elected but I was just explaining why it came in because it came in for that reason.

Sen. Lyons: Do we have a quorum at this point?  

Pres. Kuther: Just barely: if we lose one more.  In fact, what I was going to mention was that according to the by laws anything we don’t complete now is completed next week at 3:30, unless we vote otherwise to postpone it to December.  

Sen. Lyons: I make a motion to postpone the agenda to the December meeting (Lyons/Munz; passed unanimously).2

Meeting adjourned 6:10 PM

SENATE RESOLUTIONS

November 16, 2005

R-05-11-01: THE SENATE SHALL CONSIDER THE UPTC DOCUMENT from the beginning to the end as suggested by the Senate PRESIDENT  (Nair/Echevarria). Passed.

R-05-11-02: THE SENATE SHALL accept the P & T’s response to resolution 03 (Nair/Munz). Passed.
R-05-11-03: the Senate requests the Promotion and Tenure Committee to consider the categories of recommended, marginal and not recommended to replace the categories of highly recommended, recommended and not recommended in its response to candidates. (Nair/Munz) Passed.

R-05-11-04: THE REMAINDER OF THE MEETING SHALL BE POSTPONED UNTIL DECEMBER. (Lyons/?) Passed.
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