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FACULTY SENATE
University of Arkansas at Little Rock
Faculty Senate Meeting

Friday, April 16, 2010, 1:00 p.m.

Ledbetter Rooms A & B, Donaghey Student Center
Minutes
Present: cahss—Bailey, Clausen, Eshleman, Garnett, Giammo, Groesbeck, Ramsey, Vinikas, Yoder. cb— Edison, Holland, Nickels, Watts. ce— Bandre, Hayn, Hughes, Kuykendall. ceit—Chan, Jovanovic, Tramel, Tschumi, Tudoreanu. law— Fitzhugh, Goldner. library— Russ. cps— Barnes, Collier-Tenison, Driskill, Faust, Rhodes, Robertson, Smith-Olinde. csm—Guellich, McMillan, Sims, Tarasenko, Yanoviak., ex officio—Belcher, Davis, Ford.

Absent: cahss— Amrhein, Anson, Chapman, English, Webb. ce— Pack. ceit— Anderson. law— Aiyetoro. csm— Chen, Douglas, Kosmatov, Perkins, Prince, Seigar, Thompson, Wright. ex officio— Anderson, Smith, Williams.
I. Welcome & Roll Call

President Ford declared it to be 1:00 and convened the meeting. The secretary called the roll.

II. Review of Minutes

The minutes of the March 12, 2010, meeting of the Senate were reviewed and approved on unanimous voice vote. 

III. Announcements

Ford announced that Thursday of next week is the Assembly Meeting. He observed that it’s an important one since we will elect a new president of the University Assembly and Faculty Senate.


He thanked the Senate and the faculty as a whole for the good slate of nominees for the task force on revising the baccalaureate degree. The task force will be appointed before the end of the year.


Ford took some pride in getting all the attachments actually sent with the e-mailed minutes this month. He noted that he is celebrating his penultimate Senate meeting as president, which made it about time.

IV. Introduction of new topics
Ford opened the floor for senators to bring up items that need to come to the Senate’s attention.


Holland alerted senators that the Planning and Finance Committee did send its report to the chancellor, and that it’s posted on the Faculty Senate web site under “working documents.” It’s fourteen pages, he said, and an important read in these times.


Holland thanked Ortega, Barrett, Dearman, Smith-Olinde, Chan, Parker, Cheatham, Parins, and perhaps more that the secretary didn’t catch, for their work gathering data and considering recommendations to the administration..

Vice President Ramsey asked senators for their best guesses about what percentage of instruction at UALR is done by full-time tenured and tenure-track faculty. The answer, he said, is that of all the student-semester credit hours in 2008-2009. fifty-one percent were. He thinks this is a disgrace, and wants senators to be thinking about it, and about substantive action we might take.

Jovanovic brought up the new registration-confirmation process. He is concerned that the July 19 to August 12 window during which registration for classes must be confirmed might not work for students.

Ford recognized Steve Jennings, chair of Graduate Council. Jennings wished to assure the Senate “that we work under your policies.” He said the Council plans to capture all policies in a central location, where they will be more easily and widely accessible. The Council been asked to examine eight current policies, some of which are obviously out of date, and they will come forward with recommendations for action. He said they’re not thinking of significant changes in intent with regard to these policies.

Angela Hunter spoke to the recognition of graduate faculty. They’re researching now, and hope to have a new proposal early next spring. In general, they’re thinking about moving the question closer to departmental faculties. There should be, she said, a regular review, and explicit criteria.

Gail Hughes raised an issue that came to her attention in the College of Education through a student whose dissertation she was advising: the practice, apparently widespread on the campus, of permitting students to participate in graduation ceremonies before they’ve completed the requirements for graduation. Faculty in the College of Education believe this practice is particularly inappropriate for doctoral candidates before they’ve successfully defended their dissertations. 

V. A short debate on a topic related to “Rethinking the Bachelor’s Degree

Resolved: Students must satisfy the requirements of a 35-hour general education core in order to graduate from UALR (as opposed to the 44-hour current core).
Speaking in support of the proposition: Sen. Paul Yoder. 

Speaking in opposition to the proposition: Sen. Chris Lloyd
Yoder began the debate with the pro position. This a paraphrase of his remarks:

Do happen to believe this. English department doesn’t have a dog in this hunt, in that we don’t have courses in the core.


Remember, though: it isn’t about which specific courses are in the core, nor is it about reducing the overall number of hours


Two reasons to support this proposition: one philosophical—having to do with students determining their own education—and the other practical—it will get students into their majors more quickly. Such a change would allow them a little more time for their majors and more freedom in their electives. Remember having taken a number of courses because of needing credit hours for graduation that I would otherwise never have taken.


It will, of course, increase the need for good advising, but would as soon have students thinking a little more about their own educations and making a few more choices.


On the practical side, will make transfer a little easier and more attractive. Looked at Fayetteville, Pulaski Tech, UCA, and the University of Houston, Fayetteville is the only one that has the 35-hour core requirement, but programs can impose their own requirements, and they do: 47, 47, 42, and 41 hours, for example, and students have to demonstrate computer literacy and oral competency. Making this change will put us in better company, and will be good for us.

Sims followed with the con position: 

Had to resist several inclinations for this discussion. Did go out to the national forums, and saw many questions people seem to have developed different responses to. A key one: are we producing workers or citizens?


Don’t have real data. People out in the community have said they used to be able to count on UALR grads to be able to think and to be “trainable” in almost any circumstances, but they’re not seeing that so consistently now.


Has some doubts about the ability of entering students to make good choices in planning their own curricula. Students do need guidance. Would also suggest that some of these upper-level courses are not so simple that students can enter them without the preparation of targeted undergraduate work.

Comment from Ramsey: Students who begin here have to do 44 hours. Many students who transfer don’t. Seems fundamentally unjust to have different requirements for different groups of students, and particularly unwise to disadvantage our native students.


Comment from Jovanovic: The idea that we have a 44-hour core isn’t quite right because we have a second language requirement. There’s really a 55-hour core. Of the core, 11 hours are science and math. Our students have to take thirty-plus hours in arts, humanities, and social sciences, while arts, humanities, and social sciences majors only take 11 hours in science and math. Thus, the core seems to entirely unbalanced. Until we balance it, I’d have to support reductions in the core requirement.


Comment from Groesbeck: Suggest that Jovanovic is really arguing for a 60-hour core if we hope to achieve that balance he spoke of. Can’t imagine that we could allow students to graduate with one course in algebra.


Comment from Giammo: Counseled caution in eliminating hours. Want things to be convenient for students but we also want them to get an education of good quality. The legislature seems already to be tugging us in the direction of reduced hours, and we should resist adding our own tugging to that trend.

VI. Reports

A. Chancellor Anderson
The chancellor, just retuned from the Board of Trustees meeting, had information to share: the Board approved the tuition and fee increases we institution had requested. The practical consequences for us in terms of building the budget for next year are that we’ll go ahead with the second half of the classified-employee pay plan. We’ll have a two-percent merit increase pool for faculty and staff. In addition, the University will pay employees’ share of health insurance premium increases. The budgetary future is not going to be without pain, but he is much relieved. Meeting before last, he told us about the three scenarios he’d given the associate chancellors and deans for budget planning; barring the unexpected, it looks like we’ll be able to plan around the $1.5M cut for the new budget year, which was the most favorable of the three scenarios.


The revenue picture at the state level as of January is just an eyelash above where it was a year ago, which isn’t much but is in the right direction.. 


He gave a big thank-you to the vice chancellors and the deans for all the hard work they’ve done in preparing to respond to whatever budget circumstances come to us.


He suggested we should already have noticed the recently opened window for early retirement of faculty and staff. It won’t help us a lot in the short run, but it will help. We’ve felt compelled to do everything we can to protect revenue, and to avoid digging the hole any deeper. We’ll continue with the hiring freeze but will make exceptions from time to time where the vice chancellors recommend it.


The chancellor thanked Holland and the Planning and Finance Committee for their timely completed and very interesting report on how other universities are coping with budget cuts. He hopes we’ll look at it. Presents you with an interesting encyclopedia of responses. They interviewed personnel at peer institutions and included some of their comments in the report.


Beyond that, the chancellor said, we’re roaring toward the end of the semester. He always finds it to be a stressful and hectic time of year, but also a fun time, as the achievements of our students are recognized, and as we salute excellence among staff and faculty. It’s in many ways been a difficult year, with lots coming at us, but by and large, our students have been protected from that and have been able to pursue their educations with the faculty’s work and help. He sees it as another successful year.

Indicated his openness to recommendation to use the salary money otherwise.

B. Provost Belcher
The provost spoke about new programs coming before the Higher Education Coordinating Board. Both went through the trustees this morning: construction engineering and the Shepherd Project, a consortial program in poverty studies. 


He noted we have survived in fine style two more accreditation site visits. The reviews in theatre arts and law were really quite strong. Having done nine this year, including the two big ones, NCATE and North Central, has been a challenge, certainly. But it’s important periodically to have outside eyes coming in to look at what we’re doing. These processes help us  get better.


Proud of and grateful to the people who shepherded all those self-studies and site visits.


The provost talked about the plan for updating the university’s strategic plan. The survey got a respectable 550 responses. He has asked Jim Lynch to put together a summary for both internal and external audiences. The next phase, now, is looking forward. He is going to send out two initial solicitations for comments in the next few weeks: Of the goals in UALR Fast Forward, which should be kept in the next iteration? And for the next phase: Where to now? Where do you see the University going and what steps do we most need to take to get there? He’s eager to hear from the campus community, especially given the kids of things that have been emerging as issues… technology, diversity, resources to do what we need to do.


He said there might be some e-mail during the summer, but reassured us we won’t come back to a finished plan. 

C.  Vice Chancellor for Finance Adams
The vice chancellor said he was asked by Dr. Ford to come and talk about the changes recently announced about confirmation of registration.


Adams offered some perspective on why we’re doing what we’re doing. We have a problem with accounts receivable. When he interviewed, the chancellor said the institution is in pretty good financial shape except in one area: as of June 30, 2009, we had $7M  in receivables after writing off nearly $900K every semester.


This January we turned over to collection agencies 544 students with over $900K unpaid tuition. We will get some of that back from collection agencies; a lot, we won’t get.


With the new confirmation system, the requirement for a $100 deposit ends. Implementation will unfold in two stages: First semester, this fall, will get students oriented to doing something—they’ll have a window of time in which to confirm their registration for classes, or to pay their entire bill, or to pay 25 percent of the total and execute a deferred payment agreement. Those who choose the latter two will confirm their attendance. When they confirm, there will be things on the screen that serve to insure they’re acknowledging their obligation. On August 13, we’ll delete from registration all those students who have not confirmed. August 14, registration opens up again. Up through the last day of late registration, they will have to have done one of those things—confirm or pay.


January 2011 will be a bit different. Must pay at least 25% of tuition and execute differed payment plan or pay in full. Scholarship and student loan dependence will require confirmation. Adams distributed charts comparing the processes last fall, this coming fall, and subsequent to next fall.


Having followed the recent discussions on FacFocus, Adams said that if there are students who are to be gone during the entire confirmation period or are otherwise unable to get to the Internet, we’ll work with the faculty and them to solve problems. This is pretty normal policy for universities in the state and around the country.


Q and comment from Robertson: What about students who’ve applied for financial aid but haven’t gotten it yet. We see students a day or two before classes begin still having their student aid processed. A from Adams: Going to do everything we can to work with students about when things need to be done.


Vice Chancellor and Dean of Students Donaldson said things are working much more effectively with some new systems now in place in Financial Aid, especially in the spring semester.


Q from Jovanovic: Why can’t the confirmation be done right now? Why can’t students accept responsibility right now if they’ve registered right now. A from Adams: Concerned about everything that could happen between now and fall. Need a window of time closer to school starting. This year, for example, we won’t even have tuition rates loaded until July, so we couldn’t tell them exactly what their tuition liability would be.


Comment from Eshleman. Struck by difference of timeline between the fall and spring. The window seems to close some three weeks before classes begin. A from Adams: May need to look at the dates for spring more closely. Were really focused on the fall dates.


Q from Tramel: How are bills sent to students? A from Adams: Sent by e-mail. We send a 30-day demand letter when it’s about to be sent to collection. Tramel  observed that he is the one who gets the irate parents. Talked about how students are required to use their UALR e-mail accounts and many don’t even check them. This has been a major issue for him. Adams noted that they’re required to acknowledge their understanding that the UALR e-mail address is the official mode of communication for university business.

D. Faculty Senate Executive Committee, Andrew Eshleman
Eshleman redistributed the handout that was sent with the agenda and handed out at the last meeting, and which is Appendix A of these minutes.


The issue concerns the third step of the grade appeal process and how it is to be interpreted. It’s on the agenda now, he said, to get some comment from senators about which way you think we should go on this issue.


Comment from Jovanovic: Favors clarifying the existing language.
Comment from Clausen: Believes the meaning and intent of the process should not hinge on whether a committee’s workload might get too big.


Eshleman added that by the time a grade appeal gets to the committee, it becomes a formal complaint. It is at this point that a record is kept.


Comment from Robertson: Spoke in favor of the current practice. The point of our informal administrative processes is to get things solved where possible. Robertson suggested that an alternative to an ombudsman might be to rotate through members of the Academic Integrity and Grievance Committee, and see if a committee member could work through it before moving to the formal appeal.


Comment from Tschumi: Robertson is underestimating what can happen in terms of pressure from administration on faculty members. Alluded to a recent case in which a long-time tenured professor was intimidated. The results of that  incident, he said, have resonated and influenced the actions of other faculty.. Said the idea of having committee members make an informal try at resolution may have real merit.

Comment from Jovanovic: Added that in the incident alluded to , the appeal process dragged on for a full six months, which was damaging to the faculty member and wasn’t good for the students either. Maybe the ten-day limit in here would be useful.


Q from Watts: How many have we had arriving at the AVC’s office? A from Eshleman: Forty in two years. About twenty to the Committee?


Q from Tudoreanu: What substantively can happen at this AVC level? Could it be anything other than pressuring either faculty member of student to give in? A from Eshleman: It has been reported to us that most of the informal resolutions that occur at that level involve the students dropping their appeals.


Comment from Robertson: And the opposite circumstance does occur, when at the last informal effort, faculty are reminded that they did or failed to do something that affects the merits of the appeal.


Comment from Vinikas: Shouldn’t use one bad case to drive policy. The current practice seems to have been effective if it’s resolving a third to half of the appeals before they get to the committee.


Q from Jovanovic: The language is vague about the ten days. Is the intent for the AVC to have ten days? A from Eshleman: It was meant to be a ten-day limit, and he will revise the language.

VII. Old Business

A. Motion, Executive Committee, presented by Andrew Eshleman. (Legislation; no second required; majority vote at two meetings required.)

The Faculty Senate Executive Committee moves to amend the policy on “Academic Dishonesty Procedures for Students Enrolled in a Course” so that the last paragraph of that section reads as shown below:
The student has the right to attend classes until the appeal is resolved. In the event the case has not been resolve before final grades are due, the faculty member will withhold the grade until the appeal is resolved. The student may not withdraw from a course while an allegation of academic dishonesty in that course is being adjudicated.   If the student withdraws from a course after receiving notification of an allegation of academic dishonesty, the student will be reinstated, pending final adjudication of the allegation. 

At the conclusion of the adjudication process:

• If academic dishonesty is found, and a grade of "F" in the course is assigned, then the failing grade will be recorded and remain on the student's transcript.

• If academic dishonesty is found, and a penalty less than a grade of "F" for the course was assigned, then the student may continue in the course or withdraw from the course at that time. 

• If academic dishonesty is not found, the student may continue in the course or withdraw from the course at that time.

If the adjudication process is not completed before the end of a semester, a temporary grade not affecting the student's GPA will be submitted until the adjudication process is completed.

The student may re-take a course in which a grade of "F" is assigned as a penalty for academic dishonesty.  However, in such cases, the original grade of "F" will not be replaced but instead be included in the calculation of the student's cumulative GPA along with the subsequent grade received.
Eshleman presented the motion for a second vote. There was no discussion. Motion carried unanimously on voice vote.
VIII. New Business

A. Resolution. Executive Committee, presented by Earl Ramsey, vice president. (Resolution; no second required; majority vote at one meeting.)

Students who have met all graduation requirements at the conclusion of the 2010 spring semester shall be approved for the appropriate degree for which they have applied. 
Ramsey read the motion. There was no discussion. Motion carried unanimously on voice vote.
B. Resolution. Tenure Committee, Paula Casey, chair. (No second required; majority vote at one meeting.)
The Faculty Senate accepts the changes to the Promotion and Tenure  document as presented in Attachment 1.
Commentary may be found in Appendix B of these minutes.
Casey spoke to the motion, recapping the history of the development of the promotion and tenure policy for the university. The committee concluded that not only did the last revisions from the chancellor not change substantively the policy but that they have for the most part improved it.


Ramsey commented that we have fully and carefully vetted the proposed policy, and he hopes it will move forward expeditiously.


Tschumi pointed out a couple of small errors on p. 11: it is the Faculty Appeals Council, not Committee. The chair ruled we will make a silent correction of this name.


Comment from Tschumi: Language at the top of p. 11, “appeal or rebuttal or both,” seems to him ambiguous. A from Jensen: The intent was that applicants cannot have two appeals going at one time. You can appeal after the chair’s or after the dean’s decision or you can do a rebuttal after either; you just can’t have both a rebuttal of and an appeal of those decisions going on at once.

Several faculty said the language appeared to them quite clear. Tschumi said he’s fine with it as long as this discussion describing the intent of the policy is reflected in the minutes. The secretary assured him she was doing her best to record it.

 
Motion carried on unanimous voice.


Q from Jovanovic: When will this go into effect? A from Ford: Can’t be entirely sure, but his best guess is that the Chancellor will sign it some time over the summer.

C. Resolution. Athletics Committee, presented by Mike Watts. (Resolution; no second required; majority vote at one meeting.)

Whereas, for the 17 regular academic semesters from Spring 2001 through Spring 2009, UALR student-athletes have maintained an average cumulative GPA of 3.0 or above for each semester, and

Whereas, for the Fall 2009 semester, UALR student-athletes had an average GPA of 3.15 for that semester and an average cumulative GPA of 3.22, and

Whereas, for the Fall 2009 semester, 67% of UALR’s student-athletes had a cumulative GPA of 3.0 or higher, and 

Whereas, the members of the UALR women’s tennis team had a 3.91 average GPA for the Fall 2009 semester and an average cumulative GPA of 3.86 at that time, and 

Whereas, 29 of UALR’s student-athletes will be graduating in May,

Be it therefore resolved that the UALR Faculty Senate recognizes and congratulates the outstanding academic achievement of UALR’s student-athletes and, further, recognizes and congratulates the UALR Department of Athletics and its coaching staff for its recruitment, retention, and support of student-athletes who perform so impressively in their academic efforts.

Watts presented the motion, noting that the copy distributed to the Senate had omitted the phrase “and its coaching staff” from the final paragraph of the resolution. The secretary had already made the correction to the copy posted on the Senate’s web site.


Comment from Jovanovic: He has no objection at all to singling out student athletes and the Athletic Department for recognition, but also knows there are many other students on campus who might be similarly praised.


Ford added that one reason to do this in particular is because of how the performance of UALR’s student athletes compares to that of their peers at other schools.


Motion carried on unanimous voice vote.

D. Motion. Calendar and Scheduling Committee, Eric Elder, chair. (Legislation. No second required; requires majority vote at one meeting)
The Faculty Senate accepts the 2013- 2014 academic calendar as presented in Attachment 2.

Amy Oliver Barnes made the presentation for committee chair Erick Elder. One note: This calendar does contain the information that the university closes officially at 4:30 pm on the Thursday before Thanksgiving. Indeed, they supported it with sufficient intensity to include the notice twice.


A couple of small errors were pointed out and accepted by the Committee as friendly amendments. Summer one grades are due on August 7. 


Watts congratulated the calendar committee on getting in two full fifteen-week semesters, with one exception: Wednesday night classes. With the pre-Thanksgiving closure, these will be short a class session.


Comment from Groesbeck: Is there consensus in this body that not having a fall break is a good idea?


In reply, many comments followed about why it isn’t possible and about how it might be accomplished. Unsurprisingly, no resolution was apparent.


Motion carried on voice vote.

E. Motion. Sen. McMillan, on behalf of the Roles and Rewards Task Force II . (Resolution. Second required; majority vote at one meeting)
The Faculty Senate adopts the report as presented in Attachment 3. 

MacMillan moved, Clausen seconded the motion. 


Q from Robertson: Page 4, last sentence before criteria for advancement. Not clear. A: At the last meeting a comment was made that there was no process for appeals. The Committee took it, and Cheatham suggested use of the Faculty Appeals Council. Robertson questioned exactly what the Faculty Appeals Council is to deal with in connection with this, what decisions they would be empowered to make.


Q from Robertson: On next to last line of page three, is a reference to “policy document.” Is the reference to “governance document”? A: Yes.


Comment from Robertson: In the section dealing with service, it’s important to remember we have non-tenure-track full-time faculty engaged in activities beyond teaching.


Comment from Ramsey: Described himself as really torn about this document. Most instructors we have now, he said, are overworked and underpaid, but in the best of worlds, we would not have all these instructors. In that sense, he objects to the “canonization” of the instructor role.


Ramsey also noted that it appears only teaching will enable one to be promoted. A: We were told that legally, instructors are hired only to teach, and that if we included other requirements, this policy would not pass muster with those who must sign off on it. We can encourage professional development and service to university and community, but we can’t require it because we don’t always support it.


Comment from Eshleman: Wonders if the references to voting privileges are consistent with promotion-and-tenure policy as we just passed it.


Comment from Nickels: Objects in principle. Reminded the Senate that UA-Fort Smith has a system of employment of faculty without tenure, and they required state law to permit them to do it. Believes it is inadvisable to take on this two-track system of recognizing faculty because it serves to weaken the academic freedom of the academy. He will oppose it unequivocally.


Ramsey moved,  Giammo seconded, to amend the motion by striking the three references to full-time non-tenure-track faculty having “voting privileges on all matters that pertain to them.”


Goldner spoke against the amendment on the grounds of unfairness


Motion to amend failed on voice vote.


Robertson spoke in favor of the main motion because it does two things that need doing: it gives opportunity and establishes rights for faculty who are very valuable to us and who contribute significantly to our work.


Comment from Jovanovic: The 19% adjunct rate is much more disturbing to him than the number of full-time non-tenure-track faculty. He supports the document in general.


Comment from Giammo: Can’t determine where the final decision would get made. If we approve this, does it become policy?


Ford clarified that we are voting whether or not to accept the report from this task force, and that if we do, it will go to another body to draft the actual legislation.


Tramel and Smith-Olinde both spoke passionately in support of the importance of instructors and their full engagement in the work of their departments.


Q from Jovanovic: Would this enable instructors who have been here full time for many years to apply at once for promotion to tier three? A: Yes.


Much discussion ensured as to  what adoption of the motion really means. Matson said the committee’s understanding is that by accepting this report we are adopting policy, and that implementation of the policy will have to be worked out.


Nickels said that if any full-time non-tenure-track faculty who have terminal degrees in their fields could be placed in tenure-track positions. He holds that there is nothing that compels a university to deny them access to tenure.


Eshleman returned to the question of whether we are making policy or not. He has believed that this was similar to our work on tenure and promotion policy, in which we made recommendations but policy was made later and elsewhere. He asks if this is the case or not.


Ford said his understanding matches Eshleman’s. Faust concurred.


Tschumi asked what the task force’s intent is in bringing forward this report. Lowery said their goal was to bring forward a process that would enable full-time non-tenure-track faculty to be recognized and promoted.


Nickels moved to table; Edison seconded. Motion failed on show of hands.


Eshleman moved to amend the motion by removing the parenthetical phrase in the second paragraph of the document. Rhodes seconded.


Eshleman said with this phrase removed, we are accepting and approving the report from the task force and forwarding it on to be worked on.


Giammo spoke in support of the amendment.  If we’re saying this is the basis for what we will do in the future, I’m in favor of it. If we’re saying this is the end product, I’m not. This amendment seems to clarify that.


Motion carried on voice vote.

Jovanovic moved the previous question, Tramel seconded. Motion failed on show of hands. 


Nickels moved to postpone the motion, Faust seconded. Motion carried on voice vote.

VIII.  Open Forum

Ford invited comments from the Senate.


Guellich raised the question about why he has to reapply for admission to the university so frequently as he periodically takes courses. Especially for non-degree-seeking students, the paperwork and hassle factor seem to discourage rather than encourage taking courses.

IX. Adjourn

The meeting was adjourned at 4:17 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Judith Faust, Secretary
Appendix A
Revisiting Step 3 of the Grade Appeal Process

As was mentioned a few meetings ago, several recent cases have suggested the need to revisit aspects of UALR’s policies regarding academic integrity and grade appeals.  The motion on today’s agenda concerns an aspect of the academic dishonesty policy.  This handout, on the other hand, concerns an issue about the grade appeal process that we would like to discuss further at our April meeting. Three alternatives are proposed, but you may have others to suggest as well.

As described in the Faculty Handbook, section 9, “Grievances and Appeals,” the first step of the grade appeal process involves a meeting between the student and faculty member in question in an attempt to resolve the disagreement over the grade assigned. If the appeal is not resolved to the student’s satisfaction at this meeting, the student next meets, in step #2, with the faculty member again along with the departmental chairperson (or dean if the faculty member is the chairperson) to determine whether the disagreement can be resolved. If resolution is not reached at either of these levels, the appeal proceeds, at the student’s initiation, to step #3.
Here is the current wording concerning this step of the process:
As a last resort and only after Steps 1 and 2 have been carried out, the student may file a formal complaint in writing within three class days to the associate vice chancellor for academic affairs. If the student decides to file a formal appeal, he or she must meet with the associate vice chancellor for academic affairs and bring to the meeting the written appeal which must include a written statement which clearly explains the basis of the appeal and the Grade Appeal Complaint Form. Following the conference, the associate vice chancellor for academic affairs will immediately consult with the Academic Integrity and Grievance Committee chairperson. The associate vice chancellor for academic affairs will notify the student in writing that the grade appeal will be referred to the Academic Integrity and Grievance Committee for a hearing or to the vice chancellor/provost if the case does not fall within the purview of the Academic Integrity and Grievance Committee.
Once an appeal makes its way to the Academic Integrity and Grievance Committee, the appeal is formalized and records of the appeal and the hearings of the committee are kept. Generally, of course, it is best if an appeal can be resolved before reaching this committee. In light of this, the current issue concerns whether the associate vice chancellor should—in his/her meeting with the student at this step—be trying to negotiate a solution to the problem before it goes to the committee. This is being done, but some think that this practice is inconsistent with the spirit if not also the letter of the current policy—that the intent of the policy is to restrict the role of the office (since power over academic appointments resides in the office of the provost/vice-chancellor of academic affairs) of the associate vice-chancellor to guarantee that the faculty member never feels real or imagined pressure by that office to concede to an appeal in order to “make a problem go away.”  

1) To address this concern, one option is to rewrite the current policy so that the intent to restrict the scope of the associate vice-chancellor’s role is clear, perhaps in something like this fashion (changes highlighted):

As a last resort and only after Steps 1 and 2 have been carried out, the student may file a formal complaint in writing within three class days to the associate vice chancellor for academic affairs. If the student decides to file a formal appeal, he or she must meet with the associate vice chancellor for academic affairs and bring to the meeting the written appeal which must include a written statement which clearly explains the basis of the appeal and the Grade Appeal Complaint Form. The purpose of this meeting is to confirm that prior steps in the process have been followed properly (if not, the appeal will be re-directed back to the appropriate lower level) and that the student understands the next step in the appeal process. Following the conference, the associate vice chancellor for academic affairs will immediately consult with the Academic Integrity and Grievance Committee chairperson. The associate vice chancellor for academic affairs will notify the student in writing that the grade appeal will be referred to the Academic Integrity and Grievance Committee for a hearing or to the vice chancellor/provost if the case does not fall within the purview of the Academic Integrity and Grievance Committee.

Some are concerned, however, about the possible pragmatic difficulty of implementing the policy understood in this way. That is, currently, only 1/3-1/2 of appeals filed to the associate vice-chancellor reach the committee, the others having been resolved by him.   If all appeals went directly to the committee, some worry that the committee would be overwhelmed, especially at the conclusion of the spring semester, given the nine-month contract of many faculty members.

2) A second option would be to rewrite the policy to endorse recent practice in something like the following fashion:

If unable to resolve the difference with the chair and faculty member, the student shall take the grievance within five class days of this discussion to the associate vice-chancellor.  The associate vice-chancellor shall attempt to resolve the dispute within 10 class days between the student and the faculty member.  The student’s grade will be changed at step 3 of this procedure by the written consent of the faculty member.  

As a last resort and only after Steps 1, 2 and 3 have been carried out, the student may file a formal complaint in writing within three class days to the associate vice chancellor for academic affairs. If the student decides to file a formal appeal, he or she must meet again with the associate vice chancellor for academic affairs and bring to the meeting the written appeal which must include a written statement which clearly explains the basis of the appeal and the Grade Appeal Complaint Form. The purpose of this meeting is to confirm that the student understands the next step in the appeal process.  Following the conference, the associate vice chancellor for academic affairs will immediately consult with the Academic Integrity and Grievance Committee chairperson. The associate vice chancellor for academic affairs will notify the student in writing that the grade appeal will be referred to the Academic Integrity and Grievance Committee for a hearing or to the vice chancellor/provost if the case does not fall within the purview of the Academic Integrity and Grievance Committee.
Of course, the worry here is again that faculty members may sometimes feel pressure to resolve grade appeals in the student’s favor, despite regarding the appeal as having no merit otherwise.

3) A third option would be to investigate the possibility of creating a “stand-alone” position of university ombudsperson, a faculty-member position dedicated to hearing student appeals (and perhaps other complaints) and seeking means of mediation with the relevant parties prior to the appeals (and other complaints) being formalized. In other words, this person would seek to perform the mediating role recently practiced by the associate vice-chancellor but would not be associated with that office, thereby counteracting concerns by faculty members about the possibility of undue influence.  
The rewrite of policy in this case would parallel that of #2, but with “ombudsperson” substituted for “associate vice-chancellor” in the first paragraph.

If unable to resolve the difference with the chair and faculty member, the student shall take the grievance within five class days of this discussion to the university ombudsperson.  The ombudsperson shall attempt to resolve the dispute within 10 class days between the student and the faculty member.  The student’s grade will be changed at step 3 of this procedure by the written consent of the faculty member.  

As a last resort and only after Steps 1, 2 and 3 have been carried out, the student may file a formal complaint in writing within three class days to the associate vice chancellor for academic affairs. If the student decides to file a formal appeal, he or she must meet again with the associate vice chancellor for academic affairs and bring to the meeting the written appeal which must include a written statement which clearly explains the basis of the appeal and the Grade Appeal Complaint Form. The purpose of this meeting is to confirm that the student understands the next step in the appeal process.  Following the conference, the associate vice chancellor for academic affairs will immediately consult with the Academic Integrity and Grievance Committee chairperson. The associate vice chancellor for academic affairs will notify the student in writing that the grade appeal will be referred to the Academic Integrity and Grievance Committee for a hearing or to the vice chancellor/provost if the case does not fall within the purview of the Academic Integrity and Grievance Committee.

Appendix B

Commentary on the revised Promotion and Tenure Guidelines.
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     Department of Rhetoric and Writing
To:
Richard Ford, President


Faculty Senate
Fr:
George H. Jensen, Chair
Date:
April 9, 2010
Re:
Revisions to the Promotion and Tenure Document

On March 17, Chancellor Anderson and I discussed the recommendations of Fred H. Harrison, General Counsel, University of Arkansas System, in regards to UALR’s proposed Promotion and Tenure Guidelines. Revisions have been made in the attached version, labeled 4-7-2010. A summary of Mr. Harrison’s concerns, our discussion on March 17, and the revisions made to the document is presented below:

2. Mr. Harrison pointed out that the phrase “probationary period” should be changed to “six years” to be consistent with Board Policy. The change is highlighted on page 7 (lines 285-86) of the current version. As a further point of clarification, the following sentence was added: “If tenure is denied in the sixth year, the seventh year will be the final year of appointment” (page 7, lines 286-87).

3. Mr. Harrison requested changing “evaluated” to “evaluates.” The change is highlighted on page 8 (line 325) of the current version.

4. Mr. Harrison asked that we change “chair’s decision” to “chair’s recommendation” (page 10, line 402 of the current version). I went through the entire document and changed “decision” to “recommendation.” Only the action of the Board is a decision, and that action is not covered in our document. When the document refers to the entire promotion and tenure process, I used the word “review.” I did not highlight these changes.

5. Mr. Harrison was concerned about the wording of the following sentence because it raised privacy issues: “All faculty of the department are similarly encouraged to support tenure-track faculty by providing an opportunity to review recent successful tenure applications.” We changed the wording to the following: “Applicants are encouraged to seek advice from tenured faculty and ask to review recent successful tenure applications.” The change is highlighted on page 9 (lines 347-48) of the current version. We felt that this change would allow tenured faculty members to decide whether or not to share their dossiers. 

6. Mr. Harrison pointed out that the document repeats the heading “3.G.” This has been corrected. The change is highlighted on page 13 (line 550) of the current version.

7. In reference to statements about an appeal or rebuttal being exercised within five business days, Mr. Harrison said that “there should be some statement that there is a presumption that if the recommendations are placed in regular mail with sufficient postage that it is received within two business days after mailing.” The chair is required to meet with the candidate to deliver his or her recommendation. The dean is likewise required to meet with the candidate if his or her recommendation is negative. Thus, the issue only applies to the recommendation of the provost. To the passage describing the recommendation of the provost, the following phrase was added: “seven business days from postmark, if mailed.” The change is highlighted on page 11, lines 482-83, of the current version.
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