Dr. Yanarella,

I want to urgently draw your attention to recent events involving the functioning of the Senate Advisory Committee for Privilege and Tenure.

Last December, I exercised my right as a faculty member to lodge with this committee a request that it exercise a specific function assigned to it in the Senate Rules (1.4.4.2) to render general policy "interpretation of University privilege and tenure regulations, with copies of the interpretation being sent to the University Senate Council, the chair of the Department, the Dean, and the President."  That is, an interpretation of the meaning of the policies, generally, and not in the context of the facts of any specific case.  Included among regulations for their "interpretation" was Administrative Regulation AR II-1.0-1.III.VII (Page VII - Appointment and Promotion Special Title), pertaining to the proper promulgation and approval of criteria for promotion of Special Title Series faculty.  

I repeatedly and expressly stated in lodging my action with the Senate committee that I was requesting a hearing before the committee, to personally appear and explain the issues for interpretation. I communicated  that during my committee hearing I was prepared to  present to the committee several related, clarifying University policy documents that the committee did not possess that would make the interpretation very clear to the committee. For example, when the committee still had not called a hearing on my request six months after I had lodged it, I expressly wrote to the entire committee (cc: to SC Chair and Provost) on June 17, 2004:

"as a matter of faculty academic privilege ... when a faculty member lodges a request for action before any University Senate committee, that faculty member has a standing to appear before the committee in relation to the lodged request...Thus, please make the arrangement for my appearance before the committee for the purpose of my sharing with the committee important background policy-documentation that is not in the possession of the committee. This information relates to the interpretation of the regulations for which I have sought your committee's interpretation."

Eight months later after the Fall 2004 semester started, I still had not received notice  when the hearing would be scheduled for my personal appearance before the committee to explain the specific interpretation issues and to provide additional clarifying policy documentation. On Aug. 17, 2004, I contacted the (new) Chair of the committee (who was a returning member), stating:

"... I understand from Dr. Yarnarella that you are the new chairperson of the SACPT committee. Do you have any idea when my interpretive hearing will be scheduled?"

To which the committee Chair responded "we are currently in the process of scheduling our meetings for the Fall term."  So, all fall semester, I have been patiently waiting to be notified of the meeting date for my appearance before the committee.  Without warning, I received a copy of an Oct. 29, 2004 letter from the committee Chair to President Todd, in which the Senate Committee Chair stated that

- this Senate committee had met and finished with my request
- had decided it (in which 4 of the 10 members are themselves Special Title Series) did not have sufficient information to render a interpretation of the meaning of the Special Title Series regulations [again, I was long-prepared to provide them that policy information]
- and finally the letter states that instead of this Senate committee performing its assigned function, the committee suggests that the President appoint a separate committee to make such interpretation of the Special Title Series regulations (e.g., on the issues I identified of criteria for STS promotion).

    I am very disappointed that after 11 months of being a good citizen and working patiently "within the system", and very clearly stating repeatedly to the committee that I wanted to appear before it to explain my request, and to provide it with clarifying policy documentation, that the above abdication of responsibility is the best outcome that the Senate processes have to offer to the University faculty.  Is this really how the Senate Council envisions the functioning of this committee? Another concern is that it is not clear, from the Senate committee Chair's letter, whether the President would be involved with this new committee in his capacity as Chair of the Senate.  Would this committee remain a Senate-controlled/charged/appointed committee, or instead, will it be an administrative committee in which the charge and composition is under the administrative prerogative of the President as chief administrative officer? If it is to be a Senate-related committee, would that committee advise the parent Senate Advisory Committee on Privilege and Tenure, in the way that currently Area Committees can have ad hoc advisory committees appointed? And according to the last line of the committee Chair's letter to the President, it appears that the current SACPT committee does not interpret their function to hear any other cases except for “an appeal of privilege and tenure issues." These other cases would include concerns related to untenured reappointment, or the promotion of a tenure associate professor to full professor, etc., ‘even though in the past it has heard such cases’.  

I respectfully ask that the Senate Council carefully assess this situation for its role in the appointment process, structure, and function of the proposed committee. I also ask that the Council clarify for me the role and functions of the SCAPT committee. 

I look forward to receiving further explanation and clarification on the above stated concerns. 

Sincerely, 
Sharon L. Sheahan, PhD, FNP



 

