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MEETING OF THE GENERAL FACULTY 

6 March 2017 

Davidson Room 4:05 p.m. 

1. Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order at 4:05 pm. 

2. Approval of the Minutes of the 06 February 2017, meeting 

The minutes were approved by assent. 

3. Curriculum Council Consent Agenda 

The consent agenda was approved by assent. 

4. Committee Reports 

a.  CUPP (written report) – Professor Sheridan 

After inviting questions on the written report, and having received none, the vice chair of CUPP 
introduced the first of two proposals: 

CUPP Proposal 1 

Current language (from handbook, IV, p. 7, section 3.b. “Procedures”) 

b. Procedures 

By January 15, the Provost will inform Department Chairs, School and Program Directors about 
how many tenure lines can be filled for the following academic year. In addition, the Provost will 
remind Chairs, School and Program Directors of the annual deadline for receipt of applications 
for tenure lines. By February 15, Department Chairs, School and Program Directors should 
submit applications for tenure line positions to the Provost. The Provost will in turn deliver these 
proposals to CUPP by March 1. CUPP will review all applications received, and consider each 
within the context of broad university strategic curricular needs, as well as individual 
department, program or school needs. CUPP may recommend approval, conditional approval, 
postponement or denial. It may also request further information. 

Proposed new language: 

As soon as possible during the spring semester, the Provost will remind Department Chairs, 
School and Program Directors of the annual deadline for receipt of applications for tenure lines. 
In addition, the Provost will meet with CUPP at its first meeting in the spring semester to discuss 
the long-term curricular needs of the university for the purpose of collaboratively determining 
the appropriate number of tenure line searches. By January 15, the Provost will inform CUPP, 
chairs, and directors of the number--or, if necessary, a range--of tenure lines that can be 
approved. By February 15, Department Chairs, School and Program Directors will submit 
applications for tenure line positions to the Provost. The Provost will in turn deliver these 
proposals to CUPP by March 1 along with the number of tenure lines that CUPP may 
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recommend. CUPP will review all applications received, and consider each within the context of 
broad university strategic curricular needs, as well as individual department, program or school 
needs. CUPP may recommend approval, conditional approval, postponement or denial. It may 
also request further information. 

After a brief discussion of the motives behind it, CUPP's Proposal 1 PASSED UNANAMOUSLY by a voice 
vote. 

CUPP Proposal 2: 

Current Location in the Faculty Handbook: IV. B. 3. b. (IV. p. 7)  
1. Insert the header “Regular Authorization” after b. Procedures  
2. Insert the following after the paragraph beginning “Denial signifies that…”  

 
Authorization of Opportunity Hires  
When an academic unit identifies a candidate from an underrepresented group whose 
hiring will contribute to the University’s strategic goal of having a diverse faculty, the 
chair/director may propose a new tenure line that could be filled without waiting until the 
next academic year.  

• The proposal will address the general criteria for regular authorization.  
• The proposal will explain how this hire would contribute to the University's 
strategic goal of diversity.  
• The proposal will include a written endorsement reflecting the unanimous support 
of the tenure-line faculty within the unit. If the position is expected to contribute to 
interdisciplinary programs, the opinion of faculty regularly involved in those 
programs will be included.  
• The Provost must consult with CUPP prior to authorizing an opportunity hire.  

 

A faculty member questioned two aspects of the proposal: first, whether opportunity hires might be 
justifiable for reasons other than diversity and second, whether unanimity of the academic unit should 
be required for an opportunity hire.  Regarding the first topic, the argument for expanding the scope of 
opportunity hires was enabling an academic unit to respond to sudden vacancies that urgently needed 
to filled.   In response, several faculty defended limiting opportunity hires to members of 
underrepresented groups both to elevate diversity as an institutional priority and to limit opportunities 
for abuse. Regarding the second topic, the Provost indicated that the unanimity requirement was 
intended to parallel an existing policy whereby an academic unit can, if in unanimous agreement, forego 
a national search and hire a visiting faculty member into an approved tenure line.  After discussion, 
Professor Folse proposed the following amendment (deleted text is struck through, revised text is in 
bold). 

CUPP proposal 2 (with amendments the were later voted down):  

Authorization of Opportunity Hires 
When an academic unit identifies a candidate from an underrepresented group whose hiring 
will contribute to the University’s strategic goals, including having a diverse faculty, the 
chair/director may propose a new tenure line that could be filled without waiting until the next 
academic year. 
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• The proposal will address the general criteria for regular authorization. 
• The proposal will explain how this hire would contribute to the University's strategic 
goals, including diversity. 
• The proposal will include a written endorsement reflecting the unanimous support of 
the tenure-line faculty within the unit. If the position is expected to contribute to 
interdisciplinary programs, the opinion of faculty regularly involved in those programs 
will be included. 
• The Provost must consult with CUPP prior to authorizing an opportunity hire. 

 

The motion was seconded and discussed.  In response to colleagues concerns about the amendment's 
de-emphasis of diversity, Professor Ponce proposed an amendment to the amendment whereby the 
first sentence of CUPP's proposal would become: 

When an academic unit identifies a candidate from an underrepresented group whose hiring 
will contribute to the University’s strategic goals, especially that of having a diverse faculty, the 
chair/director may propose a new tenure line that could be filled without waiting until the next 
academic year. 

After the argument was made that the word especially doesn't adequately restore the diversity 
intention of the original proposal, the AMENDMENT TO THE AMENDMENT FAILED by a voice vote.  The 
body returned to discussion of Professor Folse's amendment.  An argument was made that the broader 
use of opportunity hiring allowed by the amendment could actively work against diversity.  If an 
opportunity, majority hire was made for programmatic reasons, a chance to recruit under-represented 
persons would be lost.  The AMENDMENT FAILED by a voice vote. 

Discussion returned to CUPP's originally worded Proposal 2.  Faculty asked what was encompassed by 
the word diversity as used in the proposal.  CUPP members and the Provost responded with narrative 
and examples that included those underrepresented by sex, gender, and sexual orientation, as well as 
those underrepresented by race and ethnicity.  The hiring unit would make the case for a hire 
contributing to diversity. 

Regarding an academic unit's decision to pursue an opportunity hire (bullet point 3), Professor Pelusi 
proposed an amendment to replace the word "unanimous" with the word "majority."  The motion was 
seconded.  Arguments in favor of the amendment included the difficulty of achieving unanimity in large 
departments and the possibility of an outlier blocking an otherwise well-supported opportunity hire.  
Arguments against the amendment included the risk of a newly hired person feeling less than welcome 
and the risk of a chair pushing a hiring agenda.  A colleague suggested the possibility of requiring a two-
thirds or three-fourths majority, but this idea did not gain traction. 

Professor Pelusi's AMENDMENT FAILED by a voice vote and discussion returned the CUPP's originally 
worded Proposal 2.  A colleague asked if diversity hiring would lower the number of regular lines; the 
Provost and others concluded that it could.  As discussion closed, one colleague described how the 
importance of diversification justified the financial trade-offs that opportunity hiring might entail and 
another expressed faith in our ability to avoid abuse of this new provision.  CUPP's originally worded 
proposal 2 PASSED UNANIMOUSLY by a voice vote.  Applause. 
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A colleague asked CUPP about the status of compensation notices, which had been promised but have 
not been distributed.  The faculty member made the case that these documents are important because 
they enable employees to catch mistakes and to easily see their overall salary and benefits package.  The 
Provost answered that he would follow up with the Chief Human Resources Officer and the VP for 
Business and Finance. 

A faculty member asked when the newly passed CUPP motion would become effective.  Answer: 
opportunity hiring is effective as of now. 

b.  Curriculum Council (written report) – Professor Anderson  

The chair thanked her colleagues for their efforts in producing a complex consent agenda while the 
offices involved were in transition. The chair of CC brought the revised Japanese minor forward for a 
vote.  A colleague noted a typographical error to be corrected: LC 308 appears in the list of electives 
even though it is also listed as required.  A colleague asked, for archival purposes, who had submitted 
the proposal.  Answer: Professor Sather.  It was noted in the proposal that two of the electives, LC 205: 
Japanese Folklore and Myth and LC 307: Form and Void: A study of Japanese Poetics, are still under 
development.  A faculty member expressed concern that this might cause confusion in the 
production of the catalog, but the chair provided assurances that the Registrar was apprised of this 
ongoing curricular work. 

The revised Japanese minor PASSED UNANIMOUSLY by a voice vote. 

The CC chair welcomed newly elected members: David Stoughton (fine arts), Meg Miner (library), and 
David Wallace (Business, Financial Services, and Economics). 

c.  PAT Committee (written report) 

PAT reminded colleagues that Kemp Foundation Award nominations are due at the end of the month. 

d.  Faculty Development Committee (oral report) – Professor Ponce  

The chair reminded colleagues that the final deadline for ASD, CD, and CPD grants is March 21st; there is 
still money available in all categories.  There are also two more deadlines for Instructional Development 
(ID) grants: March 20th and April 20th.  

e.  General Education Task Force (written report) – Professor A. Schultz 

The chair updated the faculty on recent meetings and a forthcoming set of minutes that will include a 
detailed implementation timeline.  A model framework for the revised General Education program will 
be brought forward in April for a provisional vote. 

f.  Hearing Committee (written report) – Professor R. Schultz 

The chair presented a change to handbook language, the rationale for which is included in the 
committee's written report. 

Hearing Committee’s proposal to revise Faculty Handbook language.  
The language in the Handbook that the Hearing Committee proposes to revise is located on 
page 30 of Chapter III. The section is "d. Procedures for Dismissal for Cause," which begins on 
page 29 of chapter III. The first part of this "Dismissal for Cause" section is "1) Introduction". It is 
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divided into four parts: a), b), c) and d). HC proposes to replace the first sentence of part "b)" 
with the new language that appears in italics below. The new language will be followed by the 
existing sentence that begins "This panel is charged to . . . ." The only revision of that sentence is 
the addition of the word “and” before the number “(3)”. In that sentence in the committee’s 
proposed revision below, the added “and” appears in italics as well.  
The current language consists of the following:  
b) If a settlement cannot be reached, an informal inquiry will be conducted by a panel composed 
of three members selected from the Promotion and Tenure Committee and the Faculty 
Development Committee by the members of those committees, as provided for in Article III, 
Section 4.b.3 of the Faculty Constitution. This panel is charged to: (1) informally inquire into the 
situation; (2) provide advice to appropriate administrative officials; (3) attempt to mediate a 
settlement or resolution with terms of mutual consent between the faculty member and the 
administration of the University.  
Hearing Committee's proposed revision of "b)". The new language appears in italics. If a 
settlement cannot be reached, an appropriate administrative officer will request that the chairs 
of PAT and FDC form an informal inquiry panel by the following process. Each chair will ask his or 
her committee to select three members; from those six, the two chairs will select a three-
member inquiry panel, with the other three serving as alternates in case any members need to 
be recused for conflict of interest (as indicated by the administrative officer) or for other reasons. 
The final panel, following substitutions due to necessary recusals, must contain at least one 
member from PAT and one member from FDC. This panel is charged to: (1) informally inquire 
into the situation; (2) provide advice to appropriate administrative officials; and (3) attempt to 
mediate a settlement or resolution with terms of mutual consent between the faculty member 
and the administration of the University. 

There was considerable discussion about how the description of this informal inquiry panel ought to be 
correctly situated within the Hearing Committee section of the Faculty Handbook.  The faculty member 
raising the concern offered to assist with language.  At the President's suggestion, these unresolved 
contextual issues were deferred to a later time and discussion was directed back to the currently 
proposed Handbook change. 

Faculty members expressed concern that the proposed language does not include a process for ensuring 
recusal for conflict of interest and suggested that the aggrieved person should be allowed a preemptory 
challenge.  The chair of Hearing Committee suggested that both parties should be allowed a preemptory 
challenge.  Professor O'Gorman proposed the amendment shown below in bold: 

If a settlement cannot be reached, an appropriate administrative officer will request that the 
chairs of PAT and FDC form an informal inquiry panel by the following process. Each chair will 
ask his or her committee to select three members; from those six, the two chairs will select a 
three-member inquiry panel, with the other three serving as alternates in case any members 
need to be recused for conflict of interest (as indicated by the administrative officer) or for other 
reasons.  Both the faculty member and the administrative officer will be allowed one pre-
emptory challenge. The final panel, following substitutions due to necessary recusals, must 
contain at least one member from PAT and one member from FDC. 

The AMENDMENT PASSED. 
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There was a motion to end debate on the proposed Handbook language; it was seconded and passed.  
The amended Handbook language concerning the inquiry panel PASSED by a voice vote.   

g.  Nominating Committee (written report) – Professor M. Perera 

The chair thanked colleagues for generously volunteering to run for elective committees, but reported 
that candidates are still needed for Representative to the Board of Trustees and Assessment Committee.  
A colleague pointed out that some faculty members appear on two slates.  The deadline for 
volunteering is Friday March 10th.  The chair made it clear that colleagues can pull themselves from a 
slate or add themselves to a slate by e-mailing her.  The committee was urged to reconfigure the slates 
to avoid one person being elected to two committees.  The nominating committee explained their 
approach.  

The chair of nominating committee presented, for a vote, handbook language for the Undergraduate 
Research Advisory Committee (URAC) – a new, elective, committee that replaces the John Wesley 
Powell Research Conference Committee.  URAC was established in the spring of 2016 and the proposed 
handbook language had been discussed at the January 23rd 2017 faculty meeting and revised and posted 
for the February 6th 2017 meeting: 

New Proposed Language: Undergraduate Research Advisory Committee 

 A. Organization 

The Undergraduate Research Advisory Committee shall consist of five members of the faculty 
elected according to the procedures prescribed in Article V. Committee members include broad 
faculty representation from across academic units on campus, as well as one non-voting student 
member appointed by Student Senate. The members shall serve two-year terms, with at least 
two members elected in alternate years in order to preserve continuity. The Associate Provost 
shall be a non-voting, ex officio member. The committee shall elect a Chair and a Vice-Chair, and 
the position of secretary shall rotate among the elected members of the faculty (excluding the 
Chair). A majority of the elected membership shall constitute a quorum for the conduct of 
business. 

 B. Function 

The Undergraduate Research Advisory Committee serves to encourage student research, 
scholarly work, and creative activity at all levels of the university curriculum. The committee also 
assists the Associate Provost in pursuing initiatives to promote academic excellence in our 
students, by expanding research opportunities and enhancing the undergraduate research 
experience at the university. This committee selects the student recipients of non-department 
specific summer fellowships such as the Eckley Scholars and Artists Program. The committee 
organizes the annual John Wesley Powell Student Research Conference, which includes selecting 
the keynote speaker for the conference. 

 C. Reports and Records 

The Undergraduate Research Advisory Committee shall announce the annual Eckley Scholars 
and Artists and the keynote speaker for the annual John Wesley Powell Student Research 
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Conference. The committee shall maintain meeting minutes and may control access to 
information on grounds of administrative or individual privacy when necessary 

Professor Theune proposed an amendment which had been distributed in advance of the meeting as 
part of the Nominating Committee's written report.  The amended sentence is shown below in bold: 

 B. Function 
 
The Undergraduate Research Advisory Committee serves to encourage student research, 
scholarly work, and creative activity at all levels of the university curriculum. The committee also 
assists the Associate Provost in pursuing initiatives to promote academic excellence in our 
students by expanding research opportunities, enhancing the undergraduate research 
experience at the university, and publicizing and preparing students for prestigious post-
baccalaureate awards. This committee selects the student recipients of non-department 
specific summer fellowships such as the Eckley Scholars and Artists Program. The committee 
organizes the annual John Wesley Powell Student Research Conference, which includes selecting 
the keynote speaker for the conference. 

 
The amendment was seconded and PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

It was pointed out that the call for "Committee members include broad faculty representation from 
across academic units on campus" could not be assured since members are chosen by election.  The 
chair of Nominating Committee acknowledged this, but indicated that the committee had kept this 
phrasing to encourage the desired broad participation.  And, the wording serves as guidance for the 
Nominating Committee. 

The amended Handbook Language PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.  

The chair led a discussion of whether faculty on leave (sabbatical, parental, etc.) ought to be allowed to 
serve on elected committees during their leaves. A majority of those who commented thought it best 
that all faculty on leave be formally relieved of elective committee work.  Their primary argument was 
that this approach would protect us from creeping service expectations; it would also give other faculty 
opportunities to serve as replacements.  A faculty member sought clarification.  Should people run for 
elective committees if they anticipate a leave during their two-year committee term?  The chair 
responded that colleagues should run and that Nominating Committee will conduct elections for 
semester/year replacements as needed.  The committee will proceed following the faculty's guidance. 

h.  Provost Search Committee (written report) – Professor Davis-Kahl 

The chair reported that 8-10 candidates will participate first round, online interviews on March 20th and 
21st.  These will be followed by a second round of interviews in the community and then finalists 
interviewing on campus the week of April 24th.  In response to a faculty member's question, the chair of 
the search committee and President Jensen affirmed that there would be on-campus interviews with 
open meetings. 

5. Administrative Reports 

a.  Eric Jensen, President 
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President Jensen reminded the group of the upcoming Stevenson lecturers: Felipe Calderón and Gro 
Bruntland.  He also thanked Abby Jahiel and Carl Teichman for their roles in facilitating Dr. Mona Hanna-
Attisha's Founder's Day visit and talk. 

The President indicated that work on the university's new campus master plan was proceeding and the 
reports would be coming back soon.  In other exciting news, the Board of Trustees had approved the 
Strategic Investment Plan (SIP) 2.5 weeks ago.  The President noted that this plan involves some deficit 
spending and he also noted that he has been asked by faculty to share more of its details.  The president 
indicated that he regarded the documents previously shared with the Board to be confidential because 
they contained information not intended for the broader public.  He noted that the documents had 
been shared with the Presidential Advisory Council (PAC) and urged Council members to respond freely 
to faculty inquiries about the SIP. 

In summary, the President described the SIP as investing in ourselves to counter recent economic 
trends.  Having already cut costs; the task now is to increase revenue.  The plan includes about $700,000 
in new spending on academic programs next year as well as investments in admissions, advancement, 
branding, and other areas.  Similar investments will be made over each of the next four years.  The 
President expressed urgency in getting the strategic investment process started; the board's approval of 
the plan will allow us to do this even as donor support and tuition revenue are being ramped up.  
Signature work is already being funded.  Campus wide, he anticipates a 1.5 million investment in the 
first year, and approximately 1.2 million for each of the next three years.  He described the overall goal 
of attracting more students and lowering our tuition discount rate by a couple of percentage points, 
which is projected to lead the university to a healthier overall budget in four years.  He described the SIP 
as a vote of confidence in all of us from the Board.  The President offered to take further questions 
about specifics, but praised brevity of the minutes so as not to reveal further budgetary details to 
outside entities. 

A faculty member suggested that PAC report to the faculty on a regular basis and the President agreed.  
We were reminded that Dave Willis, Kevin Sullivan, and Scott Sheridan are our PAC reps.   The Chair of 
the Provost Search Committee made a well-argued plea for a sharable version of the SIP so that the 
campus community can develop a shared vision of the plan as the university proceeds with recruiting 
and interviewing Provost candidates.  The search committee wants to communicate the community's 
ownership of the plan and a sense of transparency.  The President was persuaded to work on a sharable 
form of the plan and the Chair of the Provost search committee offered to help.  Faculty members 
congratulated the President on having the plan approved by the board and expressed a desire to learn 
more so that they could share in his excitement.  A faculty member suggested reports to the community 
after PAC meetings.  The President described his preference for brief minutes. 

A faculty member asked about raises.  The President indicated that projected annual budgets include 1% 
raises and ½ % retirement restoration.  A faculty member expressed a sense that the SIP feels 
mysterious and that the faculty governance component of the SIP process has felt weaker than what 
we've experienced in past campus initiatives.  After a lengthy discussion, the President solidified his plan 
to share more with the campus community.  A faculty member commended the idea of the institution 
investing in itself. 

Changing topics, a faculty member expressed concern about the very compact timeline of the Dean of 
Admissions search and its deviation from both the internal and external search procedures described in 
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the Exempt Staff Handbook.  The Faculty member pointed out that the ad was posted internally on 
Monday, Feb 20th, that Bob Murray's move to the Advancement office was announced on Tuesday, Feb 
21st, and the position was closed to applications on Friday, Feb 24th.  The faculty member had heard 
that, although the ad was only posted only internally (and for one week) an external candidate had 
interviewed during that time frame.  When the faculty member inquired with Vice President Hughes 
about the process, she indicated that the search reached internal candidates and members of her 
external network.  The faculty member expressed concern that this approach would diminish the 
breadth and diversity of the applicant pool and suggested that an externally advertised national search 
would be more prudent.  The faculty member asked the president to comment. 

In summary, the President replied by describing the urgency of filling the position and characterized the 
reconfigured Dean of Admissions position as more operational than that of the Vice President of 
Enrollment and Marketing.  He noted too that the latter position is filled by a woman, contributing to 
administrative diversity.  The President's remarks notwithstanding, some faculty remained concerned 
noting that urgency is not a reason for dispensing with established policy, asking if there would be 
opportunities for faculty input, and noting the important relationship faculty have with the Admissions 
Office.  A faculty member asked if the President believed the search was compliant with university HR 
policy.  He said he thought it had been since the five-day posting requirement had been observed.  
Faculty and the president exchanged further ideas.  The President indicated that the hiring decision was 
not his to make. 

One of the Visitors to the Board of Trustees indicated that they too had seen the detailed SIP documents 
that were presented to the Board.  The minutes from the BOT meeting are delayed owing to sorting out 
confidentiality concerns. 

b.  Jonathan Green, Provost & Dean of the Faculty 

The Provost gave the floor to Associate Provost Boyd who announced that he would be writing all 
faculty urging them to nominate students for post-baccalaureate fellowships. 

The Provost will be attending an American Council of Education meeting and be participating in an 
upcoming McLean County One Voice Trip to Washington, DC, where he will be advocating for Perkins 
and Pell funding and advocating for international students. 

6. Old Business 

None. 

7. New Business 

Emily Kelahan moved that the faculty invite our U.S. Representative, Rodney Davis, to campus for a 
town hall meeting.  She read the letter of invitation. The motion was seconded and PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY by a voice vote.    

8. Announcements 

9. Adjournment  

The meeting was adjourned at 6:05 pm. 
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****** 
Respectfully submitted, 
Becky Roesner 
Faculty Secretary 


