Academic Policies and Personnel Committee
Minutes of the November 12, 2009 Meeting

The meeting was called to order at 3:40PM by Barnet Greenberg with the following committee members present:  Fred Blevins, Marilys Randolph, Gray Reed, Osama Mohammed, Joe Leigh Simpson, M. O. Thirunarayanan, JinLin Zhao
Guests:  Thomas Breslin, Douglas Wartzok

I. Approval of the minutes of the previous meeting:  
The minutes of the September meeting have not been generated.  The minutes, along with these minutes, will be approved at the next committee meeting.

II. Appointment and Promotion Guidelines for Non-Tenure- Track Faculty :
Chair Greenberg began the discussion on the changes to the Appointment and Promotion Guidelines for Non-Tenure- Track Faculty by asking Provost Wartzok to explain the changes that have been made to the document since it was considered by the committee last spring.  Provost Wartzok explained that this document has changed as a result of a meeting with the union.  He listed the following changes:

· Under the title Instructor/Lecturer, the section states “Instructors/lecturers are generally expected to hold the terminal degree in their field.  Promotion is based on the contribution to the academic mission of FIU.”  There had been concern that the first sentence in that section would limit opportunities for promotion for those who do not hold the terminal degree in their field.  The second sentence was added to make it clear that promotion is not based on level of degree.  As we hire instructors, we will be looking at their level of degree but their promotion will be based on what they have done while they’ve been at FIU.
· In the paragraph under the title Senior Instructor/Lecturer, the last sentence previously indicated that the instructor will be considered for promotion in their fifth year.  Some instructors may not feel they are not ready to be considered in their hid/her year; therefore, the phrase was changed to read “…considered no earlier than the fifth year...”.

· The sentence that reads “Any pedagogical publication, discipline publications, classroom and laboratory innovations, contributions to student advising, and university service should be included in the promotion application…” was changed to indicate that any of these can be included, but not all are required to be included in the promotion application.
· The earlier draft had indicated that the instructor/lecturer needed to show that the student learning outcomes (SLO) had been achieved.  This has been taken out because the SLO are assessed at the time the student graduates. Tracing SLO outcomes back to the given instructor would be very difficult.  It was agreed to retain the requirement that instructors/lecturers demonstrate they have used the assessment of SLO “to influence in a positive manner his or her teaching.”

· To ensure that those who review the promotion applications are in a similar category as the instructor up for promotion, the structure of the review committee was changed to the following: “composed of two Senior Instructors/Lecturers (or Instructors/Lecturers, if no Senior Instructors/Instructors are in the department) and three tenured faculty members, chaired by one of the tenured faculty members.” The change makes this process parallel to the regular tenure and promotion process.
· The document had also previously indicated that Senior Instructor/Lecturer would be on a two year multi-term contract and on the University level would be on a four year multi-term contract.  The union did not like that provision and asked that this be open ended recognizing that instructors can always be terminated with the one year notification.  The union wanted to avoid special reassessments of instructors/lecturers on a two-year or four-year basis.  The deans also opposed the multi-year appointments.
· Changes were made to the other sections of the document to make it parallel with the changes that were discussed previously.  
A committee member asked Provost Wartzok what their unit will have to do with this document and the Provost answered that the units will need to change their bylaws and policies to match university policy, Specifically, college/school bylaws must provide a promotion track for non-tenure-track faculty.  There should be no conflict between the unit’s policies and university policies.  Units can have their own special ranks so long as there is no conflict with these university policies.

Provost Wartzok was asked if there are any salary issues with this changed policy.  The Provost answered by stating that we go through university based promotion guidelines which do fall under the Collective Bargaining Agreement where the increments are established.
MOTION:  The Academic Policies and Personnel Committee recommends approval of the Appointment and Promotion Guidelines for Non-Tenure-Track Faculty.

The motion was approved unanimously.

III. Academic Misconduct Definitions and Procedures and Academic Grievance Definitions and Procedures: 
Chair Greenberg asked Provost Wartzok to describe the changes that have been made to these Procedures.  Dr. Wartzok listed the following changes:
The graduate and undergraduate policy deadlines were different from one another which would cause confusion among the advisors and ultimately caused students to miss important deadlines.  These changed policies aim at making these time periods all the same to avoid this confusion.  

The graduate appeals went to the Graduate School while the undergraduate appeals went to the Provost’s office.  Since we now have a specific dean of Undergraduate Studies, the parallel structure would be that the undergraduate studies office will receive the undergraduate appeals just as the graduate appeals go to the Graduate School dean.

There are two main changes to the grievance policy.  The first one is that almost all of the grievances stop at the department level and do not go forward to the university-wide committee.  The departments are more capable of making most grievance decisions.  The exception will be if the student provides sufficient evidence that can be reviewed where a student has probable cause to believe he or she had suffered malicious grading.  We do not expect to receive too many of these grievances.  The second change concerns a university-wide committee’s decision that malicious grading occurred.  In such cases, the committee will be authorized to request the change of the student’s grade.  The current policy allows the committee to make the grade change recommendation to the faculty member who has been accused of malicious grading.  

Students must attempt to resolve the conflict informally with the faculty member as most of these problems are solved in that manner.


Motion: The Academic Policies and Personnel Committee recommends approval of the Undergraduate and Graduate Academic Misconduct Definitions and Procedures and the Undergraduate and Graduate Academic Grievance Definitions and Procedures.


The motion was approved unanimously.

The meeting was adjourned at 4:25PM.

