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Senate Agenda
February 9, 2015

AGENDA
Senate of the Urbana-Champaign Campus
February 9, 2015; 3:10 pm
Illini Union – Illini Room A
I.

Call to Order – Chancellor Phyllis Wise

II.

Approval of Minutes –December 8, 2014

III. Senate Executive Committee Report – Chair Roy Campbell
IV. Chancellor’s Remarks – Chancellor Phyllis Wise
V.

Questions/Discussion

VI. Consent Agenda

These items will only be distributed via www.senate.illinois.edu/20150209.asp. If a senator wishes to move an item
from the Consent Agenda to Proposals and have copies at the meeting, they must notify the Senate Office at least two
business days before the meeting. Any senator can ask to have any item moved from the Consent Agenda to Proposals.

EP.15.27

Proposal from the College of Fine and Applied Arts and the
Graduate College to establish a Graduate Minor in Dance

Educational Policy
(G. Miller, Chair)

EP.15.28

Proposal from the College of Fine and Applied Arts and the
Graduate College to revise the M.F.A. in Dance

Educational Policy
(G. Miller, Chair)

EP.15.38

Proposal from the College of Agricultural, Consumer, and
Environmental Sciences (ACES) to Revise the Bachelor of
Science in Agricultural and Consumer Economics (ACE) with a
Concentration in Agri-Accounting

Educational Policy
(G. Miller, Chair)

VII. Proposals (enclosed)
EP.15.33

Proposal to Create a College of Medicine at the University of
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign in Partnership with Carle Health
System

Educational Policy
(G. Miller, Chair)

1

SP.15.12

Proposed Revisions to the Bylaws, Part D.18 – Committee on
University Statutes and Senate Procedures

University Statutes and
Senate Procedures
(W. Maher)

47

SP.15.13

General Revisions to the Statutes
Motions #4 and #5

University Statutes and
Senate Procedures
(W. Maher)

49

LB.15.01

Resolution on Intellectual Freedom and the University Library

Library
(M. Mallory, Chair)

65

RS.15.05

Resolution Regarding the Senate Committee on Academic
Freedom and Tenure Report

B. Levine, et. al.

73

RS.15.06

Recommendations about Shared Governance and Academic
Freedom

B. McCall, N. Burbules,
R. McCarthy, J. Tolliver

75

RS.15.07

Concerns about Shared Governance and Academic Freedom

B. McCall & K. Sanders

77
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VIII. Reports (enclosed)
AF.15.01

Report on the Investigation into the Matter of Steven Salaita

Academic Freedom and
Tenure
(D. O’Brien, Chair)

79

EP.15.39

Administrative Approvals – January 26, 2015

Educational Policy
(G. Miller, Chair)

219

EP.15.40

Administrative Approvals – February 2, 2015

Educational Policy
(G. Miller, Chair)

221

HE.15.04

FAC/IBHE Report – December 12, 2014

A. Aminmansour

223

HE.15.05

FAC/IBHE Report – January 16, 2015

A. Aminmansour

225

SC.15.07

BOT Observer Report – January 15, 2015

G. Miller

227

SC.15.08

Hiring Policies and Procedures Review Committee Report

Senate Executive
Committee
(R. Campbell)

231

UC.15.05

USC Report – December 12, 2014

J. Tolliver

251

UC.15.06

USC Report – January 22, 2015

J. Tolliver

253

IX. New Business
Matters not included in the agenda may not be presented to the Senate without concurrence of a
majority of the members present and voting.
X.

Adjournment
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Senate Minutes
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Minutes
Urbana-Champaign Senate Meeting
December 8, 2014
A regular meeting of the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Senate was called to order at
3:10 pm in the Illini Room A at the Illini Union with Chancellor Phyllis Wise presiding with
Professor Emeritus H. George Friedman, Jr. and Professor Brian Gaines as Parliamentarians.
12/08/14-01

Approval of Minutes
The minutes from November 17, 2014 were approved as written.
Senate Executive Committee Report
Roy Campbell (ENGR), faculty senator and Chair of the Senate Executive Committee (SEC)
reported that in addition to the University Statutes changes on today’s agenda, further changes to
the Statutes will be presented at upcoming Senate meetings. Chair Campbell also noted that
pension discussions continue.

12/08/14-02

Floor privileges were granted as requested without objection.

12/08/14-03

Tellers for the meeting were faculty senators Stephen Cartwright (FAA) and Kim Graber (AHS), and
student senator Matthew Hill (LAS).
Chancellor’s Remarks
Chancellor Wise reported that the Senate Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure is
working on a report regarding academic freedom issues. Wise and Vice Chancellor for Academic
Affairs and Provost Ilesanmi Adesida have continued to meet with departments and engage in
discussions surrounding academic freedom and freedom of speech.
Questions/Discussion
Faculty senator Riedel (LAS) communicated her concern with Provost Communication #25 in that
specialized faculty do not have the same time allotted as tenure system faculty to work towards
promotion. Wise deferred the question to Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs and Academic Policies
Elabbas Benmamoun.
Consent Agenda
Hearing no objections, the following proposals were approved by unanimous consent.

12/08/14-04

EP.15.22* Proposal from the College of Education to revise the requirements for the Bachelor of
Science in Elementary Education

12/08/14-05

EP.15.25* Revision of Certificate in Accountancy program, College of Business

12/08/14-06

Proposals (enclosed)
SP.15.06* General Revisions to the Statutes: Motions #1 and #2
Senate Committee on University Statutes and Senate Procedures (USSP) member Friedman
introduced proposal SP.15.06 noting the proposed changes to the University Statutes originated
from the Board of Trustees (BOT), were reviewed and reworked by the University Senates
Conference (USC), and then disseminated to the three campus senates. Friedman reported that
USSP reviewed a draft of the proposed Statutes changes over the summer and shared comments
with the USC. USSP’s comments were considered by the USC prior to distribution of the proposed
Statutes changes to the three campuses. The USC advised the three campus senates to divide the
proposed Statutes changes into eight motions and today, USSP presents motions #1 and #2 to the
Senate.
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Friedman moved adoption of the resolution (SS.15.01)* distributed at the beginning of the
meeting. The resolution resolved that the “Senate will consider and vote on the several separate
Motions of advice on separate parts of the posed amendment to the Statutes, while reserving the
right to reconsider or supplement that advice when considering later Motions dealing with later
parts of the Statutes if interactions are discovered which impact previously approved parts of the
amendments to the Statutes.”
12/08/14-07

Friedman’s motion to adopt the distributed resolution was seconded and approved by voice.

12/08/14-08

On behalf of the Senate Committee on University Statutes and Senate Procedures (USSP),
committee member Freidman moved approval of Recommendation One of proposal SP.15.06.
Part one of Recommendation One was accepted as presented. Discussion regarding the
requirement of the president to be a member of the faculty in part two of Recommendation One
was further debated.

12/08/14-09

Burbules moved to amend the motion to approve Recommendation One by retaining the
president as a member of the faculty, but not part of every department and college. The motion
to amend Recommendation One was seconded and additional discussion followed.

12/08/14-10

The motion to amend Recommendation One was approved by voice. Recommendation One of
SP.15.06 will go forward with the amended language: “The president is the chief executive officer
of the University and a member of the faculty.”

12/08/14-11

By voice vote, the motion to approve the amended Recommendation One of proposal SP.15.06
was approved.

12/08/14-12

On behalf of USSP, Freidman moved approval of Recommendation Two of proposal SP.15.06.
The recommendation by USSP to change “faculty” to “campus” on line 148 was divided from the
recommendation by USSP to change “the” to “an” on line 149. Discussion of both proposed
changes followed.

12/08/14-13

Burbules made a motion to amend Recommendation Two by replacing USSP’s suggested
“campus” in line 148 with “elected representatives of the faculty, students, and academic
professional staff”. The motion was seconded.
Discussion of proposed changes to both line 148 and line 149 continued.

12/08/14-14

The motion to amend Recommendation Two by replacing USSP’s suggested “campus” in line 148
with “elected representatives of the faculty, students, and academic professional staff” was
approved by voice.

12/08/14-15

USSP’s recommendation to replace “the” with “an” on line 149 failed by a show of hands. The
amendment will go forward with “the” as originally proposed by the BOT.
Discussion continued with part two of Recommendation Two. Friedman noted that the USC
currently has no bylaws. Until the USC has bylaws and there are procedures for amending those
bylaws, USSP recommends in part two of Recommendation Two to postpone discussion of this
entire section until USC has established bylaws. Wise clarified that lines 193-223 were under
discussion.
Discussion followed whether to postpone recommendations on the entire section from lines 193223, or to approve some lines within the section from lines 193-223.
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12/08/14-16

In response to Senate discussion, Friedman moved to amend part two of Recommendation Two
to approve lines 216, 217, 243 and 247, but to defer lines 207-213 and line 246. Friedman’s
motion to amend Recommendation Two was seconded.

12/08/14-17

The motion to amend part two of Recommendation Two to approve lines 216, 217, 243 and 247,
but to defer lines 207-213 and line 246 was approved by voice.

12/08/14-18

By voice vote, the motion to approve the amended Recommendation Two of proposal SP.15.06
was approved.

12/08/14-19

The amended SP.15.06 proposal was approved by voice.

12/08/14-20

HD.15.01* Nomination for Honorary Degree
On behalf of the Senate Committee on Honorary Degrees, Chair Tyson moved approval of
awarding honorary degrees to those listed on HD.15.01; Cicerone, Lavizzo-Mourey, and Nugent.
Tyson gave a brief overview of the proposed awardees qualifications.

12/08/14-21

By voice, the motion to award an honorary degree to Cicerone was approved.

12/08/14-22

By voice, the motion to award an honorary degree to Lavizzo-Mourey was approved

12/08/14-23

By voice, the motion to award an honorary degree to Nugent was approved.
Current Benefits Issues
John Kindt, Chair of Faculty and Academic Staff Benefits, noted that there is a permanent
injunction in place against Senate Bill 1. Kindt also directed attention to the SURSMAC (State
Universities Retirement System Members Advisory Committee) report. The State University
Annuitants Association website http://suaa.org/, the State University Retirement System
website http://surs.com/, and Nessie https://nessie.uihr.uillinois.edu/cf/index.cfm are all
resources for staying informed about current benefits issues.

12/08/14-24
12/08/14-25
12/08/14-26
12/08/14-27

Reports
EP.15.30
HE.15.03
SC.15.06
SUR.15.01

Report of Administrative Approvals through Dec 1, 2014
FAC/ IBHE Report – November 21, 2014
BOT Observer Report – November 13, 2014
SURSMAC Report – November 18, 2014

New Business
None
Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 4:14 pm.
Jenny Roether, Senate Clerk
*Filed with the Senate Clerk and incorporated by reference in these minutes.
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EP.15.33
Proposal to the Senate Educational Policy Committee
PROPOSAL TITLE:

Creation of a College of Medicine at the University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign in Partnership with Carle Health System

SPONSOR:

Chancellor Phyllis Wise, Office of the Chancellor, 333-6290,
pmwise@illinois.edu

UNIVERSITY CONTACT:

Provost Ilesanmi Adesida, Office of the Provost, 333-6677,
iadesida@illinois.edu

BRIEF DESCRIPTION:
The Chancellor of the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign seeks the formal approval of the Senate
to establish an independently-accredited College of Medicine at the University of Illinois at Urbana
Champaign in partnership with Carle Health System.
Preliminary endorsement of the creation of this college was passed by the Academic Senate on September
22, 2014 1, with the understanding that a draft business plan outlining a viable financial plan, a general
proposed governance plan and a curriculum plan would be shared at a later date. This basic information
has now been made available to the public and the entire campus community (see
http://strategicplan.illinois.edu/index.html). While this present proposal is based on the draft business
plan being specific enough to provide evidence of viability and firm intention, the elaboration of a final
detailed business plan can only come once the College has been created. Likewise, according to the
University of Illinois Statutes, details of governance of the College must be determined by the faculty of
the College through the creation and adoption of the College Bylaws, just as the curriculum of the
academic programs must be developed by the College faculty2 and approved by the campus Senate. The
College faculty must be recruited by a founding Dean, who in turn can only be recruited once the College
has been formally established.
Therefore, in order to permit the above steps to occur, the present proposal seeks formal Senate approval
to establish an independently-accredited College of Medicine at the University of Illinois at Urbana
Champaign in partnership with Carle Health System. As outlined in the final section of this document,
this initial step of establishing the College will be followed by several successive processes of approval,
including approval of the curricula, degree requirements, and final unit budget. The inaugural class will
be recruited and admitted only after these and other steps have been successfully completed.
It is important to note that this proposal is submitted in order to allow the University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign campus to create a University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign College of Medicine. As
stated in the business plan under consideration, the proposed new College in no way requires changes to
the scope, size or operations of the UIC College of Medicine.
JUSTIFICATION:
1

EP.15.02, Proposal to Create a College of Medicine at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign in
Partnership with Carle Health System – Preliminary Endorsement.
2
In the same way the faculty of new departments normally develop curricula for new programs in consultation
with colleagues from other departments, the dean and faculty will be encouraged to broadly consult across all
colleges to identify collaborations that have the potential to provide advantages and impact.

1

There is no U.S. public research university better positioned than the University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign to leverage the convergence of engineering with medicine and be a leader in the
transformation of health care research, education, practice and delivery. The Urbana campus already has
the assets, including one of the nation’s top-five engineering schools and the National Center for
Supercomputing Applications. All of the top ten medical schools in the country already partner with
College of Engineering faculty members at the Urbana campus in joint research projects. Furthermore,
while infusing engineering with medicine is a distinctive facet of the proposed College, the College will
tremendously benefit by leveraging the expertise and knowledge across the campus (the IHSI letter begins
to speak to some of the opportunities – see attachment A) but these are but a few examples. These are by
no means exclusive and we are convinced that colleges across the campus will have opportunities to
benefit and contribute to the College’s success. In a fundamental way, the reputation of the Urbana
campus as a whole will benefit by strengthening its position within the Association of American
Universities. The Urbana campus currently has the potential to foster innovative cross-disciplinary
medical research collaborations, but this potential is hampered by the lack of an independently-accredited
College of Medicine on campus. In addition, the need for cross-disciplinary physician training has been
emphasized by the Association of American Medical Colleges and the Howard Hughes Medical Institute
who have argued for transformative approaches to the education of future physicians that would better
reflect and anticipate emerging technologies 3. Panelists at the 2012 First IEEE Life Sciences Grand
Challenges Conference, held at the National Academy of Sciences, emphasized the need for medical
education to adapt to tomorrow’s medicine, including increased attention to the quantitative sciences in
physician training 4. These panels also argued for the need to prepare future physicians by leveraging
closer collaborations between medical and engineering schools, and physicians being taught to adopt a
systems view of the human body.
The numerous letters of support for this proposed new College of Medicine from leading medical
educators, practitioners, and leaders of industry in the medical sphere attest to the transformative value of
the creation of a distinct engineering-based College of Medicine (see Attachment A). Of particular
importance are letters that emphasize the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign’s unique capability
to develop this College from the ground up, and the comparative difficulty of trying to “retrofit” an
established college to reflect such a vision (Dr. Franklyn Prendergast, Mayo Clinic and Dean G. Richard
Olds, School of Medicine, University of California, Riverside).
As the only health system in Illinois that owns its own health plan, and one of the state’s largest providers
of clinical care, Carle is a leader in high quality, cost-effective and well-coordinated patient care and is
the only fully integrated health system in the state of Illinois. Carle’s unique profile allows improvements
across entire systems of care, rather than focusing on one area of healthcare delivery – a capability that
has led to Carle being consistently recognized as among the best in the state and the nation. In particular,
the application of big data techniques and data analytics across such an integrated health system holds the
promise of reducing costs and improving healthcare by tracing healthcare trends and identifying effective
prevention and treatment strategies 5. Carle’s fully integrated health system will position the proposed
College at the leading edge in the quest to identify and drive improvements in cost and effectiveness of
healthcare, both locally and nationally. As a physician-led and patient-centered organization, Carle can
HHMI, AAMC, Scientific Foundations for Future Physicians - Report of the AAMC-HHMI Committee,
https://www.aamc.org/download/271072/data/scientificfoundationsforfuturephysicians.pdf, 2009.
4
He et al, Grand Challenges in Interfacing Engineering with Life Sciences and Medicine, IEEE Transaction on
Biomedical Engineering, Vol. 60.3, 2013.
5
Khoury, Muin J. and Ioannidis, John P. A., Big Data Meets Public Health, Science, Vol. 346, issue 6213, pp. 10541055, 2014.
3

2

leverage the proposed medical education model to provide better health outcomes for patients. Carle’s
ability to conduct research in partnership with our faculty, as demonstrated by their existing collaborative
projects with the University, is significant, and Carle’s leadership team is fully committed to working
with us to transform medical education and graduate top-tier medical practitioners. Furthermore, Carle is
committed to the excellence of the proposed College. As such, while Carle will be a strong partner, Carle
is open to excellent engagements both close and afar that will strengthen the College’s medical education,
clinical training and research mission 6.
UNIVERSITY’S MISSION:
The U.S. healthcare system is undergoing historic changes driven by an aging population with more
chronic conditions, an influx of millions of new people into the healthcare system due to the Affordable
Care Act, and a severe physician shortage. The convergence of engineering, technology and medicine is
expected to lead to discoveries that will result in greater access to better healthcare at lower cost for more
people. Studying how to best examine these new medical realities is consistent with our mission to
address societal issues through research, education, and engagement. Carle’s mission to serve people
through high quality care, medical research and education complements our mission.
In 2012-2013, the university conducted a Visioning Future Excellence (VFE) initiative that involved
garnering input from faculty, administrators, staff, and students about the directions our campus should
take to ensure continued excellence and viability. Participants identified health and wellness, information
and technology, and economic development as three of the main themes the university should focus its
investments on in order to meet society’s greatest challenges (http://oc.illinois.edu/visioning).
In another university initiative to identify clusters that would lead to economic development in UrbanaChampaign and in our geographic region, the Business Cluster Development (BCD) consulting group
included biomedical and bioengineering as a technology cluster that would enhance economic
development (http://go.illinois.edu/technologyclusterdevelopment). BCD’s report, prepared for the
Research Park at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, also stated that the lack of a full-scale
medical program prevents us from realizing the potential economic development impact of this cluster.
We agree wholeheartedly with BCD’s assessment and believe the proposed College of Medicine would
address this shortcoming. The continued excellence and competitiveness of our university among our
peers (e.g., Association of American Universities) would be enhanced by the presence of an autonomous
medical college that builds on our strength in engineering and computer science and stands to benefit
greatly from collaborations and projects with faculty, departments, and colleges across the campus.

BUDGET:
The private consulting firm, Tripp Umbach, submitted a detailed financial model and fund development
strategy in the business plan they submitted on October 20, 2014. The financial model and business plan
incorporated the input of over sixty individuals (University faculty and administrators, and Carle
physicians and leaders), divided into ten working groups and a leadership group. All groups included
both University and Carle participants. The plan also leveraged Tripp Umbach’s expertise as well as its

This includes existing research partnerships with Mayo Clinic, OSF Healthcare and an emerging exciting
opportunity (MOU signed 01/12/12015) with Massachusetts General Hospital (MGH) centered on student and
faculty exchanges and training as well as the development of research collaborations.

6

3

access to financial models for current and planned medical schools. The highlights of the financial plan
include
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A $100 million contribution from Carle Health System over the first ten budget years;
An additional on-going annual contribution from Carle of $1.5 million to extend beyond 2025.
A cumulative budget surplus (including Carle and other funding contributions) that never is in
deficit throughout the presented ten year budget, even with the inclusion of a 10% contingency
on all expenses;
No request for new GRF funds from the State for the operations of the College and no request for
the diversion of funds from other Colleges;
Start-up expenses estimated at just over $37.4 million (including the 10% contingency) in the
first three years with revenues and funding commitments and revenues estimated at $45 million
during that same period;
A cumulative budget surplus (including funding contributions) of approximately $10 million in
the tenth year.
A 10th year annual operating deficit (expenses minus revenues for that year not including funding
contributions) of $0.9 million (although this deficit is the result of including a $3.2 million
contingency in the expenses);
The creation of a $25 million endowment from the $100 million Carle contribution by setting
aside funds in years 8 to 10. Draws from that endowment would help address the annual
operating deficit beyond year 10. The annual operating budget deficit can be eliminated in later
years with draws from this endowment and the increase in tuition revenue resulting from the full
ramp-up of students to fifty per class in all years 7.

STAFFING:
The business plan for the new College of Medicine calls for the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The recruitment of a founding dean, who must be a nationally recognized leader in engineering
and science-driven medicine, projected for 2015;
A core faculty consisting of 23 new faculty members with 20 in the sciences or engineering and
3 physicians;
An additional estimated 40-50 physicians to be employed by Carle Health System, who will also
hold partial appointments with the College (the equivalent of about 10 new FTE clinical faculty
members).
Approximately 75 FTE faculty and staff are expected to support the operations of the College by
the tenth year.
The new College is to draw from approximately 400 physicians representing 70+ specialties
currently employed by Carle.
The new College is to take advantage of the fact that Carle has a physician workforce plan to
recruit additional physicians resulting in a net increase of 130 physicians over the next 3 to 5
years.

SUGGESTED TIME LINE and SUBSEQUENT STEPS:
By the tenth year, with the slow ramp up from 25 to 50 students per class, 220 students are projected to be in
the program. At full capacity, there will be 250 students (5 times 50 students per year).

7
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We will adhere to the consultation and approvals processes mandated by the State, the University, and the
campus. These include:
The Urbana campus Senate approves this proposal to establish the College through a recorded vote. The
proposed College will not begin recruiting an inaugural class of students without first successfully
completing all remaining steps listed below:
•

•
•
•
•
•

The President submits the proposal for the unit together with the advice of the Urbana senate, the
Urbana chancellor, and the University Senates Conference 8 for approval by the Board of
Trustees and eventual submission for approval to the Illinois Board of Higher Education (IBHE)
and the regional accreditor, the Higher Learning Commission (HLC);
Once the new College of Medicine is created, a founding dean is recruited;
Initial College faculty members are identified and their appointments recommended for approval
at all the appropriate levels;
New College faculty members are appointed and develop and propose unit Bylaws consistent
with the University Statutes;
New College faculty members create and propose curricula and degree requirements, subject to
review and approval processes of the campus (including the Senate), and other appropriate
approvals, including the IBHE and the HLC;
The founding dean, in consultation with the College Executive Committee, proposes a unit
budget, to be approved by the Office of the Provost in consultation with the Campus Budget
Oversight Committee;

The following additional steps must also be carried out before the admission of the charter class of
students:
•
•
•

Completion of Definitive Agreements between the University and the Carle Health System upon
approval of the establishment of the College 9;
Approval by the Board of Trustees of the Definitive Agreements, and,
Approval by the Liaison Committee on Medical Education (LCME 10) of the College of
Medicine’s submission for preliminary accreditation.

As per a Resolution approved by the Board of Trustees on November 13, 2014, the President is expected to seek
advice from both the campus Senate and the USC before forwarding his advice to the Board in March, 2015.
9
The Definitive Agreements will be completed in consultation with appropriate Senate committees.
10
The LCME is the national accrediting organization for schools and colleges of medicine.
8

5
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ATTACHMENT A. LETTERS OF SUPPORT FOR THE CREATION OF A NEW COLLEGE
OF MEDICINE
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John C. Lnndgrof
Executive VIce Preent
Nutritional Products

Abbott
Dept. 4MDG, Bldg. LBJ49
260 Abbott Park Road
Abbott Park, IL 60064

Te: (224)6675097
Fax: (224) 668 8979
johrtlandgraf@abboft.com

September 26, 2014
Phyllis M. Wise
Chancellor, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
Swanlund Administration Building
601 East John Street
Champaign, IL 61820
Dear Chancellor Wise,
I recently learned about the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign’s considerations for building
a College of Medicine on campus. In today’s world of evoMng healthcare, I believe there has never
been a more opportune time for prestigious universities, such as UIUC, to ensure that aspiring
medical professionals are taught to adapt and deliver better health outcomes around the world.
The University of Illinois is ideally posWoned, with its top-ranked College of Engineering, to
become a leader in fnnovation and problem scMng at the intersection of these two fields. Abbott
has a long history of collaboration with the University of Illinois In the sciences, engineering and
nutrition, Including establishing the Center for Nutrition, Learning and Memory within the
Beckman Institute. Combining the university’s’ expertise in health sciences and engineering for
the College of Medicine would continue to accelerate the research, science and innovation-that
are already making strides within the health and science industries.
Establishing the first College of Medicine designed from the ground up would be a tremendous
opportunity to have in this evoMng heafthcare industry. As leader In the Industry for 125 years,
Abbott has both played an integral role and been directly affected by such technology and
transformations In the past. We are therefore passionate to speak to the Importance of growing
thIs Intersected education to drive a healthier society overall.
The healthcare industry today must be transformed to deliver better health outcomes to patients,
all at lower costs. Technology-based innovation must be central throughout the healthcare industry
to advocate for the discovery of new systems and approaches. The focus on establishing a new,
specialized medical care profession would allow for new and rapid advances In technology.
Strategic visions such as these for the College of Medicine wfll bring us closer to reaching the
common goals of changing the delivery of healthcare and largely improving health outcomes.
As the head of Abbott Nutrition, I wholeheartedly support the development of this Innovative
College of Medicine at University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, It is an opportunity to combine
the University’s world-class programs in engineering, computation and genomics together with a
strong clinical partner. Doing so, I believe, will position Urbana-Champaign as not only a leader in
bloengineering and biomedical enterprises In the region, but as a hub for the future of quantitative
medicine.
I look forward to seeing how this project unveils, and please reach out for any further discussion.
Sincerel

John Landgrat
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‘i KOCH INSTITUTE
for Integrative Cancer Research at MIT

Msssachusett. Institute of Technology . web.mit.edu/eharplab
77 M eachusehe Avue . Room E17-529 Cembndge, MA 02139

•shp0mlt.u
0 617-253-6421
0617-253-3667

September 2, 2014
Phyllis M. Wise
Chancellor, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
Swanlund Administration BuildIng, 601 East John Street
Champaign, IL 61820

2rniseiIlinois.edu

Dear Chancellor Wise,
During my wonderful visit to the campus this summer associated with my honorary degree, I met with a
group of faculty and yourself to discuss the advantages and challenges of the University establishing
new type of a medical school focused on research and education at the interface of engineering and
medicine. As discussed, this medical school would be established in conjunction with the Cane Health
Systems and would provide local settings for clinical training as well as contact with physicians,
patients, clinical material and medical records for advancing research and technology. There are many
aspects to this endeavor that I will not address in this short letter. However, I do want to comment on
the importance of the convergence of life sciences and engineering In the future of medicine and
medical research. I have written on this subject and led committees addressing aspects of
convergence over the past years. These publications and reports are available in a collection at this
web site htp:/lwww.converpencerevolution.netI. Again, I will not summarize all of the activities at MIT
In this area. It is suffice to say that the Institute aspires to a leadership position in convergence as It is
critical for the future of medicine and life sciences in general.
Briefly, biomedical sciences at the molecular and gene level have undergone revolutionary changes
over the past decades. The primary example of this is the completion of the human genome sequence
In 2003, fifty years after the discovery of the structure of DNA. In parallel with this have been
revolutionary advances In engineering and technology lnduding information technology, media,
nanotechnology, computation and micro-fabrication just to mention a few. Integration of these two most
powerful thrusts of science and technology will change medicine, engineering, and science. The
economic promise of this marriage is enormous as it is essentially the only means to advance the
quality of healthcare at a sustainable cost. Providing the outstanding faculty in engineering at the
University with colleagues knowledgeable in medical and clinical research and a commitment to
education will create a powerful environment that attracts the best young faculty and retains the best of
your senior faculty. Such a program will also attract outstanding students seeding Illinois with
entrepreneurs who will lead advances in healthcare. The Health Science and Technology (HST) joint
program between MIT and Harvard Medical School currently attracts such students. I do not know of
other programs with a similar focus and none with the full Integration of medical science and
engineering projected in your plans.
I am excited about the benefits of further integrating engineering research and education in medicine at
the University and look forward to learning about progress in this endeavor at future meetings of your
Strategic Advisory Board.
Sincerely,

Phillip A. Sharp
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John C. Cechtefter, Ph.D.
Chairmen, President, and Chief Executive Officer
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September 30, 2014

Phyllis M. Wise
Chancellor, University of illinois at Urbana-Champaign
Swantund Administration Building, 601 East John Street
Champaign, IL 61 $20
Dear Chancellor Wise,

Your proposal to establish a new college of medicine at the University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign is an exciting and most welcome one. As you know, Lilly collaborates with many
university medical schools, and we value the insight and innovation that these engagements
yield. The novel approach that you are taking to create a research-intensive college that would
leverage the convergence of engineering and technology with the life sciences and health care
is a unique offering and would clearly fulfill an important role in advancing each of these
disciplines. Most importantly, such an effort would enable progress toward our common goal of
improving the health and the lives ofpeople around the world.
—

-

It is no secret that technology-based innovation will play an ever-increasing role in our quest to
improve human health in a timely and cost-effective manner. We have witnessed that in our own
industry during my nearly four-decade tenure,, as new medicines discovered and developed via
innovative means have enabled dramatic improvements in the treatment of a wide range of lifethreatening and chronic diseases.
As global research and development approaches continue to evolve, we will need new medical
schools in which university faculty are increasingly adept at helping student learn to translate
their noteworthy discoveries into toots and treatments that help patients. Equally important will
be the college’s role in cultivating physicians who are focused on using new and rapid advances
in technology to transform the delivery of health care and to improve health outcomes.
At Lilly, we realize that meaningful progress in health care innovation is best achieved through
collaborative efforts among government, industry, and academe. A new college of medicine such
as the one you are proposing would be a powerful addition to this equation.
I look forward to continuing our discussion about this most promising opportunity.
With best regards,
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Mischo, Phyllis A
From:
Sent
To:
Cc:
Subject

Franklyn Prendergast <prendergast.franklyn@gmail.com>
Wednesday, September 03, 2014 1:20 AM
Wise, Phyllis M
kappers.jill@mayo.edu
Proposal for a Medical Campus at UIUC

Chancellor Wise,
I’ve been on an extended trip to the Middle East for the last few weeks. That and the recent and untimely failure
of the touch pad on my computer are the main reason for this last minute letter.
As you’re aware I’ve actually had several discussions on this subject over the past few months. My presentation
to the University’s Board of Trustees last January was in many ways a prelude although I must assure them that
the coincidence of my thinking and thoughts then thinldng was just that, coincidence devoid of collusion.
You see I agree wholeheartedly with the premise of creating a new curriculum, one based on principles best
summarized by the academic discipline and general ethos of engineering. One can approach a discussion on the
merits of such a new paradigm from a historical perspective on how engineering has influenced and is
influencing the practice of medicine and perforce therefore needs to be incorporated more fully into medical
training at all levels. Medicine needs such a medical school and the likely benefits to the region and the state,
and for business development in and around the twins cities of Champaign and Urbana, are substantial. The
excitement of the faculty is already almost palpable and the prospects to elevate an already outstanding College
of Engineering is unchallengeable.
I would argue that the issue is more important than such an argument would imply: the fundamental principles
of engineering are essential for the future development of medicine, as practice, in terms of how to think
incisively, of how to practice problem framing and problem solving, of how best to generate and integrate
multidimensional, muitivariate data for analysis, diagnosis and therapeutic decisions, all personalized to
individual patients. What is particularly exciting in such clinical functions, is that one basic mantra of engineers
is to find practical (applicable) solutions. To be sure, the latter has long been the objective of the physician but
armed with a more refined way of approaching problems engendered by training with engineering principles
physicians will become all the more effective.
There is little point in my continuing in this vein. You and your several colleagues have laid out excellently the
arguments in favor of the basic proposal. I’ve read a couple of the missives already sent to you and to President
Easter and anything I would add to their narratives would be largely redundant. It’s obvious that I support the
premise fully and I am unapologetic about my enthusiasm.
I am sure that the more salient issues for the decision makers will be not if but how to proceed particularly
about whether there is a need for a brand new entity of whether the current situation can “simply” be re
engineered. The specter of redundancy rather than change is a potent argument especially given the very real
and long term fiscal constraints facing the State of Illinois. While justified in principle, however, there is an
irrefutable reality that established culture tends to “eat strategy for lunch” and I would argue that medical
traditions tend to be particularity entrenched and difficult to change all the more so with regard to medical
education. Furthermore, in my view there needs to be de novo curriculum design to insure meaningful
correspondence between the pre-ctinicat and clinical years and new faculty imbued with the right training and
attitudes. Trying to refro fit
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into an established tradition is simply not tenable in my view if a program is to be realized in less than a couple
generations!
Enough said save for a couple of caveats. The potential Achilles heel is clearly the clinical training program.
Cane Clinics willingness to commit the requisite substantial resources is conditio sine qua non. Realization of
the entire program is utterly dependent on the collaboration with Cane and I’m sure they are cognizant of the
enormity, and complexity of the task. They too will require a cultural change but one that in my view is not
nearly so onerous in principle as the problem alluded to above because they have opportunity to start relatively
de novo asfar as medical school training is concerned Cane also has had a long collaborative tradition with
faculty of the URIC College of Engineering.
Second, collaboration with the UIC Medical school must continue and I would hope, expand. Everyone benefits
in principle and in fact providing that the program is viewed sensibly as one for the state, not just a locale.
Third, I hope that the unique value of such a school and therefore its value to many actual and potential
stakeholders promotes strong, positive new relationships, stymies those who would simply want to compete
and frumps any tendency toward proprietary behavior. Proximity among all players is important for for
maximum benefit to be realized but mere proximity does not in any way preclude longer distance collaborations
either within the University of Illinois system or with any academic institution outside of Illinois.
Lastly, I hope that no one raises the specter that this sort of training will threaten teaching the “art of medicine”
For me this an annoying and specious argument. The art of medicine implies practicing always within the
intersection of knowledge, intuition,compassion and sentience. These are skills baked into any type of training
by individual attitudes and caring faculty and unaffected by the expectation of a rigorously scientific approach
to clinical practice.
No question, this is a challenge both to convince and persuade and then to implement. Nonetheless, it’s exciting
no matter what and the value proposition is obvious and substantial. forgive my prolixity but that’s what
happens when I get excited.
Warmest regards.
franidyn Prendergast,
ps. Sent from Holland I

2
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National Institute of
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Department of Health and Human Services
National Institutes of Health

and Bioengineering

July22, 2014

Dear Chancellor Wise,
A few months ago I first learned of the bold, visionary and timely plans of the University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign to establish a new medical school that is centered on the interface of engineering and medicine. This
aligns beautifully with the concept of a revolution in medicine based on the convergence of engineering, the
physical and life sciences. Indeed the concept has been accelerating over the last decade as fundamental
advances in the understanding and treatment of disease have resulted from interfacing these fields. The logic is
well founded, In nature there are no boundaries between the principles of engineering, the physical sciences and
biology 50 one would expect the most effective solutions to medical problems to come at their intersection.
There are multiple compelling reasons to establish a medical school that embraces, Inculcates and is driven by
engineering. This provides a path to the most efficient and practical solutions to some of our most vexing
challenges while also taking advantage of growing opportunities. Chronic Illness has increased with increasing life
spans globally; the world has become more interconnected in health and disease; and the economy has become a
long range challenge. Consequently, the healthcare system looks to technological innovation to meet Its needs of
providing greater access to effective healthcare for more people at lower cost. In my view, these competing goals
(i.e., doing mote for less) can only be achieved through technological Innovation.
Moreover, both the move to precision medicine and the overarching goals of the Affordable Care Act incent
strategies that make early and accurate diagnoses, which will also enable immediate and appropriate treatment
at the point-of-care. Preventative medicine, home based care and definitive services at the first point of contact
with a health care provider are the goals. This too requires mote value driven engineering of new diagnostic and
therapeutic approaches where a value index has been defined as (Utility / Complexity x Cost). The concept of
value driven engineering of medical advances addresses these needs and a new medical school that Is engineering
driven has the opportunity to lead the nation in changing the medical landscape for the better.
I look forward to discussing this transformative project with you further.
Very best regards,

Rodericl. Pettigrew, Ph.D., M.D.
Director
National Institute of Biomedical Imaging and Bloengineering National Institutes of Health
Building 31, Room 1C14
Bethesda, MD 20892-228;
301-496-8859
301-480-0679 FAX
rpettigrew@nih.gov
http://www.niblb.nih.gpv
-

9000 Rockvllle Pike, Building 31, Ste. 1C14, Bethesda, MD 20892 • 301-496-8359

lnto@nibib.nih.gov • www,nlbib.nlh.gov
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September 2, 2014
Chancellor Phyllis Wise
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
Swanlund Administration Building
601 E John Street
Champaign, 11 61820
Dear Phyllis,
Your proposal to establish a College of Medicine that is built “from the
ground up” on the strength of your engineering excellence is truly exciting.
Solving the challenge of healthcare delivery in the coming years will depend
in large part on our ability to infuse the principles of engineering, technology,
and big data into all aspects of our medical culTiculum. We at Northwestern
look forward to collaborating with your faculty as you build out your College
of Medicine. I look forward to a closer partnership as your vision of a
transformative medical school comes to fruition.

Morton Schapfro
President and Professor
MOS:ghd
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August 14, 2014

900 UniversIty Avenue
School of Medicine

Phyllis M. Wise
Chancellor, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
Swanlund Administration Building
601 East John Street
champaign, IL 61820

Education Building
Riverside, CA 92521

Dear Chancellor Wise,

Tel (951) 827-4568
Fa,c (951) 8277688
medschool.ucr.edu

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on your plan to establish an engineering-driven
College of Medicine at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. I was very excited
about this concept when we first spoke earlier this year and I enthusiastically support this
concept as you move closet to its creation. I have read the outstanding letters of support
from Ors. Pettigrew and Chien, who eloquently make the case for developing further the
interface between Engineering and Medicine. I would like to add to this the perspective of
why this needs to occur as part of the creation of a new medical school.
As the founding Dean of the University of California’s newest medical school, my colleagues
and I have had the rare opportunity to craft not just a new school, but a complete pipeline
around our own unique mission. Our charge, distinctive among U.S. medical schools, Is to
train a diverse group of learners and physicians who will go into short supply specialties and
ultimately practice in Inland Southern California. We also have the specific mission to
improve the health of the communities we serve, a commitment that requires mote focus
on prevention, weilness and public health. These are objectives that established medical
schools have not adopted very successfully. Having worked at five different medical schools
during my career, I have found it extremely difficult to dramatically change the educational
processes and cultures of existing faculty and programs.
Change can occasionally be accomplished to some extent by the creation of Institutes,
Centers or Programs and through special “tracks,” but in all cases the issues of who gets into
medical school, the basic medical curriculum, even the educational environment remains
the same. As a result, I firmly believe that the best opportunity to make a dramatic and
fundamental change is with a new school where the entire process can be created around
an innovative mission, philo5ophy and curriculum. The University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign has this opportunity.
This is also an advantageous time to do so. After almost 40 years of no net increase in
either medical schools orgraduating medical students, our country is now dramatically
expanding both. Sadly, the majority of these new medical schools have been built along
traditional lines and organizational structures. Fortunately, a few have been created
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Phyllis M. Wise
August 14, 2014
Page 2

specifically around new paradigms, new educational objectives and even new teaching
platforms. I believe their success will ultimately drive change on a national level. In 1954,
Case Western Reserve University introduced a new, and at the time, a radical re-think of
who got into medical school, and how medical students were taught. With these novel
ideas, they rolled out a completely different integrated, organ-system based educational
platform. It took almost a half century, but today most medical schools in the United States
have adopted these concepts. We need to have several schools embrace something
fundamentally different, and through their successes, witness the modification of other
institutions in the future. That is why I am so enthusiastic about this new educational
concept for a medical school In Illinois.
I should also comment that having a strong clinical partner in Carle Health, which shares this
vision, is very impressive and important. The medical students need to be educated
clinically in an environment that supports the mission and is equally committed to this
fundamental change. It is also important because this new school will also need to create
new and unique graduate medical education programs around this unifying theme, The
interface between engineering and clinical practice must continue after graduation from
medical school. This can only be done with a dedicated and committed clinical partner.
In summary, I applaud Chancellor Wise’s vision and plan to build a new medical school
around the interface of engineering and medicine. The university already has a world class
engineering school and now a commitment to build a new and innovative medical school in
the same location to bridge these two fields. Not only is this an exciting Idea in and of itself,
but if it is successful it will change the way other more traditional institutions view this
interface and greatly influence the future of medical education.

Sincerely,

G. Richard Olds, M.D., M.A.C.P.
Vice Chancellor, Health Affairs
Dean, School of Medicine
University of California, Riverside
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July 23, 2014
Phyllis M. Wise
Chancellor, University of illinois at Urbana-Champaign
Swanlund Administration Building
601 East John Street
Champaign, IL 61820
Dear Chancellor Wise:

I learned from Dr. Roderic Pettigrew that you are planning to establish an engineering-driven
College of Medicine at University of lihinois at Urbana-Champaign. I am greatly impressed by
your visionary plan to create such a novel approach to the establishment of a medical school.
Just as the revolution of medicine by the advent of molecular biology in the last century,
engineering will be the new driving force for the progress of medical research and education in
this century and beyond.
Life science research and medical practice have been mainly qualitative and generally have not
paid sufficient attention to the quantitative nature and rime-dependent changes in biomedical
processes and clinical disorders. The differences in the educational programs and cultures
between medicine and engineering have led to their dichotomy with little interactions. In recent
years, however, it has been increasingly recognized that the full understanding of biological
processes and the effective management of clinical conditions require quantitative approaches
and time-variant considerations, which are the hallmarks of engineering, in addition to feedback
control and systems approach. Furthermore, engineering enables the development of novel
technologies that are important in medical research and clinical practice, such as high-throughput
sequencing, the -omics technologies, biomedical imaging, various medical devices such as
prosthesis, stenting, heart rhythm control, brain stimulation, remote sensing, and more.
Moreover, we need to store and analyze the large amount of data (big data) generated by these
technologies, followed by modeling and network reconstruction, in order to elucidate the
pathophysiological mechanisms and therapeutical efficacy. These processes requite the
application of systems engineering. By developing novel approaches for early detection of
disease, matching the therapy with patient profile, and improving the cost-effectiveness of
clinical treatment, engineering can contribute to the practice of personaLized medicine and the
reduction of health costs.

20

Thus, engineering is an essential element in medical research and education, and medicine in the
21st century requires its integration with engineering. At UCSD and several other institutions
(e.g., University of Minnesota and University of Pennsylvania) where we have schools of
engineering and medicine, we attempt to achieve this goal by establishing an Institute of
Engineering in Medicine (IEM). The strong collaboration between the faculty and students of
Schools of Medicine and Engineering, as well as the administrative leadership, has contributed to
its success. However, much greater success can be achieved by having an engineering-driven
medical school from its inceplion: This will unite engineering and medicine as one in terms of
the system, the personnel, the culture, and ways of research, education, and clinical practice.
UJUC is particularly welt suited for this novel initiative because your outstanding College of
Engineering with its highly collaborative faculty is prepared to leverage its strengths to establish
a College of Medicine.
In summary, your engineering-driven College of Medicine will undoubtedly set a new paradigm
for our Nation and the World to benefit the health and wellbeing of people.
Best regards,
Sincerely yours,

$hu Chien, M.D., Ph.D.
University Professor of Bioengineering and Medicine
Director, Institute of Engineering in Medicine
Members, National Academies of Science, Engineering, and Medicine
National Medal of Science Laureate, 2011
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Ms. Phyllis Wise
Chancellor, University of illinois at Urbana-Champaign
Swanlund Administration Building
601 East John Street
Champaign, IL 61820
Dear Chancellor Wise,
I am writing this letter in support of the proposal for the University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign to establish a College of Medicine. The interface between medicine, technology,
big data, and engineering is a particularly productive field of research, and a school focused
on training physicians who can function at this interface would be beneficial to the state and
beyond.
At the University of Chicago, we have found that collaborations bertveen the medical
school, the biological sciences division, the Computation Institute, the Institute for
Molecular Engineering, and Argonne and Fermi national laboratories have resulted in
innovative outcomes that have improved health care. I anticipate that similar collaborations
at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign would likewise benefit medical research
and patient care.
I look forward to seeing your plans for a new College of Medicine develop as this project
moves ahead.
Yours sincerely,

RobertJ. Zimmer
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September 22, 2014
Phyllis M. Wise, Ph.D.
Chancellor, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
Swanlund Administrative Building, 607 East John Street
Champaign, IL 61820
Dear Chancellor Wise,
It was dunng the spring that I first became aware of the idea of a uniquely positioned
medical school on the Urbana campus. The concept to bridge the fields of engineering
(a global strength of the Urbana Champaign campus), big data (another tremendous
asset of the Urbana Champaign campus) and medicine in a new medical school in
partnership with Carlo and its health system was novel and energizing in many ways.
The undertaking of a new medical school for the Urbana campus is not inconsequential.
it has potential effects throughout the University of Illinois campuses, most important,
UIC and Its College of Medicine. In addition, mobilizing finances and people to
operationalize a new medical school is a substantive set of tasks that could be very
disruptive to the ongoing operations of a university as successful as UIUC.
So, is the idea compelling enough to pursue? Yes. The integration of different
disciplines Into medical curriculum at this moment in time is propitious as we move into
a transition period In healthcare and healthcare education. A post-Flexnoan era Is
upon us that will require a constancy of medical knowledge combined with curricula that
Incorporate population health management, effective uses of technology, and
contributions from an array of traditionally non-medical scientific areas. Successful
medical education environments that have made iterative changes over the last decade
cannot craft this content anew. It will take a new environment to do so. The validated
excellence of the Urbana Champaign campus’ resources tend credibility to this
disruptive idea, transposing medical education to Indude a breadth of sciences so
critical for success in the heafthcare world of tomorrow.
Nonetheless, it is important to keep a new medical school such as the one proposed
grounded in the realities of healthcare today. The partnership with Carte is thus critical
and benefidal. As a system, Carte has facilities, resources and people that represent
key features of contemporary health systems. Moreover, Carte has a clinical reach to
the state of Illinois through its Health Alliance. The resource base and the uclinicai test”
environment are therefore present to support the launch of a new typo of medical
school,

www.bsd.uchlcage.edu
uchDspltals.edu

5841 S. Maryland Avenue MC 1000 ChIcago, IL 60637
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The ability to successfully address chronic illness on a daily basis1 re-formatting
woridlows for better, more efficient care, using distance technology for patient
interactions, and developing more precise, predictive analytics are real-worid problems
that lie at the core value proposition of a new medical school at UIUC. While
technology and Innovation are essential however, they ate only part of the solution as
we move heafthcare In the US to its next level of development. The focus of a novel
medical school on the Urbana Champaign campus paradoxically allows the University
of Illinois a unique opportunity to celebrate and accelerate its commitment to community
and diversity at UIC. These organizational traits and the social responsibility that
accompanies them are integral to the identity of the Chicago healthcaro campus and the
healthcare services provided by the regional campuses In Rockford and Peoria. And In
areas where that social responsibility interlinks with the biological foundation of the
medical sciences on the UIC campus, the UIC campus has a unique, national
positioning that Is in no way diminished by the establishment of a new medical school In
Urbana.
The challenges of a new professional school ranging from accreditation to resources to
tuition to faculty are self-evident and the rewards projected, not guaranteed. Yet, the
possibilitIes for this new medical school are substantial. It can make a positive impact
almost immediately through its new focus and its “products”, be they students or
research findings. The potential to change part of the national medical education
environment and bring a new view directed to the overall healthcare landscape in the
US is a positive and unique opportunity. And, what better example can you ask of a
land grant university in extending its mission as defined in the first Morlil Act in a novel
way than by teaching “the mechanic arts” in relation to medicine?
I look forward to seeing the progress of this effort.
Sincerely,

Bryan Neil Becker, MD, MMMI FACP, FNKF
Associate Dean, Clinical Affairs and Vice-President, Clinical Integration
University of Chicago Medicine
5841 S. Maryland Avenue MC 1000 I 0-103
Chicago, IL 60637

www.bud.uchlcgo..du
uchopItaIs.du

5841 S Maryland Avenue MC 1000 C1 cgo, IC 60537
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Dear Chancellor Wise,
(thoroughly enjoyed the opportunity to discuss your vision for a new medical school at the
University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign. For over 100 years the template outlined by
Abraham Flexner in his 1910 report served to define the curriculum of American medical
schools. Flexner was much irnpre5sed by the universities in Europe. He pushed for
completion of an undergraduate degree prior to matriculating into medical school. He
proposed a curriculum in which the first two years were dedicated to the basic sciences and
the third and fourth years were for clinical studies. Many second and third rate medical
schools closed as a consequence of his report and many of the schools which adopted his
recommendations succeeded dramatically. However, it has become clear over the past
decade that the Flexnerian model does not adequately prepare students for 21°f century
medicine and healthcare.
Several authors have written about creative innovation or creative disruption required by
the application of new technology and new educational methodologies in medical
education. Your new medical school will contribute significantly to such creativity. It is clear
that many of the most important developments in medicine have incurred at the interface
of disciplines, of which engineering is one of the most important. The genome project could
not have happened without DNA sequencing machines and high performance computing.
When one considers prosthetic hips and knees or heart valves, the interaction between
physicians and engineers has been essential. Healthcare, itself, has become increasingly
focused upon continuous quality improvement, the reduction and or elimination of medical
errors, and greater degrees of efficiency, all of which can be instructed by systems
engineering. Indeed, I have appointed an industrial engineer as the Chancellor’s Health
Fellow in Systems Engineering for the UT System, and we have eleven projects underway
applying these techniques to improving healthcare.
I’m currently involved in the creation two new medical schools, one in South Texas and
another on The University of Texas at Austin campus. In both cases, a major emphasis will
be placed upon interprofessional education and interdisciplinary science.
The University of Texas at Austin has an outstanding School of Engineering, its faculty and
leadership is deeply involved in plans for the medical school curriculum at that campus. The
curriculum is designed for the students who will complete their preclinical work and
clerkships within the first twenty four months of medical school. The third year will then be
an opportunity for pursuing dual degrees and interdisciplinary research programs or special
educational experiences, with the understanding that some students will progress directly
to the fourth year and graduate years in three years.

25

Chancellor Phyllis M. Wise
Page 2
August 19, 2014
Your emphasis upon a medical school with a relatively small student body committed to the
applications of engineering to medicine is very exciting. It will allow a carefully selected
group of students to find the intersections and applications which will improve the delivery
of healthcare. With the use of modern technology, including online education, distance
learning, flip classrooms and hands on laboratory experiences, these students will be
uniquely prepared to impact science and healthcare delivery. I believe that the students
should plan to have clinical experiences beyond medical school Only with some experience
in the care and management of patients will they obtain the full benelit of the
opportunities created by the marriage of engineering and medicine. But I would also hope
that during their residency positions in conjunction with Cane Hospital, there will be
opportunities for students to think creatively about the applications of engineering and
technology to both the care of patients and the systems in which that care has been
delivered.
Congratulations on this great conception. With very best wishes to you and your colleagues
for successful creation of this important enterprise.

erelvp>c

Kenneth I. Shine, MD
Special Advisor to the Chancellor,
The University of Texas System
Immediate Past Executive Vice Chancellor of Health Affairs,
The University of Texas System
Past President, Institute of Medicine, National Academy of Sciences
Dean and Provost for Health Sciences Emeritus, UCLA
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August 7, 2014

Chancellor Phyllis Wise
Office of the Chancellor
Swanlund Administration Building
MC-304
RE:

Creation of a College of Medicine at UIUC

Dear Chancellor Wise,
With this letter I wish to express my enthusiastic support of the proposal to establish a fully autonomous and
accredited college of medicine on our campus.
The establishment of a College of Medicine, reinvented through the proven transformational influence of
quantitative scientific discovery and engineering innovation, is essential to the sustained excellence and
leadership of our top five ranked College of Engineering. For us, the issue is not whether this College of
Medicine will happen on our campus. Rather, how soon. The future can’t wait. And, in our College, faithful to
our land-grant mission, we measure our success by how we define and enable the future.
In our bold plans and aspirations for advancing humanity through the contributions of our faculty and our
students —to the next plateau of weliness and prosperity, revolutionizing weilness and healthcare is the next
major frontier. We have already embarked on this mission through the establishment and aggressive
investment in the future of a young Bioengineering Department and through the targeted growth of our
faculty throughout all disciplinary departments in the College with the engineering expertise and talent
needed to claim leadership at the national and global level in this mission.
—

—

—

We have done it before, We know the recipe. An ambitious and bold vision leads to discoveries and
breakthroughs that light up the promise of success. This is why John Bardeen was recruited to our Campus in
the wake of his groundbreaking discovery of a new way of turning electronic devices on and off. His presence
provided the spark for further groundbreaking discoveries in semiconductor electronics, photonics, and their
integration into computing and communication systems. Most importantly, it led to the conception and
establishment of the curricula to educate, train and inspire the workforce that used these scientific and
engineering breakthroughs to transform our lives through new markets, new products, new conveniences,
new and higher expectations about the future.
We know that scientific discoveries and technological breakthroughs alone are not enough to change the
world. Rather, these discoveries and breakthroughs need to be considered, processed and understood both
by those who will turn them into products and services and those who will use them and benefit from them.
And this is why our Campus needs this College of Medicine, because the future of medicine and humanity’s
improved and more accessible weliness needs to be part of the education and inspiration of all our students.

27

Chancellor Phyllis Wise
August 7, 2014
Page 2 of 2

The College of Engineering stands behind your vision and our Campus’ aspiration to lead in the
transformation of health care research, education and practice. The time is right. We cannot wait. Let’s make
it happen.
Sincerely,

Andreas Cangellaris
Dean and M. E. Van Valkenburg Professor
in Electrical and Computer Engineering
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U
August
Robert A. Easter, Ph.D.
President, University of Illinois
364 Henry Administration Building
506 South Wright Street
Urbana, Illinois 61801
Phone: (217) 333-3070
FAX: (217) 333-3072

26th,

2014

414 Administrative Office Building
1737 West Polk Street
Chicago, Illinois 60612
Phone: (312) 413-9097
FAX: (312) 412-8301

Dear President Easter,
We, the undersigned, unequivocally support the bold and far reaching plans of Chancellor Wise and
Provost Adesida for a new Engineering-based College of Medicine on the UIUC campus. We believe that
this new college is a compelling opportunity for our campus to continue its proud tradition of
breakthroughs in the service of progress, fulfilling its mission as the pre-eminent Land Grant University.
Since medicine, our healthcare systems, and global health are some of the next most Important progress
frontiers for mankind, our unique strength as the vanguard of disruptive innovation through
interdisciplinary research and education compels us to take the lead again in defining and pioneering
the future for engineering-based medicine. In doing so, our Campus would likely have a profound impact
on the University of Illinois, our community, our state, our nation and the world. In the following, we
highlight specific reasons that fuel our enthusiasm and galvanize our support for this ambitious
undertaking at the present time.
•

The last century’s breakthroughs in electronics, imaging, materials, and computing, have put the
convergence of medicine, biology, and engineering on the fast track to conquering the world’s
pressing medical and healthcare challenges. Through our internationally-renowned,
interdisciplinary research culture and our top-ranked College of Engineering, we enjoy the
enviable position of being able to pioneer the technologies and create and teach the knowledge
and processes to understand, manage, prevent and cure disease, and to significantly improve
our quality of life. With the advances in genomics and low cost sequencing, stem cell
engineering, advanced imaging, pervasive and low-cost point-of-care sensors, supercomputing,
and other advances there is no better time to tackle the challenges in health care and
medicine through scholarly advances in engineering and technology.
—

•

The democratization of healthcare delivery, both within the U.S. and around the world, and the
containment of its rising costs are conflicting challenges. We have faced such a conflict before.
Just over sixty years ago, the size of vacuum tube electronics was standing as an insurmountable
hurdle to the dream of computing power at our fingertips. Illinois led the world in overcoming
this conflict through major contributions to semiconductor electronics and photonics research,
computer engineering breakthroughs, and the pioneering of the curricula that educated and
inspired the workforce behind today’s miracle of information technology. Our world-renowned
interdisciplinary culture, built upon the bedrock of the Beckman Institute, the Institute for
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Genomic Biology, the Micro and Nanotechnology Laboratory, the Coordinated Science
Laboratory, the Materials Research Laboratory, and the National Center for Supercomputing
Applications positions us for success in this bold endeavor.
The promise of this frontier of engineering-based healthcare depends on the development of a
new paradigm in the education and training of the health care providers of tomorrow.
Tomorrow’s Physicians must be empowered with the scientific knowledge, engineering
expertise and quantitative skills they will need for putting to good use the means and
engineering sciences available to them to diagnose, treat, prevent and cure disease. A new
medical curriculum is the next educational frontier—the nexus of engineering, medicine, and
biology, one we can, and should, be the first to develop and deliver. Our claim to fame as the
birthplace of the first microelectronics curriculum and the first computer science and
engineering curriculum, demands nothing less of us. To bypass this opportunity is tantamount to
saying we will step to the sidelines and let others exploit our engineering expertise and
innovations to their advantage. For us, this is not an option. We do not follow trends, we set
them.
Leading with a new medical curriculum will help us to further attract to Illinois the diverse
student talent that wants to make a difference in the well-being of others. It will help us and the
Carle Foundation Hospital our committed and capable partner in this new endeavor to
attract the bold and daring physicians and medical researchers, engineering scholars and
entrepreneurs who want to ride the wave of change in technology-enabled medicine. Their
presence here will expedite the growth of the translational research enterprise, thus nucleating
an ecosystem that will complement the vibrancy and strength of Chicago’s excellent healthcare
and business sector. Moreover, these efforts will drive novel solutions to healthcare, addressing
one of the critical problems of the day and help our state towards becoming the “Medical
Prairie” of the 21st century.
—

—

We have done it before and we can do it again. We are proud to be part of a land grant institution that
faithful to its mission educates and innovates in the service of progress that touches and influences
everyone. We know how to leverage the incredible breadth of our educational fabric to contribute to
the new ideas, new opportunities and new technologies that our faculty and our students bring to life.

—

—

The time is now to tackle the challenges in health care and medicine with biologically informed
engineering and technology, and we are one of the handful of academic institutions in the world that
possess the culture, drive, and momentum to lead this new frontier. Our support of the proposed new
College of Medicine on the Urbana campus is bolstered by our Campus’ can-do attitude and relies upon
the power of our autonomy as a campus to pursue those endeavors that will maintain our preeminence
in the twin pursuits of labor and learning. Our preeminence hinges on our ability to lead this next
frontier of innovation. Engineering-based medicine is our mandate.
With respects,
Names of Signatories Below

cc: Chancellor Phyllis Wise, Provost llesanmi Adesida

30

Names of Signatories

Tamer Basar
Swanlund Endowed Chair and
CAS Professor of Electrical and Computer Engineering
Rashid Bashir
Abel Bliss Professor of Engineering
Head, Department of Bioengineering
Rohit Bhargava
Professor of Bioengineering
Bliss Faculty Scholar
Stephen A. Boppart
Abel Bliss Professor, Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering and Bloengineering
Beckman Institute for Advanced Science and Engineering
David Cahill
Donald Biggar Willett Professor of Engineering
Head, Department of Materials Science and Engineering
Roy Campbell
Sohaib and Sara Abbasi Professor of Computer Science
Andreas C. Cangellaris
Dean, College of Engineering
M.E. Van Valkenburg Professor
Neal J. Cohen
Professor, Department of Psychology, Neuroscience Program, and Beckman Institute
Director, Interdisciplinary Health Sciences Initiative flHSl) and Center for Nutrition, Learning, and
Memory (CNLM)
Brian Cunningham
Professor of Electrical and Computer Engineering and Bioengineering
Interim Director of the Micro and Nanotechnology Laboratory
Evan DeLucia
6. William Arends Professor of Biology
Director, Institute for Sustainability, Energy, and Environment
Lizanne DeStefano
Director, Illinois Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics Initiative (I-STEM)
Fox Family Professor of Education and Professor of Educational Psychology
J.G. Eden
Gilmore Family Endowed Professor of Electrical and Computer Engineering
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John G. Georgiadis, Ph.D.
Richard W. Kritzer Professor
Mechanical Science and Engineering and Bioengineering
Nigel Goldenfeld
Swanlund Endowed Chair
Center far Advanced Study Professor in Physics
Martha Gillette
Center for Advanced Study Professor
Cell & Developmental Biology Alumni Professor
Professor Cell & Developmental Biology, Molecular & Integrative Physiology, Bioengineering,
Neuroscience Program
Taekjip Ha
Gutgsell Professor of Physics
Investigator, Howard Hughes Medical Institute
K. Jimmy Hsia
W. Grafton and Lillian B. Wilkins Professor, Department of Mechanical Science and Engineering and
Bloengineering
Wen-Mei W. Hwu
Sanders-AMD Chair
Professor of Electrical and Computer Engineering
Michael Insana
Donald Biggar Willett Professor of Engineering
Professor of Bioengineering
Ravishankar K. lyer
George and Ann Fisher Distinguished Professor of Engineering
Professor of Electrical and Computer Engineering
John A. Katzenellenbogen
Research Professor of Chemistry
Swanlund Professor of Chemistry, Emeritus
Paul Kenis
Lycan Professor
Head, Chemical and Biomolecular Engineering
Art Kramer
Director of the Beckman Institute
Swanlund Endowed Chair, Professor of Psychology
Zhi-Pei Liang
Franklin W. Woeltge Professor of Electrical and Computer Engineering
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Co-chair, Integrative Imaging Theme, Beckman Institute
GayY. Miller
Professor of Epidemiology and Preventive Medicine
Adjunct Professor of Agricultural and Consumer Economics
Michael S. Moore
Charles R. Walgreen, Jr. Chair
Professor of Law and Philosophy, and Center for Advanced Studies
Rakesh Nagi
Donald Biggar WiIlett Professor of Engineering
Head, Industrial and Enterprise Systems Engineering
Kiara Nahrstedt
Acting Director of Coordinated Science Lab
Ralph and Catherine Fisher Professor of Computer Science
William D. O’Brien, Jr.
Director, Bloacoustics Research Laboratory
Professor Emeritus
Gene Robinson
Director, Institute for Genomic Biology
Swanfund Chair of Entomology
John Rogers
Swan lund Endowed Chair
Professor of Materials Science and Engineering
Rob Rutenbar
Abel Bliss Professor of Engineering
Head, Department of Computer Science
Taher Saif
Gutgsell Professor of Mechanical Science and Engineering
William H. Sanders
Donald Biggar Willett Professor of Engineering
Head, Electrical and Computer Engineering
Peter Sauer
W.W. Grainger Chair
Professor of Electrical and Computer Engineering
Jun S. Song
Founder Professor of Bioengineering and Physics
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Dale i. Van Harlingen
Donald Biggar Willett Professor of Physics and Engineering
Head, Department of Physics
Tandy Warnow
Founder Professor of Bioengineering and Computer Science
Bryan A. White
Professor and Director, Mayo Clinic/University of Illinois Strategic Alliance for Technology-Based
Healthcare

Scott White
Donald Biggar Willett Professor of Engineering
Professor of Aerospace Engineering
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UNIVERSITY Of ILLINOIS
AT URBANA-CHAMPAIGN
University Library
Office of Dean of Libraries
and University Librarian
230 Main Libraiy, MC-522
1408 West Gregory Drive
Urbana, tL 61801

December 16, 2014

Chancellor Phyllis Wise
Swanlund Administration Building
MC-304
Dear Dr. Wise:
I was briefed last week regarding the plans for the proposed College of Medicine and its
academic programs. Based on that briefing, including details of the budget and related
discussions, I am pleased to inform you that I am confident that the library materials and
services planned for the College of Medicine will create a meaningfiil basis for the College’s
library needs and will ensure successful accreditation.
Building on our current outstanding University Library collections and services, the proposed
resources will allow us to create first-class research library services for the College. Those
services will also provide the foundation necessary for the University to assess the ongoing
needs of what will surely be a unique and leading medical college.
If additional services or materials are required as the program develops, I will be happy to
work with the proposed College’s leadership and campus administration to plan around those
requirements.
S cerely,

Jo P. Wilidn
J ita I. and Robert E. Simpson
ean of Libraries and University Librarian
c:

Normand Paquin
Thomas Teper

telephone 217-333-0790 .ftzz 217-244-4358
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January 22, 2015
To:

Roy Campbell, Chair
Senate Executive Committee

From: Michael J. Sandretto, Chair
Senate Committee on the Budget
Re:

Business Plan to Establish a New College of Medicine in Urbana-Champaign

Dear Professor Campbell:
In your letter of October 28, 2014, you asked the Senate Committee on the Budget to review the business
plan for the proposed College of Medicine on the Urbana Campus. In November 2014, we thoroughly
reviewed the Business Plan for the proposed College of Medicine (CoM) and a more detailed set of
financial projections. At the time, while we found the finances of the CoM to be generally sound, we
identified a number of concerns. In particular, we felt there was a need for a detailed analysis of the risks
involved in the venture, which would identify potential risks, discuss how they can be mitigated and/or
managed, and show that the basic financial plan remains essentially sound even under adverse conditions.
In response to these concerns, the CoM project team and Urbana Campus administration produced a
detailed Risk Scenario Analysis, which integrated and addressed our concerns. As a result, we believe
both the Budget Committee members and members of the Urbana Campus administration have better
understanding of the revenues and costs associated with a medical school, with the risks involved, and the
economics and economic environment of both private and public medical schools.
At this point, the Senate Budget Committee believes that the financial plan for the proposed CoM,
consisting of the Business Plan as modified by the Risk Scenario Analysis, is sufficiently sound to move
forward (under appropriate continued supervision as described below) and that the three particular
elements of your charge letter have been satisfied. Namely, the financial plan for the proposed CoM is:
(1) thorough in identifying projected expense items and potential sources of revenue for the proposed
new College of Medicine, (2) consistent with commitments made to (i) not request any new General
Revenue Funds be directed to the operation of the new College of Medicine, and (ii) not require the
diversion of resources from other colleges, and (3) provides for reasonable and sufficient revenues and
investments to address the expenses that can be anticipated for the College.
We believe that the proposed CoM represents an excellent opportunity for the campus to create an
innovative program of teaching and research that will make a positive and significant contribution to the
overall mission of the Campus and the University. Understanding that a final budget will be developed by
the founding dean of the college and the initial college faculty and that this budget will be subject to
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appropriate reviews throughout the process, the Senate Budget Committee endorses the preliminary
financial plans for the proposed CoM.
Because the Business Plan makes projections for ten years, there can be no assurance that the College of
Medicine will never require a diversion of resources from other colleges or will never request any new
General Revenue Funds. However, we believe the risks are small and any shortfalls at the College of
Medicine will not be large. In addition, the allocation of tuition revenue from the College of Medicine to
Urbana Campus administration and University Administration (UA) will help cover some fixed costs, which
will provide a benefit to other colleges at the Urbana Campus.
The Budget Committee expresses its appreciation for the CoM project team’s responsiveness to our
concerns. The process was constructive, and we believe that the soundness and thoroughness of the
financial plan for the CoM improved significantly as a result.
In general, the Risk Scenario Analysis shows that the basic financial soundness of the CoM, as summarized
by the 10-year cumulative surplus/deficit of the College, remains sound even if net tuition is lower than
expected, employee benefit costs are shifted to the Campus, fundraising is not as successful as planned,
or research grant activity is lower than expected. Even under adverse conditions, including multiple
negative shocks, CoM’s basic finances remain sound. This is due largely to the fact that Carle’s contribution
to the venture, equal to about a third of projected expenses over the 10 year planning horizon, is
contractually locked in and provides a very low risk buffer against shocks to other revenue and expense
items.
A more detailed breakdown of our current analysis of the original Business Plan, as amended by Risk
Scenario Analysis, follows.
1. The Risk Scenario Analysis adequately addresses our initial concern that the original Business Plan
allocated no tuition revenue to either Urbana Campus administration or University Administration
(UA). The new analysis does allocate what we believe are appropriate percentages of revenue to
those units.
2. The Risk Scenario Analysis makes appropriate adjustments with regard to the use of student
activity fees and health insurance fees, which were previously assumed to be fully retained by the
College of Medicine.
3. Although we continue to believe that tuition for both resident and non-resident students is high
compared with tuition rates at our expected peers, this concern is partially offset by the Risk
Scenario Analysis, which shows that CoM’s finances remain basically sound even if 30% of tuition
goes uncollected (for fellowships and waivers). However, little is known about the size of the
discounts offered by our competitors. Importantly, we also note there is a five percent (5%)
expense cushion in the Risk Scenario Analysis further address this concern. There is enough
demand for medical school that quantity alone is not a major concern. This mitigates the risk to
CoM’s finances, but raises countervailing risk that the quality of the students may not be as high
as desired. We believe that the level of tuition and attracting high-quality students at those prices
remain significant concerns, and we urge the project team and founding dean to be particularly
cognizant of these issues as planning continues.
4. The new Risk Scenario Analysis explicitly considers the possibility that the State of Illinois might
transfer some benefit costs to the University and shows that the financial plan remains basically
sound in this case. This adequately addresses our previous concern.
5. The Risk Scenario Analysis addresses the prior concern about fundraising, and indicates that a
nominal shortfall can be addressed. We also note that Carle has agreed to expend considerable
resources on fundraising on the proposed College of Medicine, since it will be a joint College of
Medicine with the University of Illinois and Carle.
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6. We previously noted that facility costs are minimal because the Business Plan proposes to use
existing resources. Although facilities cost will increase if the CoM moves into its own space, this
may be addressed through fundraising and we do not consider it to be a significant concern except
to note that it will represent additional fundraising beyond what is specified in the current
financial plans.
7. The Business Plan does not include costs for liability insurance. The US Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) provides some liability protection for clinical trials, but there is still risk that
will need to be managed going forward. This risk is easy to manage, and we mention it here merely
as a point of information.
8. Carle agreed in a memorandum of understanding to cover half of all operating losses, which
significantly reduces risk to the University of Illinois and the Urbana Campus. It is essential that
the actual contract (termed ‘Definitive Agreements’) that commits Carle to cover half of operating
losses clearly state how revenues and expenses will be allocated between the proposed College
of Medicine, Urbana Campus administration, and University Administration (UA).
The Business plan also projected high but speculative benefits to the community. It is difficult to quantify
these benefits with any degree of certainty. However, we do believe a College of Medicine at the Urbana
Campus, in conjunction with Carle, would develop into a world-class medical school. That would provide
significant economic and social benefit to the community. It also would add prestige to the Urbana Campus
and address the issue that we are the only one of our peer institutions without a College of Medicine and
that this lack is negatively affecting our ability to continue to excel in related disciplines such as
bioengineering. In addition, we believe that at the same time it directly contributes to our academic
mission. A new College of Medicine would provide significant benefits to the Campus as a whole, including
new funding opportunities for many current Urbana Campus departments and faculty members.
In summary, the Senate Budget Committee believes the establishment of a new College of Medicine is
an excellent opportunity and we endorse the Business Plan, as modified by the Risk Scenario Analysis.
SENATE COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET
Michael J. Sandretto, Chair
Yousif Ali
Deming Chen
Sally Jackson
Angela Lyons
Nolan Miller
Shuxin Zhang
Vicky Gress, ex officio
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Miller, Gay Y
Roether, Jenny
FW: USSP statement on January 12 EdPOL COM proposal
Friday, January 23, 2015 10:42:20 AM

To include with other COM letters in the appendix of EP.15.33.
Gay Miller
Gay Y. Miller, DVM, PhD
Professor, Epidemiology and Preventive Medicine
Adjunct Professor, Agricultural and Consumer Economics
2001 S Lincoln Ave
Veterinary Medicine Basic Science Building
Urbana, IL 61802
Phone: 217-244-3090
FAX:   217-244-7421
Email: GYMiller@illinois.edu
URL: http://vetmed.illinois.edu/~gymiller/
-----Original Message----From: Maher, William J
Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2015 10:09 PM
To: Miller, Gay Y
Cc: Paquin, Normand; Miller, Frances A
Subject: USSP statement on January 12 EdPOL COM proposal
Gay:
On January 12, Norman Paquin passed on to me the then current version (December 22) of the proposal for the
establishment of a UIUC College of Medicine. At that time, he noted that your committee would be holding a
meeting and presumably a vote on the proposal on January 26, and he asked for USSP to convene a special meeting
so USSP could weigh in on the governance aspects of the proposal.
I noted that because of an action USSP considered at its December 10 meeting and formally affirmed at its January 7
meeting, we did not need to have a special meeting. At those meeetings, USSP considered a resolution I had
drafted in the event that USSP be later called upon to opine on the matter of UIUC COM and governance.
However, since USSP did have a regularly scheduled meeting today, I again called the text of the resolution to the
attention of the USSP and the consensus was that the previously approved resolution was its formal position on the
governance aspects of the COM. The text of the resolution
is:
"Whereas the nature of governance documents and the history and culture of USSP and the Senate suggest that we
can only make a statement of approval of governance provisions after there are rather specific drafts available for
our examination and discussion; and
Whereas insofar as the Statutes (Article II, Section 3, b) indicate that unit bylaws are to be established by the unit's
faculty, such documents are possible to draft once there is actual progress on establishment of a college, especially
one involving a complex cooperative agreement with an external partner; and
Whereas USSP has had very fruitful and collaborative discussions with the COM planners about governance issues;
and
Whereas those consultations have resulted in a commitment by the planners to return to USSP with further
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documents addressing issues raised to date.
Therefore, be it resolved that USSP is willing to indicate our support of the creation of the UIUC College of
Medicine based on the confidence we have in the commitment the COM planners have made to continue to engage
the USSP and the Senate in the creation of the necessary governance and policy documents. On this basis, we do
not see any current governance barriers to the Senate approving the creation of the college as per Statutes Article
VIII, Section 3 c, and we look forward to continued work on governance with the College's planners."
--------------end of text of the resolution.----------------- I also wish to note that USSP took exception to one point in
the December
22 text of EP 15.33. That is, the fourth bullet on page 5, reads: "New College faculty members are appointed and
develop and propose unit Bylaws consistent with the University Statutes, to be approved by the Office of the
Provost;"
Insofar as the Statutes and General Rules provide no limits on the creation of bylaws other than their being
established by the faculty and being consistent with the Statutes and specific BOT actions, USSP believes this
bullet should end after the word "Statutes."
A phone call I had with Normand last week indicated that the deletion of the unnecessary words in this bullet could
be done. With that change, USSP can support the statement.
William J. Maher                                University Archivist
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
Room 19 Library                                 1408 W. Gregory
Urbana, IL 61801
Phone: 217 333-0798                           Fax:    217 333-68
E-mail: w-maher@illinois.edu

--This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus protection is active.
http://www.avast.com
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UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
AT URBANA-CHAMPAIGN

EP.15.33

Office of the Provost and Vice Chancellor
for Academic Affairs
Swanlund Administration Building
601 East John Street
Champaign, IL 61820

December 22, 2014
Gay Miller, Chair
Senate Committee on Educational Policy
Office of the Senate
228 English Building, MC-461
Dear Professor Miller:
Enclosed is a copy of a proposal from the Chancellor to establish a College of Medicine in
Partnership with Carle Health System.
Sincerely,

ti
Kristi A. Kuntz
Associate Provost
Enclosures
c:

I. Adesida
R. Alston
N. Paquin
P. Wise

telephone (217) 333-6677 .fax (217) 244-5639
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SP.15.12
February 9, 2015
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE
University Statutes and Senate Procedures
(Final; Action)
SP.15.12

Proposed Revisions to the Bylaws, Part D.18 – Committee on University Statutes
and Senate Procedures

BACKGROUND
The parliamentarians are selected to advise the presiding officer of the Senate. The current
language allows only members of the faculty electorate to be appointed and serve in this
capacity. In recent years there has been a dwindling number of faculty available for this
assignment. Allowing other members of the Senate electorate to serve as parliamentarians will
increase the number of individuals available to serve which in turn will help the Senate operate
smoothly.
RECOMMENDATION
The Senate Committee on University Statutes and Senate Procedures recommends approval of
the following revisions to the Bylaws, Part D.18. Text to be added is underscored and text to be
deleted is indicated by strikeout (e.g., sample text for deletion).
PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE BYLAWS, PART D.18
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

18. Committee on University Statutes and Senate Procedures
(a) Duties
The Committee shall:
1. Review the form of proposed amendments to the University Statutes, to the General
Rules Concerning University Organization and Procedure, and to the Senate
Constitution and Bylaws, and assure that substantive review of such proposals is made
by the other appropriate Senate committees;
2. Regularly review Senate procedures and make appropriate recommendations to the
Senate;
3. Review interpretations of the Statutes made by the Chancellor or the President of the
University and advise the Senate on any need for revisions to the Statutes that may be
necessary as a result of these interpretations;
4. Provide legislative history and commentary on specific sections of the Statutes in
response to requests from the Senate Executive Committee or from the Senate’s
constituency;
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22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

5. Appoint at least two parliamentarians, who shall be members of the faculty Senate
electorate, to advise the presiding officer at Senate meetings on matters of
parliamentary procedure; and
6. Supervise and conduct all nominations and elections of senators, including:
determination of faculty voting units and of student election units; allocation of
senatorial seats among faculty voting units and among student election units; ruling on
questions of eligibility; generally ensuring that nominations and elections are
conducted in accordance with rules and procedures that it shall devise; and certifying
election results.
(b) Membership
The Committee shall consist of:
1. Five faculty members,
2. One academic professional member,
3. Two students,
4. One designee of the Chancellor (ex officio), and
5. The Clerk of the Senate or the Clerk’s designee (ex officio).

UNIVERSITY STATUTES AND SENATE PROCEDURES
William Maher, Chair
H. George Friedman
Wendy Harris
Scott Jacobs
Calvin Lear
Anna-Maria Marshall
Mark Roszkowski
Cheyenne Wu
Sandy Jones, Ex officio (designee)
Jenny Roether, Ex officio
Dedra Williams, Observer
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SP.15.13
February 9, 2015
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE
Committee on University Statutes and Senate Procedures
(Final; Action)
SP.15.13

General Revisions to the Statutes Motions #4 and #5

BACKGROUND
In August 2012, the Governance, Personnel, and Ethics Committee of the Board of Trustees requested an
overall review of the University Statutes. The Board authorized an ad hoc committee to conduct this review.
That committee consisted of faculty from all three campuses, as well as various University administrators.
The Statutes and Governance subcommittee of the University Senates Conference (USC) also participated in
the review process. The Board’s committee on Governance, Personnel, and Ethics reviewed the proposed
changes, and this October, asked USC to seek the approval of the changes from the campus senates. At the
October 20, 2014 Senate meeting, item UC.15.03 communicated a redline/strikeout version of the Statutes for
consideration. To correct for a clerical error, the Senate Committee on University Statutes and Senate
Procedures (USSP) was later provided with an October 24, 2014 updated version of the proposed revisions.
As mandated by the Bylaws of the Urbana-Champaign Senate, USSP has conducted its own review of these
recommended revisions, prior to their being submitted to the Senate to vote on its advice to the Board, as
provided by Article XIII, Section 8 b of the Statutes. The suggested changes are extensive, affecting every
Article of the Statutes. Some of them are simply editorial adjustments, clarifying ambiguous language, for
example, but some proposals would make more substantive changes.
In the course of its review, USSP found the vast majority of the changes to be appropriate and advisable, but it
had specific concerns about some of the proposed changes, and these are identified with this motion. In a
similar vein, at the December 8, 2014 Senate meeting, USSP presented its recommendations on the first two
batches of proposed revisions.
For the Senate to consider these amendments in an orderly way, USSP will offer several resolutions covering
different sections of the revisions. Because of the extent of the changes being proposed, USSP has not yet
completed its review of all of the proposed changes. However, to ensure progress, it wishes to bring those
sections which it has readied for action to the Senate for discussion and action, and USSP has now completed
work on the fourth and fifth batches of the changes. The committee intends to report to the Senate in several
additional motions, asking for votes batch by batch over the next few Senate meetings. At the end of the
process, the USSP or the Senate may return to any earlier batches if issues in the later ones would affect the
content of earlier ones.
Attached is the text of the Statutes related to this portion of the review with redline/strikeout markings to
illustrate the revisions emerging from the Board of Trustees review and below are USSP’s recommendations
for action to be taken by the Senate.
RECOMMENDATION ONE
The Senate Committee on University Statutes and Senate Procedures recommends approval, subject to any
later amendments that may be necessary, of the revisions to the University Statutes as contained in Motion 4
(lines 336-403, i.e., Article II, Section 4 [Faculty Advisory Committee]) with the exceptions identified below.
For these exceptions, we note the Board’s proposed change, followed by USSP’s recommendation. USSP has
consulted with FAC on these revisions, and FAC concurs with the USSP

recommendations. Text to be added is underscored and text to be deleted is indicated by strikeout
(e.g., sample text for deletion).
1.
Lines 346 and 350: Delete “these” and replace with “its.” The Faculty Advisory Committee
(FAC) expressed concern that the proposed use of “these” seems to restrict the committee’s functions,
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investigations, and deliberations to only those that originate outside of FAC, which would be
inconsistent with FAC practice.
2.
Line 378: USSP recommends deleting “rules of procedure” and replacing it with “articles of
procedure.”
3.
Line 380: On the advice of FAC, USSP recommends the insertion of the following new
sentence: “The committee shall define, in its articles of procedure, the size of its membership and a
method for filling vacancies that occur between regular elections.”
4.
Lines 383-386: USSP recommends minor revisions in wording and the insertion of an
additional sentence to read: “The committee shall report on the broad nature of its activities and
recommendations to the senate and the faculty as it deems appropriate, but at least once a year. These
reports shall maintain the confidentiality of individual personnel cases. Confidential reports of
findings from individual cases may be conveyed to unit executive officers, to deans, to the provost, to
the chancellor/vice president, and/or to the president, as appropriate to the nature of the case.” USSP
agrees with FAC’s practice that while it treats the details of the cases it handles as confidential, as a
practical matter, when it is making recommendations to resolve disputes and grievances, the resolution
often cannot proceed without substantive reporting to the parties involved.

RECOMMENDATION TWO
The Senate Committee on University Statutes and Senate Procedures recommends approval, subject to any
later amendments that may be necessary, of the revisions to the University Statutes as contained in Motion 5
(lines 406-804, i.e., Article II, Section 5 through Article IV, Section 4) with the exceptions identified below.
For these exceptions, we note the Board’s proposed change, followed by USSP’s recommendation. Text to be
added is underscored and text to be deleted is indicated by strikeout (e.g., sample text for deletion).
1.
Line 505 [re the college Executive Committee]: USSP expresses a continued objection to this
revision which would make it possible for the college faculty to amend the college bylaws so as to
undercut the scope of the authority and responsibility of the college executive committee to “advise
the dean on the formulation and execution of college policies.” This would seem to be the essence of
the duty and authority of the college executive committee.
2.
Line 675: USSP suggests the insertion of an additional sentence at the end of Section 1(c):
“A reorganization of a department from a chair to a head or a head to a chair may be accomplished
only by Section 4 of this Article.” This is to make clear the purpose of Section 4; see below.
3.
Lines 791-804 [re Article IV, Section 4]: The rationale provided states that the section was
recommended for deletion because it conflicts with Article VIII, Section 4. USSP notes that there is
no such conflict because lines 793-804 refer only to changes of department organization from chair to
head or from head to chair. That type of a change is not covered in Article VIII. USSP therefore
recommends retaining the text in lines 793-804 as it presently exists in the Statutes. The addition to
Section 1(c) recommended above should clarify this point.
UNIVERSITY STATUTES AND SENATE PROCEDURES
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a unit may grant specified faculty privileges to selected faculty of other units. The bylaws may
also grant specified faculty privileges to members of the academic staff of the unit or of other
units who are not included in subsection 1 above (i.e., neither tenured nor receiving probationary
credit toward tenure), and who have the rank or title of professor, associate professor, assistant
professor, instructor, or lecturer. The bylaws may also grant specified faculty privileges to
members of the academic staff of the unit or of other units who have the rank or title of
professor, associate professor, assistant professor, instructor, or lecturer modified by the terms
“research,” “adjunct,” “clinical,” “visiting” and/or “emeritus” (e.g., “research professor,”
“adjunct assistant professor,” “clinical associate professor,” “visiting professor”). Only
academic staff with titles listed above may be extended faculty privileges. Voting on these
provisions of the bylaws is limited to those named in subsection (1) above.

336
337
338
339
340
341
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343
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Section 4.

b.
As the responsible body in the teaching, research, and scholarly activities of the
University, the faculty, both tenure-track and non-tenure-track, have has inherent interests and
rights in academic policy and governance; however, these interests and rights are not identical,
and the status of tenure-track faculty grants them a distinct governance role. Each college or
other academic unit shall be governed in its internal administration by its tenure-track faculty, as
defined in Section 3a (1) above, with additional unit governance privileges for non-tenure-track
faculty as may be explicitly provided under Section 3a (3) above. Governance of each academic
unit shall be based on unit bylaws established and amended by the tenure-track faculty of that
unit, which may include specific unit governance privileges designated in the bylaws for nontenure-track faculty. The bylaws shall provide for the administrative organization and procedure
of the unit, including the composition and tenure of executive or advisory committees, . Eexcept
that they may not conflict with these Statutes, or other specific actions of the Board of Trustees,
or with the bylaws of a unit which encompasses it, the details of the bylaws are left to the faculty
of the unit.
Rationale: This section was revised to reflect the current functions of the Faculty Advisory
Committees (FACs) on the campuses where they are active. It was also reorganized in
order to explain all aspects of the FAC’s function first, and then to describe its operation.
Finally, details about the precise composition of the committee on each campus were
deleted, to allow the campuses to set their own policies, except for two general provisions:
that the FAC not include those holding administrative posts (the definition of such having
been refined to specify those who are likely to be in a supervisory position over potential
grievants); and that no more than two members of the FAC may belong to the same
college.

Faculty Advisory Committee

At each campus the faculty shall elect a Faculty Advisory Committee, which shall
provide a means for the orderly voicing of grievances or related concerns about the governance
and procedures of academic or administrative campus units. A member of the academic staff or
a retired member shall be entitled to a conference with the committee or with any member of it
on any matter properly within the purview of the committee. Academic employees who are
members of the Professional Advisory Committee electorate shall use the procedures outlined in
Section 5 of Article II. In addition, the committee may make confidential reports on personnel
matters at the request of the provost, the chancellor/vice-president, or the president. In
8
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performing these functions, the committee shall make such investigations and hold such
consultations as it may deem to be in the best interest of the campus.
The committee may also make recommendations for changes to campus policies based on
these investigations and deliberations.Faculty advice and recommendations on University
governance are traditionally provided to the administration through standing and ad hoc
committees and representation in the senate. In addition, at each campus the faculty shall elect a
Faculty Advisory Committee. The committee shall consist of nine faculty members on the
Chicago and Urbana-Champaign campuses, three of whom shall be elected each year. The
committee shall consist of seven faculty members on the Springfield campus, two of whom shall
be elected each year and the seventh every third year. The three-year terms will commence on
the first day of the academic year following the election.
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Each campus senate shall determine eligibility for membership on the Faculty Advisory
Committee for its campus from among the members of the Faculty Advisory Committee
electorate, except that those who hold administrative appointments at the level of department
chair/head or above shall not be eligible for membership. excluding those who hold
administrative appointments. Any eligible person may be nominated as a committee member by
a petition signed by three members of the electorate and filed with the clerk or secretary of the
senate. The deadline for filing shall be set by each campus senate. The clerk or secretary of the
senate shall conduct the election as soon as possible thereafter. The eligible nominees for the
number of seats to be filled receiving the highest number of votes shall be declared elected. If
vacancies arise between regular elections, the eligible nominee with the next highest number of
votes at the most recent election shall be declared a member of the committee. In the absence of
any such nominee willing and able to serve, the vacancy shall be filled at the next regular
election.
No more than two members of the committee may hold paid appointments in the same
college or in the same unit organized independently of a college.
The committee shall elect its own chair at its first meeting of each academic year. The
committee shall adopt its rules of procedure, copies whereof shall be sent to all members of the
academic staff (as defined in Article IX, Sections 4a and 3c) and to the chancellor/vice president
and the president. The committee shall make such reports to the chancellor/vice president, the
president, the senate, and the faculty as it deems appropriate at least once a year.
The committee shall report on its activities and recommendations to the senate and the
faculty as it deems appropriate, but at least once a year. These reports shall maintain the
confidentiality of individual personnel cases, but may describe the broad nature of cases
presented to it.The committees shall provide for the orderly voicing of suggestions for the good
of the University, afford added recourse for the consideration of grievances, and furnish a
channel for direct and concerted communication between the academic staff (as defined in
Article IX, Sections 4a and 3c) and the administrative officers of the University, its colleges,
schools, institutes, divisions, and other administrative units on matters of interest or concern to
the academic staff (as defined in Article IX, Sections 4a and 3c) or any member of it. Academic
staff members who are members of the Professional Advisory Committee electorate shall use the
procedures outlined in Section 5 of Article II.
In performing its functions, the committee upon the request of the chancellor/vice
president, the president, or any member of the academic staff (as defined in Article IX, Sections
4a and 3c), or upon its own initiative shall make such investigations and hold such consultations
as it may deem to be in the best interest of the University. A member of the academic staff (as
defined in Article IX, Sections 4a and 3c), or upon its own initiative shall make such
investigations and hold such consultations as it may deem to be in the best interest of the
University. A member of the academic staff (as defined in Article IX, Sections 4a and 3c) or a
retired member shall be entitled to a conference with the committee or with any member of it on
any matter properly within the purview of the committee.
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Section 5.

At each campus, the academic professional staff whose appointments as academic
professionals require at least 50 percent (50%) of full-time service shall elect a professional
advisory committee. The academic professional staff consists of those staff members on
academic appointment whose positions have been designated by the president and the
chancellor/vice president as meeting specialized administrative, professional, or technical needs
in accordance with Article IX, Sections 3a, 3c, and 4a.
Any member of the professional advisory committee electorate shall be eligible for
membership. University-level administration staff shall be members of the electorate of the
campus at which their principal office is located. Each chancellor/vice president (or the
president in the case of university-level administration staff members) after consultation with the
body may identify senior administrative officers to be excluded from the electorate.
Bylaws and articles of procedure covering such matters as name of the body, nomination
and election of members and officers, size of the body, and terms of office shall be developed at
each campus and after approval by the chancellor/vice president made available to the members
of the electorate.
The body shall provide for the orderly voicing of suggestions for the good of the
Universitycampus, afford added recourse for the consideration of grievances, and furnish a
channel for direct and concerted communication between the academic professional staff and the
administrative officers of the Universitycampus, its colleges, schools, institutes, divisions, and
other administrative units on matters of interest or concern to the academic professional staff or
any member of it. The body shall report to the chancellor/vice president, the president, and the
academic professional staff at least once a year.
In performing its functions, the body upon the request of the chancellor/vice president,
the president, or any member of the academic professional staff, or upon its own initiative shall
make such investigations and hold such consultations as it may deem to be in the best interest of
the Universitycampus. Any member or retired member of the academic professional staff shall
be entitled to a conference with the body or with any member of it on any matter properly within
the purview of the body.

ARTICLE III.

443
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Professional Advisory Committee

Section 1.

CAMPUSES, COLLEGES, AND SIMILAR
CAMPUS UNITS
The Campus

a.
The campus is the largest educational and administrative group. It is composed of
colleges, schools, institutes, and other educational units in conjunction with administrative and
service organizations.
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b.
The legislative body for the campus shall be the campus senate, as provided in
Article II, Section 1.
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Section 2.

c.
The transfer of any line of work or any part thereof from one campus to another
shall be made on the recommendation of the senates and chancellors/vice presidents of the
campuses involved, the University Senates Conference, and the president upon approval by the
Board of Trustees.
d.
The chancellor/vice president, under the direction of the president, shall be the
chief executive officer of the campus, as provided in Article I, Section 5.
e.
At each campus, Tthere shall be a provost and vice chancellor for academic affairs
or equivalent officer at each campus who shall bewho will serve as the chief academic officer
under the chancellor/vice president for each campus and who will serve as chief executive officer
in the absence of the chancellor/vice president.
f.
There may be additional vice chancellors with campus-wide responsibilities and
other administrative officers with responsibilities and duties as delegated by the chancellor/vice
president.
g.
Vice chancellors shall be appointed annually by the Board of Trustees on the
recommendation of the chancellor/vice president and with the concurrence of the president. The
chancellor/vice president shall on the occasion of each appointment seek the advice of the
executive committee of the campus senate. The executive committee may seek the counsel of
other campus bodies in preparing its advice.

The College

a.
The college is an educational and administrative group comprised of departments
and other units with common educational interests.
b.
The faculty of a college shall be constituted as specified in Article II,
Section 3a (1). The college shall be governed in its internal administration by its faculty under
bylaws established by the faculty, as specified in Article II, Section 3b.
c.
Subject to the jurisdiction of the senates as provided in Article II, Section 1, the
college shall have jurisdiction in all educational matters falling within the scope of its programs,
including the determination of its curricula, except that proposals which involve budgetary
changes shall become effective only whenare subject to the approval of the chancellor/vice
president has approved them. The college has the fullest measure of autonomy consistent with
the maintenance of general university educational policy and correct academic and
administrative relations with other divisions of the University. In questions of doubt concerning
the proper limits of this autonomy between the college and the senate, the college shall be
entitled to appeal to the chancellor/vice president for a ruling.
d.
The transfer of any line of work or any part thereof to or from a college or to or
from some other educational or administrative group within a campus shall be made on the
12
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recommendation of the appropriate senate and the chancellor/vice president and on approval of
the president.
e.

The faculty of a college shall elect its secretary and committees.

f.
An executive committee of two or more members elected annually by and from the
faculty of the college by secret written ballot shall be the primary advisory committee to the dean
of the college. Unless otherwise provided by the faculty of the college, it It shall advise the dean
on the formulation and execution of college policies and unless otherwise provided by the faculty
of the college on appointments, reappointments, nonreappointments, and promotions and. It shall
also transact such business as may be delegated to it by the faculty. The faculty may determine
the size of its executive committee and may choose to elect its members for two- or three-year
staggered terms. Not more than one-half of the membership of the executive committee shall be
from one department or comparable teaching unit of the college. The dean is ex officio a
member and chair of the committee. While the executive committee is in session to prepare its
advice on appointment of the dean or to review the dean’s performance, the dean shall not be a
member and the committee shall be chaired by a committee member elected by the committee
for that purpose.

Section 3.

The Dean

a.
The dean is the chief executive officer of the college, responsible to the
chancellor/vice president for its administration, and is the agent of the college faculty for the
execution of college educational policy.
b.
The dean shall be appointed annually by the Board of Trustees on recommendation
by the chancellor/vice president and with the concurrence of the president. On the occasion of
each recommendation, the chancellor/vice president shall seek the prior advice of the executive
committee of the college concerned. The performance of the dean shall be evaluated at least
once every five years in a manner to be determined by the college faculty.
c.
On recommendation of the dean and the chancellor/vice president, the president
may appoint annually associate or assistant deans as required.
d.
The dean shall (1) call and ordinarily preside at meetings of the college faculty to
consider questions of college and departmental governance and educational policy at such times
as the dean or the executive committee may deem necessary but not less frequently than once in
each academic year; (2) formulate and present policies to the faculty for its consideration, but
this shall not be interpreted to abridge the right of any member of the faculty to present any
matter to the faculty; (3) make reports on the work of the college; (4) oversee the registration and
progress of the students in the college; (5) be responsible for the educational use of the buildings
and rooms assigned to the college and for the general equipment of the college as distinct from
that of the separate departments; (6) serve as the medium of communication for all official
business of the college with other campus authorities, the students, and the public; (7) represent
the college in conferences, except that additional representatives may be designated by the dean
for specific conferences; (8) prepare the budget of the college in consultation with the executive
committee of the college; and (9) recommend the appointment, reappointment,
13
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nonreappointment, and promotion of members of the academic staff. Regarding appointments,
reappointments, nonreappointments, and promotions, the dean shall consult with the appropriate
departmental chair(s) and executive committee(s), or department head(s) who shall provide the
dean with the advice of the advisory committee or other appropriate committee as specified in
the department bylaws. Recommendations to positions on the academic staff shall ordinarily
originate with the department, or in the case of a group not organized as a department with the
person(s) in charge of the work concerned and shall be presented to the dean for transmission
with the dean’s recommendation to the chancellor/vice president. In case a recommendation
from a college is not approved by the chancellor/vice president, the dean may present the
recommendation to the president, and, if not approved by the president, the dean with the consent
of the Board of Trustees may present the recommendation in person before the Board of Trustees
in session.
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Section 4.

The School and Similar Campus Units

a.
In addition to colleges and departments, there may be other units of a campus, such
as a school, institute, center, hospital, and laboratory, of an intermediate character designed to
meet particular needs.
b.
Such a unit organized independently of a college shall be governed in the same
manner as a college.
c.
The school organized within a college is an educational and administrative unit
composed primarily of academic subunits. The subunits are related and have common interests
and objectives but emphasize academically distinct disciplines or functions. The faculty of each
subunit shall have the power to determine such matters as do not so affect relations with other
subunits of the school or with units outside the school that those relations properly come under
the supervision of larger administrative units.
d.

Governance of schools and similar campus units within a college:

(1) The internal structure, administration, and governance of a school within a
college shall be determined by its faculty under bylaws established by the faculty. Bylaws of
the school shall be consistent with those of the college.
(2) The school has the fullest measure of autonomy consistent with the
maintenance of general college and university educational policy and with appropriate academic
and administrative relations with other divisions of the University. In questions of doubt
concerning the proper limits of this autonomy, the school may appeal directly to the dean and the
executive committee of the college and shall be entitled to appeal subsequently to the
chancellor/vice president.
(3) An executive committee selected according to the bylaws of the school shall
be the primary advisory body to the director of the school. The director is ex officio a member
and chair of the committee. The executive committee shall advise the director on the
formulation and execution of school policies and unless otherwise provided by the faculty of the
school on appointments, reappointments, nonreappointments, and promotions. It shall advise
14
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the director on the preparation of the budget. The committee shall provide for the orderly
voicing of suggestions for the good of the school, recommend procedures and committees that
will encourage faculty participation in formulating policy, and perform such other tasks as may
be assigned to it by the faculty of the school. Any faculty member shall be entitled to a
conference with the executive committee or with any member of it on any matter properly within
the purview of the committee. If the committee is in session to prepare its advice on
appointment of the director or to review the director’s performance, the director shall not be a
member, and the committee shall be chaired by a committee member elected by the committee
for that purpose.
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Section 5.

(4) Departments within a school shall be governed as specified in Article IV
except that communications and recommendations to the college, campus or the University shall
be transmitted through the school for approval, comment, or information as appropriate. Other
subunits shall be governed by regulations set forth in the school bylaws.
(5) Executive officers of departments or subunits of a school shall be evaluated
at least once every five years in a manner to be determined by the faculty of the school and
college.
(6) An intermediate unit within a college, such as an institute, center, hospital, or
laboratory in which academic staff appointments are made in accordance with Article X,
Section 1, shall be governed as a department as specified in Article IV. Other intermediate units
within a college shall be governed as stated in the bylaws of the college.

The Dean or Director of a School or Similar Campus Unit

a.
In a school or similar campus unit independent of a college, the chief executive
officer shall be a dean or director appointed annually by the Board of Trustees on the
recommendation of the chancellor/vice president and with the concurrence of the president. On
the occasion of each recommendation, the chancellor/vice president shall seek the prior advice of
the executive committee of the faculty concerned. Within the school or similar campus unit, the
duties of a director or a dean shall be the same as those of the dean of a college. The
performance of the dean or director shall be evaluated at least once every five years in a manner
to be determined by the faculty of the unit.
b.
In a school or similar campus unit included within a college, the chief executive
officer shall be a director appointed annually by the Board of Trustees on the recommendation of
the dean of the college, the chancellor/vice president, with the concurrence of and the president.
On the occasion of each recommendation, the dean shall seek the prior advice of the executive
committee of the unit. The director shall (1) call and ordinarily preside at meetings of the
school faculty to consider questions of school and subunit governance and educational policy at
such times as the director or the executive committee may deem necessary but not less frequently
than once in each academic year; (2) formulate and present policies to the faculty for its
consideration, but this shall not be interpreted to abridge the right of any member of the faculty
to present any matter to the faculty; (3) make reports on the work of the school; (4) have general
supervision of the work of students in the school; (5) be responsible for the educational use of
the buildings and rooms assigned to the school and for the general equipment of the school as
15
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distinct from that of the separate subunits; (6) serve as the medium of communication for all
official business of the school with the college, the students, and the public; (7) represent the
school in conferences except that additional representatives may be designated by the director for
specific conferences; (8) prepare the budget of the school in consultation with the executive
committee of the school; and (9) recommend the appointment, reappointment,
nonreappointment, and promotion of members of the academic staff. Regarding
recommendations of appointments, reappointments, nonreappointments, and promotions of the
members of the faculty, the director shall consult with the department’s or subunit’s executive
officer who shall provide the director with the advice of the appropriate committee(s). Such
recommendations shall ordinarily originate with the subunit or in the case of a group not
organized as a subunit with the person(s) in charge of the work concerned and shall be presented
to the director for transmission with the director’s recommendation to the dean of the college.
The performance of the director shall be evaluated at least once every five years in a manner to
be determined by the faculty of the school and college.
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Section 1.

682
683

DEPARTMENTS
The Department

a.
The department is the primary unit of education and administration within the
University. It is established for the purpose of carrying on programs of instruction, research,
and public service in a particular field of knowledge. The staff of a department includes persons
of all ranks who upon the recommendation of its head or chair are appointed or assigned to it.
The faculty of a department shall be as specified in Article II, Section 3a of these Statutes. All
appointments which carry academic rank, title, or tenure indicative in any way of departmental
association shall be made only after with the concurrence of the department(s) concerned.
b.
The department has the fullest measure of autonomy consistent with the
maintenance of general college and university educational policy and correct academic and
administrative relations with other divisions of the University. Should a dispute arise between
the department and another unit of the campus concerning the proper limits of this autonomy, the
department may appeal for a ruling directly to the dean and the executive committee of the
college and, when the chancellor/vice president considers it proper, to the chancellor/vice
president, who shall make a decision after appropriate consultation.
c.

A department may be organized either with a chair or with a head.

Rationale: Here and in other similar sections to follow the language has been modified to
highlight the chancellor/vice president’s responsibility for campus affairs, subject to the
authority of the president. Here, and in Article IV Section 3a, issues of the confidentiality of
the process are protected.

Section 2.

Department Organized with a Chair
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a.
The chair shall be appointed annually by the Board of Trustees on recommendation
of the chancellor/vice president and with the concurrence of the president after consultation with
the dean of the college and with the executive committee of the department concerned. The
performance of the chair shall be evaluated at least once every five years. As one component of
this evaluation, views shall be solicited from the entire department faculty in such a way as to
preserve confidentiality.
b.
In each department organized with a chair, the executive committee shall
recommend individuals for academic appointment in the department. With the consent of the
executive committee or as specified in the department bylaws, persons who are not members of
the department faculty may be invited by the chair to attend meetings of the department faculty
but such persons shall have no vote.
c.
The faculty of the department shall have power to determine such matters as do not
so affect relations with other departments or colleges that they properly come under the
supervision of larger administrative units.
d.
In each department organized with a chair, there shall be an executive committee
elected annually by and from the faculty of the department by secret written ballot. At least
one-half of the members of the departmental executive committee shall be elected from those
faculty members who have at least a 50-percent salaried appointment in the University. The
faculty may choose to elect members of the executive committee for staggered two- or three-year
terms. The chair of the department is ex officio a member and chair of the executive committee.
The chair and the executive committee are responsible for the preparation of the budget and for
such matters as may be delegated to them by the faculty of the department. In a department
which has a faculty of not more than five members, the executive committee shall consist of the
entire faculty. In all other cases, the size of the executive committee shall be determined by the
faculty of the department. If the executive committee is in session to evaluate the chair’s
performance, the chair shall not be a member and the committee shall be chaired by a committee
member elected by the committee for that purpose.
e.
In each department organized with a chair, that officer shall be responsible for the
formulation and execution of departmental policies and the execution of University and college
policies insofar as they affect the department. The chair shall have power to act independently
in such matters as are delegated to the chair by the executive committee. The chair shall (1)
report on the teaching and research of the department; (2) have general oversight of the work of
students in the department; (3) collaborate with the executive committee in the preparation of the
budget and be responsible for the expenditure of departmental funds for the purposes approved
by the executive committee; and (4) call and preside at meetings of the executive committee and
at meetings of the department faculty of which there shall be not fewer than one in each
academic year for consideration of questions of departmental governance and educational policy.
The chair together with the executive committee is responsible for the organization of the work
of the department and for the quality and efficient progress of that work. Any faculty member
shall be entitled to a conference with the executive committee or with any member of it on any
matter properly within the purview of the committee.
f.
In the administration of the office, the chair shall recognize the individual
responsibility of other members of the department for the discharge of the duties committed to
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them by their appointments and shall allow proper scope to the ability and initiative of all
members of the department.
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Section 3.

Department Organized with a Head

a.
The head of a department shall be appointed without specified term by the Board of
Trustees on recommendation by the chancellor/vice president and with the concurrence of the
president after confidential consultation with the dean of the college and all each members of the
department faculty. The head may be relieved of title and duties as head of the department by
the chancellor/vice president on the recommendation of the dean of the college. The
performance of the head shall be evaluated at least once every five years. As one component of
this evaluation, views shall be solicited from the entire department faculty in such a way as to
preserve confidentiality.
b.
In each department organized with a head, the head in consultation with the
advisory committee shall recommend individuals for academic appointment in the department.
In consultation with the advisory committee or as specified in the department bylaws, the head
may invite other persons who are not members of the department faculty to attend meetings of
the department faculty, but such persons shall have no vote.
c.
The head of the department shall have the power to determine such matters as do
not affect other departments or properly come under the supervision of larger administrative
units.
d.
In each department organized with a head, the head shall have general direction of
the work of the department. The head shall (1) consult with the departmental advisory
committee in regard to departmental policy; (2) consult with each member of the department
regarding the nature and scope of the work in the charge of that member; (3) call and preside at
meetings of the departmental faculty for explanation and discussion of departmental policies,
educational procedure, and research, of which there shall be at least one in each academic year
for consideration of departmental governance and educational policy; (4) be responsible for the
organization of the work of the department, for the quality and efficient progress of that work,
for the formulation and execution of departmental policies, and for the execution of University
and college policies insofar as they affect the department; (5) report on the teaching and research
of the department; (6) have general supervision of the work of students in the department;
(7) prepare the departmental budget in consultation with the departmental advisory committee;
and (8) be responsible for the distribution and expenditure of departmental funds and for the care
of departmental property.
e.
In the administration of the office, the head shall recognize the individual
responsibility of other members of the department for the discharge of the duties committed to
them by their appointments and shall allow proper scope to the ability and initiative of all
members of the department.
f.
In each department organized with a head, there shall be an advisory committee
elected annually by and from the faculty of the department by secret written ballot. The
department faculty may choose to elect members of the advisory committee for staggered two- or
three-year terms. In a department which has a faculty of not more than five members, the
advisory committee shall consist of the entire faculty. In all other cases, the size of the advisory
committee shall be determined by the faculty of the department. The functions of the committee
shall be to provide for the orderly voicing of suggestions for the good of the department, to
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recommend procedures and committees that will encourage faculty participation in formulating
policy, and to perform such other tasks as may be assigned to it. Any faculty member shall be
entitled to a conference with the committee or with any member of it on any matter properly
within the purview of the committee. If the advisory committee is in session to evaluate the
head’s performance, the head shall not be a member and the committee shall be chaired by a
committee member elected by the committee for that purpose.
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Section 4.

Rationale: Section 4 was deleted because it conflicts with Article VIII, Section 4.

Change of Departmental Organization

On the written request of at least one-fourth of the faculty of the department, as defined
in Article II, Section 3a(1), and in no case fewer than two faculty members that the form of the
organization of the department be changed, the dean shall call a meeting to poll the departmental
faculty by secret written ballot. The names of those making the request shall be kept confidential
by the dean. The dean shall transmit the results of the vote to the departmental faculty and to the
chancellor/vice president together with the dean’s recommendation. If a change of organization
is voted, the chancellor/vice president shall thereupon transmit this recommendation to the
president for recommendation to the Board of Trustees. Faculty of the department may
communicate with the Board of Trustees in accordance with Article XIII, Section 4 of these
Statutes.

806
807

ARTICLE V.

808
809
810
811
812
813
814
815
816
817
818
819
820
821
822
823
824
825
826
827
828

Section 1.

GRADUATE COLLEGES
The Campus Graduate College

a.
On a campus with a Graduate College, the Graduate College shall have jurisdiction
over all programs leading to graduate degrees as determined by senate action and approved by
the Board of Trustees. It is the responsibility of the Graduate College to develop and safeguard
standards of graduate work and to promote and assist in the advancement of research in all fields.
b.
Except as otherwise provided in this section, the Graduate College shall be
governed by the same regulations as govern other colleges.
c.
The faculty of the Graduate College consists of the president, the chancellor/vice
president, the provost or equivalent officer, the dean, and all those who on the recommendation
of the departments or of other teaching or research divisions have been approved by the
executive committee and the dean of the Graduate College to assume appropriate academic
responsibilities in programs leading to graduate degrees. Other administrative staff members are
members of the faculty of the Graduate College only if they also hold faculty appointments and
have been recommended and approved as provided above.
d.
An executive committee shall be the primary advisory committee to the dean of the
Graduate College. It shall advise the dean on the formulation and execution of policies and on
other activities of the Graduate College. The executive committee consists of fourteen members
20
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LB.15.01
February 9, 2015
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE
Senate Committee on the Library
(Final; Action)
LB.15.01

Resolution on Intellectual Freedom and the University Library

WHEREAS the campus library is an academic unit serving the entire campus; and
WHEREAS libraries are the primary means through which students, faculty, professionals, staff
and the public gain access to the storehouse of organized knowledge, and
WHEREAS the library performs a unique and indispensable function in the educational, civic
and democratic processes; and
WHEREAS libraries in academic institutions guarantee that the widest array of ideas that
promote academic discourse are available; and
WHEREAS in the interests of research and learning, it is essential that collections contain
materials representing a variety of perspectives on subjects that may be considered
controversial; and
WHEREAS anything less than open and unfiltered access to information would be a
fundamental violation of intellectual freedom in academic libraries; and
WHEREAS all aspects of information work, including acquisitions, collections, user services,
cataloging, digitization, publishing, preservation, exhibitions and public engagement necessitate
intellectual freedom; and
WHEREAS it is recommended that the “Intellectual Freedom Principles for Academic Libraries:
An Interpretation of the Library Bill of Rights” be endorsed by appropriate institutional
governing bodies, such as a senate or similar instrument of faculty governance; and
WHEREAS most academic institutions follow the 1940 American Association of University
Professors (AAUP) “Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure” and their
libraries follow the “Freedom to Read Statement,” and related professional ethics that are
consonant with the 1940 AAUP statement; and
WHEREAS these statements are effective safeguards of academic freedom and embrace the
free expression rights and responsibilities laid out in the First Amendment; and

65

WHEREAS the American Library Association opposes any legislation or codification of
documents that undermine academic and intellectual freedom, chill free speech, and/or
otherwise interfere with the academic community’s well-established norms and values of
scholarship and educational excellence; and
THEREFORE be it resolved that the Senate of the Urbana-Champaign Campus endorse this
resolution in support of intellectual freedom, the Library and the Library faculty and staff.
SENATE COMMITTEE ON THE LIBRARY
Mary Mallory, Chair
Rabin Bhattarai
Ann Burkus-Chasson
Stephen Cartwright
Elizabeth Holman
Xiaoqi Jiang
Stephen Moose
George Ordal
John Randolph
Rolando Romero
Caroline Szylowicz
Stacy Wykle
Jiayi Zuo
John Wilkin, ex officio
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Senate Committee on the Library

Appendix A

Background
The American Library Association’s (ALA) Intellectual Freedom Principles for Academic
Libraries: An Interpretation of the Library Bill of Rights, as amended 2014, is an
operational guide for individual libraries and institutions. In order to help ensure support
for these principles, the ALA recommends that academic senates formally endorse
them. By way of this resolution the Senate Committee on the Library requests that the
Senate recognize and endorse these principles; that the Senate support compliance;
and that the Senate recognizes the importance and significance of intellectual freedom
and free speech in the University Library and for its faculty and staff at all times. For
your convenience a copy of the principles is attached as an Appendix to this background
statement. In addition a copy of the Library Bill of Rights, 1996, on which the principles
are based and the Freedom to Read Statement, 2004, also appear as part of the
Appendix.
Academic freedom and freedom of speech are essential values of the university, but for
libraries and archives they are more. They actually define who we are and what we do.
Libraries and archives cannot be fenced in by a standard of civility or the need to avoid
making students, users or the public uncomfortable. The very reason we collect books,
manuscripts, videos, or photographs is to educate our users that the past is not dead.
The past made the present, but it is fundamentally different from the present, and even
may be shocking and disturbing. Indeed, there can be no learning for the future unless
people face the shock found in our libraries and archives.
Statement by William Maher, University Archivist and Professor, University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign (2014)
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Appendix B
APPENDIX
Intellectual Freedom Principles for Academic Libraries: An Interpretation of the Library Bill of
Rights
A strong intellectual freedom perspective is critical to the development of academic library collections,
services, and instruction that dispassionately meets the education and research needs of a college or
university community. The purpose of this statement is to outline how and where intellectual freedom
principles fit into an academic library setting, thereby raising consciousness of the intellectual freedom
context within which academic librarians work. The following principles should be reflected in all relevant
library policy documents.
1. The general principles set forth in the Library Bill of Rights form an indispensable framework for
building collections, services, and policies that serve the entire academic community.
2. The privacy of library users is and must be inviolable. Policies should be in place that maintain
confidentiality of library borrowing records and of other information relating to personal use of
library information and services.
3. The development of library collections in support of an institution’s instruction and research
programs should transcend the personal values of the selector. In the interests of research and
learning, it is essential that collections contain materials representing a variety of perspectives on
subjects that may be considered controversial.
4. Preservation and replacement efforts should ensure that balance in library materials is
maintained and that controversial materials are not removed from the collections through theft,
loss, mutilation, or normal wear and tear. There should be alertness to efforts by special interest
groups to bias a collection though systematic theft or mutilation.
5. Licensing agreements should be consistent with the Library Bill of Rights, and should maximize
access.
6. Open and unfiltered access to the Internet should be conveniently available to the academic
community in a college or university library. Content filtering devices and content-based
restrictions are a contradiction of the academic library mission to further research and learning
through exposure to the broadest possible range of ideas and information. Such restrictions are a
fundamental violation of intellectual freedom in academic libraries.
7. Freedom of information and of creative expression should be reflected in library exhibits and in all
relevant library policy documents.
8. Library meeting rooms, research carrels, exhibit spaces, and other facilities should be available to
the academic community regardless of research being pursued or subject being discussed. Any
restrictions made necessary because of limited availability of space should be based on need, as
reflected in library policy, rather than on content of research or discussion.
9. Whenever possible, library services should be available without charge in order to encourage
inquiry. Where charges are necessary, a free or low-cost alternative (e.g., downloading to disc
rather than printing) should be available when possible.
10. A service philosophy should be promoted that affords equal access to information for all in the
academic community with no discrimination on the basis of race, age, values, gender, sexual
orientation, gender identity, cultural or ethnic background, physical, sensory, cognitive or learning
disability, economic status, religious beliefs, or views.
11. A procedure ensuring due process should be in place to deal with requests by those within and
outside the academic community for removal or addition of library resources, exhibits, or services.
12. It is recommended that this statement of principle be endorsed by appropriate institutional
governing bodies, including the faculty senate or similar instrument of faculty governance.
Approved by ACRL Board of Directors: June 29, 1999 and adopted July 12, 2000, by the ALA Council;
amended on July 1, 2014.
http://www.ala.org/Template.cfm?Section=interpretations&Template=/ContentManagement/ContentDispla
y.cfm&ContentID=8551
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Library Bill of Rights
The American Library Association affirms that all libraries are forums for information and ideas, and that
the following basic policies should guide their services.
I. Books and other library resources should be provided for the interest, information, and enlightenment of
all people of the community the library serves. Materials should not be excluded because of the origin,
background, or views of those contributing to their creation.
II. Libraries should provide materials and information presenting all points of view on current and historical
issues. Materials should not be proscribed or removed because of partisan or doctrinal disapproval.
III. Libraries should challenge censorship in the fulfillment of their responsibility to provide information and
enlightenment.
IV. Libraries should cooperate with all persons and groups concerned with resisting abridgment of free
expression and free access to ideas.
V. A person’s right to use a library should not be denied or abridged because of origin, age, background,
or views.
VI. Libraries which make exhibit spaces and meeting rooms available to the public they serve should
make such facilities available on an equitable basis, regardless of the beliefs or affiliations of individuals
or groups requesting their use.
Adopted June 19, 1939, by the ALA Council; amended October 14, 1944; June 18, 1948; February 2,
1961; June 27, 1967; January 23, 1980; inclusion of “age” reaffirmed January 23, 1996.
http://www.ala.org/advocacy/intfreedom/librarybill/

69

Appendix C
The Freedom to Read Statement
The freedom to read is essential to our democracy. It is continuously under attack. Private groups and
public authorities in various parts of the country are working to remove or limit access to reading
materials, to censor content in schools, to label "controversial" views, to distribute lists of "objectionable"
books or authors, and to purge libraries. These actions apparently rise from a view that our national
tradition of free expression is no longer valid; that censorship and suppression are needed to counter
threats to safety or national security, as well as to avoid the subversion of politics and the corruption of
morals. We, as individuals devoted to reading and as librarians and publishers responsible for
disseminating ideas, wish to assert the public interest in the preservation of the freedom to read.
Most attempts at suppression rest on a denial of the fundamental premise of democracy: that the ordinary
individual, by exercising critical judgment, will select the good and reject the bad. We trust Americans to
recognize propaganda and misinformation, and to make their own decisions about what they read and
believe. We do not believe they are prepared to sacrifice their heritage of a free press in order to be
"protected" against what others think may be bad for them. We believe they still favor free enterprise in
ideas and expression.
These efforts at suppression are related to a larger pattern of pressures being brought against education,
the press, art and images, films, broadcast media, and the Internet. The problem is not only one of actual
censorship. The shadow of fear cast by these pressures leads, we suspect, to an even larger voluntary
curtailment of expression by those who seek to avoid controversy or unwelcome scrutiny by government
officials.
Such pressure toward conformity is perhaps natural to a time of accelerated change. And yet suppression
is never more dangerous than in such a time of social tension. Freedom has given the United States the
elasticity to endure strain. Freedom keeps open the path of novel and creative solutions, and enables
change to come by choice. Every silencing of a heresy, every enforcement of an orthodoxy, diminishes
the toughness and resilience of our society and leaves it the less able to deal with controversy and
difference.
Now as always in our history, reading is among our greatest freedoms. The freedom to read and write is
almost the only means for making generally available ideas or manners of expression that can initially
command only a small audience. The written word is the natural medium for the new idea and the untried
voice from which come the original contributions to social growth. It is essential to the extended
discussion that serious thought requires, and to the accumulation of knowledge and ideas into organized
collections.
We believe that free communication is essential to the preservation of a free society and a creative
culture. We believe that these pressures toward conformity present the danger of limiting the range and
variety of inquiry and expression on which our democracy and our culture depend. We believe that every
American community must jealously guard the freedom to publish and to circulate, in order to preserve its
own freedom to read. We believe that publishers and librarians have a profound responsibility to give
validity to that freedom to read by making it possible for the readers to choose freely from a variety of
offerings.
The freedom to read is guaranteed by the Constitution. Those with faith in free people will stand firm on
these constitutional guarantees of essential rights and will exercise the responsibilities that accompany
these rights.
We therefore affirm these propositions:
1. It is in the public interest for publishers and librarians to make available the widest diversity of
views and expressions, including those that are unorthodox, unpopular, or considered dangerous
by the majority.
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Creative thought is by definition new, and what is new is different. The bearer of every new
thought is a rebel until that idea is refined and tested. Totalitarian systems attempt to maintain
themselves in power by the ruthless suppression of any concept that challenges the established
orthodoxy. The power of a democratic system to adapt to change is vastly strengthened by the
freedom of its citizens to choose widely from among conflicting opinions offered freely to them. To
stifle every nonconformist idea at birth would mark the end of the democratic process.
Furthermore, only through the constant activity of weighing and selecting can the democratic
mind attain the strength demanded by times like these. We need to know not only what we
believe but why we believe it.
2. Publishers, librarians, and booksellers do not need to endorse every idea or presentation they
make available. It would conflict with the public interest for them to establish their own political,
moral, or aesthetic views as a standard for determining what should be published or circulated.
Publishers and librarians serve the educational process by helping to make available knowledge
and ideas required for the growth of the mind and the increase of learning. They do not foster
education by imposing as mentors the patterns of their own thought. The people should have the
freedom to read and consider a broader range of ideas than those that may be held by any single
librarian or publisher or government or church. It is wrong that what one can read should be
confined to what another thinks proper.
3. It is contrary to the public interest for publishers or librarians to bar access to writings on the basis
of the personal history or political affiliations of the author.
No art or literature can flourish if it is to be measured by the political views or private lives of its
creators. No society of free people can flourish that draws up lists of writers to whom it will not
listen, whatever they may have to say.
4. There is no place in our society for efforts to coerce the taste of others, to confine adults to the
reading matter deemed suitable for adolescents, or to inhibit the efforts of writers to achieve
artistic expression.
To some, much of modern expression is shocking. But is not much of life itself shocking? We cut
off literature at the source if we prevent writers from dealing with the stuff of life. Parents and
teachers have a responsibility to prepare the young to meet the diversity of experiences in life to
which they will be exposed, as they have a responsibility to help them learn to think critically for
themselves. These are affirmative responsibilities, not to be discharged simply by preventing
them from reading works for which they are not yet prepared. In these matters values differ, and
values cannot be legislated; nor can machinery be devised that will suit the demands of one
group without limiting the freedom of others.
5. It is not in the public interest to force a reader to accept the prejudgment of a label characterizing
any expression or its author as subversive or dangerous.
The ideal of labeling presupposes the existence of individuals or groups with wisdom to
determine by authority what is good or bad for others. It presupposes that individuals must be
directed in making up their minds about the ideas they examine. But Americans do not need
others to do their thinking for them.
6. It is the responsibility of publishers and librarians, as guardians of the people's freedom to read,
to contest encroachments upon that freedom by individuals or groups seeking to impose their
own standards or tastes upon the community at large; and by the government whenever it seeks
to reduce or deny public access to public information.
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It is inevitable in the give and take of the democratic process that the political, the moral, or the
aesthetic concepts of an individual or group will occasionally collide with those of another
individual or group. In a free society individuals are free to determine for themselves what they
wish to read, and each group is free to determine what it will recommend to its freely associated
members. But no group has the right to take the law into its own hands, and to impose its own
concept of politics or morality upon other members of a democratic society. Freedom is no
freedom if it is accorded only to the accepted and the inoffensive. Further, democratic societies
are more safe, free, and creative when the free flow of public information is not restricted by
governmental prerogative or self-censorship.
7. It is the responsibility of publishers and librarians to give full meaning to the freedom to read by
providing books that enrich the quality and diversity of thought and expression. By the exercise of
this affirmative responsibility, they can demonstrate that the answer to a "bad" book is a good
one, the answer to a "bad" idea is a good one.
The freedom to read is of little consequence when the reader cannot obtain matter fit for that
reader's purpose. What is needed is not only the absence of restraint, but the positive provision of
opportunity for the people to read the best that has been thought and said. Books are the major
channel by which the intellectual inheritance is handed down, and the principal means of its
testing and growth. The defense of the freedom to read requires of all publishers and librarians
the utmost of their faculties, and deserves of all Americans the fullest of their support.
We state these propositions neither lightly nor as easy generalizations. We here stake out a lofty claim for
the value of the written word. We do so because we believe that it is possessed of enormous variety and
usefulness, worthy of cherishing and keeping free. We realize that the application of these propositions
may mean the dissemination of ideas and manners of expression that are repugnant to many persons.
We do not state these propositions in the comfortable belief that what people read is unimportant. We
believe rather that what people read is deeply important; that ideas can be dangerous; but that the
suppression of ideas is fatal to a democratic society. Freedom itself is a dangerous way of life, but it is
ours.

This statement was originally issued in May of 1953 by the Westchester Conference of the American
Library Association and the American Book Publishers Council, which in 1970 consolidated with the
American Educational Publishers Institute to become the Association of American Publishers.
Adopted June 25, 1953, by the ALA Council and the AAP Freedom to Read Committee; amended
January 28, 1972; January 16, 1991; July 12, 2000; June 30, 2004.
A Joint Statement by:
American Library Association
Association of American Publishers
Subsequently endorsed
The Association of American University Presses, Inc.
Freedom to Read Foundation
National Association of College Stores
National Coalition Against Censorship
National Council of Teachers of English
and others.

http://www.ala.org/advocacy/intfreedom/statementspols/freedomreadstatement
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RS.15.05
February 9, 2015
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE
Prefiled Resolution
RS.15.05

Resolution Regarding the Senate Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure Report

Whereas the Senate Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure of the University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign has completed its investigation and deliberation concerning the withdrawal and
rejection by the University administration and Trustees of an offer of a tenured faculty appointment on
this campus to Dr. Steven Salaita and has presented its findings of fact and policy recommendations in
its December 23, 2014 "Report on the Investigation into the Matter of Steven Salaita"; and
Whereas that report finds, inter alia, that "The process by which Dr. Salaita’s proposed appointment
was withdrawn and eventually rejected did not follow existing policies and procedures in several
substantial respects, raising questions about the institution’s commitment to shared governance;" and
Whereas the report finds further that "the reasons given" for the withdrawal of the original offer to Dr.
Salaita are "not consistent with the University’s guarantee of freedom of political speech," adding that
"civility does not constitute a legitimate criterion for rejecting his appointment"; and
Whereas the report finds further that "The Chancellor’s, the President’s, and the Trustees’ disregard for
the principles of shared governance and the very specific policies and procedures of the university and
the campus is a serious matter. It violates the foundational arrangements designed to assure excellence
as well as the trust necessary for a complex web of interdependent relationships to function well and
with integrity;" and
Whereas the report further recommends "that statements made by the Chancellor, President, and
Trustees asserting civility as a standard of conduct be withdrawn"; and
Whereas the report further recommends that all questions recently raised about Dr. Salaita's
"professional fitness" be "remanded to the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences for reconsideration by a
committee of qualified academic experts” and that Salaita “be provided the opportunity to respond to
any proposed findings of professional unfitness before the body concludes its proceedings;”
Therefore, the Senate of the Urbana-Champaign Campus calls upon the Chancellor, President, and
Board of Trustees to implement these recommendations promptly.
Submitted by Faculty Senators:
Bruce Levine (History)
Kay Emmert (English)
Shawn Gilmore (English)
Isabel Molina (Media and Cinema Studies)
Jennifer Monson (Dance)
Dana Rabin (History)
Kristina Riedel (Linguistics)
D. Fairchild Ruggles (Landscape Architecture)
Gabriel Solis (Music)
Mark Steinberg (History)
Anna Stenport (Germanic Languages and Literature)
Terry Weech (LISC)
Terri Weissman (Art and Design)

73

.

.

74

RS.15.06
February 9, 2015
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE
Prefiled Resolution
RS.15.06

Recommendations about Shared Governance and Academic Freedom

The recent controversy over the decision to reject the recommendation to appoint Steven Salaita to a
tenured position in American Indian Studies has revealed that campus policies could provide clearer
guidance on how such unusual cases should be handled, particularly around divisions of authority and
responsibility within campus administration. In the absence of clear policies, decisions were made in a
way that was inconsistent with our usual practices of shared governance. The Senate of the University of
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign expresses its serious concerns about these errors. It is imperative that we
learn from these mistakes and put clearer policies in place to ensure that they will not happen again. The
Senate is equally concerned about the potential for threats to academic freedom created by public
statements made by the administration during this time.
Much of the recent controversy revolves around conflicting notions of the appropriate role of civility in
decisions regarding hiring and dismissal of academic employees. The Senate believes that civility and
respect are laudable and generally acceptable norms for public discourse; and we recognize that university
employees “should at all times be accurate, should exercise appropriate restraint, should show respect for
the opinions of others, and should make every effort to indicate that they are not speaking for the
institution” (AAUP 1940 Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure;
http://www.aaup.org/report/1940-statement-principles-academic-freedom-and-tenure). When members
of the university community fail to fulfill these obligations, it is entirely appropriate for administrators to
attempt to distance the institution from any offending statements and to reemphasize the values of
tolerance, inclusion, and respect. This principle is reflected in the University of Illinois Statutes (Article X,
Section 2c).
However, university employees must remain free from the threat of either institutional censorship or
discipline for the exercise of free speech that raises no questions about lack of professional fitness. When
there is an allegation of professional unfitness on the part of a University of Illinois faculty member, due
process must be followed, as outlined in Articles IX and X of the University of Illinois Statutes. In the
absence of such allegations, lack of civility should not be considered legitimate grounds for dismissal of a
faculty member.
In order to assure that our governing documents are clear, consistent, and expressive of our University’s
commitment to shared governance, due process, and academic freedom, the Senate recommends the
following:
ISSUE #1: Provost Communications #2, #3, and #9 give apparently conflicting advice about the roles of the
Chancellor and President, once a hiring and/or promotion case has been reviewed by the Provost. Some have
read #2 and #3 as excluding the Chancellor and President from the process because they have “delegated
responsibility” to others. Communication #9 states that “The Provost makes the final decision,” but also says
that the Provost writes a “Final letter to deans and directors notifying them of those faculty members to be
recommended to the Chancellor and President for promotion,” which appears to preserve an evaluative role
for the Chancellor and the President in the process.
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RECOMMENDATION 1: The Provost’s office should revise Communications #2, #3, and #9 where necessary
to resolve this apparent conflict, and to ensure that all Communications conform clearly with relevant
sections of the University Statutes, including Article III, Section 3d and Article IX Section 4a. These
proposed procedures should be subject to review by relevant campus governance bodies.
ISSUE #2: If these issues between different readings of the Provost’s Communications and the Statutes are
resolved in such a way as to preserve an independent stage of review at the Chancellor’s level, it would still
remain to be clarified what procedures ought to be followed in such a review. Nowhere in the Statutes or
other governing documents are there guidelines about what processes of consultation, including consultation
with faculty, the Chancellor should follow.
RECOMMENDATION 2: If it is judged that an independent stage of review at the Chancellor’s level should
be preserved, the provost’s office should develop explicit procedures for consultation with unit
administrators, and with relevant faculty committees, to be followed during such reviews by the
Chancellor. These proposed procedures should be subject to review by relevant campus governance
bodies.
At all levels (department, college, and campus) review processes should follow the principles of shared
governance and consultation elaborated in Provost Communication #27, as well as the AAUP’s guideline
that responsible administrators “should, on questions of faculty status, as in other matters where the
faculty has primary responsibility, concur with the faculty judgment except in rare instances and for
compelling reasons which should be stated in detail” (“AAUP Statement on Government of Colleges and
Universities,” http://www.aaup.org/report/statement-government-colleges-and-universities).
ISSUE #3: Principles of due process, as well as considerations of prudence and good practice, dictate that we
should re-examine our academic hiring policies to ensure that they reflect our basic commitments as an
institution: commitments to openness, fairness, academic freedom, shared governance, and excellence in
hiring.
Specific questions have been raised about university policies on academic freedom and extramural speech.
RECOMMENDATION 3: The Statutes and General Rules should be reviewed by a university-wide committee
to ensure that our policies on academic freedom and extramural speech, and the language in which they
are expressed, are clear, consistent, and informed by relevant AAUP policy statements on the subject.
Respectfully submitted,
Ben McCall
Joyce Tolliver
Nick Burbules
Randy McCarthy
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RS.15.07
February 9, 2015
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE
Prefiled Resolution
RS.15.07

Concerns about Shared Governance and Academic Freedom

The Academic Senate of the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign expresses very serious concerns
about significant violations of the principles and best practices of shared governance in the decision to
reject the recommendation to appoint Dr. Salaita to a tenured position in American Indian Studies. The
Senate is equally concerned about the potential for threats to academic freedom created by some of the
public statements from Chancellor Wise, President Easter, and the Board of Trustees, as set out in the
“Report on the Investigation into the Matter of Steven Salaita” prepared by the Committee on Academic
Freedom and Tenure (CAFT). Finally, the Senate is concerned about damage done to our campus by
external responses to this decision, including statements of condemnation from various professional
societies, boycotts by numerous scholars, and possible censure by the American Association of University
Professors.
In expressing these concerns, the Senate takes no position on the merits of any legal claims made by Dr.
Salaita in his recently filed lawsuit against various administrators of and donors to the university. The
concerns expressed herein regarding shared governance and academic freedom as they relate to
administrators and current faculty are entirely independent of any questions regarding the legal authority
for, or permissibility of, the actions taken by the Chancellor, President, or Board of Trustees in Dr. Salaita’s
case.
The initial recommendation to appoint Dr. Salaita was thoroughly reviewed and approved by his proposed
home unit, the college-level promotion and tenure committee, and a campus committee that included the
chair of the campus committee on promotion and tenure, the dean of the graduate college, the vice
chancellor for research, the Provost, and the Chancellor.
Then, in July 2014, the Chancellor became informed about a series of controversial comments on Twitter
by Dr. Salaita (reproduced in part in the CAFT report), many posted after these original recommendations
were made. At a subsequent meeting with the Board of Trustees, the Chancellor came to believe that the
President and the Board would not approve the proposed hire that she had previously approved. In her
Aug. 1, 2014 letter to Dr. Salaita she informed him of her decision not to forward the recommendation to
the Board of Trustees. According to the CAFT report and the Chancellor’s public statements, this decision
was taken without consulting any authorized faculty review committees, the relevant academic officials in
American Indian Studies, the Office of the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences (LAS), or the
Provost. This lack of consultation was inconsistent with both Illinois’ tradition of shared governance and
the longstanding guidelines of the American Association of University Professors.
As the AAUP “Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities” clarifies, the primary responsibility
for appointments, the granting of tenure, and dismissal lies with the university’s faculty, and administrators
should act in opposition to faculty recommendations in these and other areas of its purview only “in rare
instances and for compelling reasons which should be stated in detail”
(http://www.aaup.org/report/statement-government-colleges-and-universities). The Senate reaffirms its
commitment to these central principles of shared governance as they relate to faculty hiring practices at
the University of Illinois.
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Without discussing the reasons for her decision with the LAS dean or the director of AIS, the Chancellor
issued a public statement on Aug. 22, 2014, asserting that her rejection of the recommendation to hire Dr.
Salaita was based upon concerns, raised by his controversial Twitter comments, that students holding
opposing views might not feel free to express those views or might not be treated respectfully in his
classroom (Mass email to campus, Aug. 22, 2014, reproduced in
http://illinois.edu/blog/view/1109/115906).
In justifying that view, Chancellor Wise made the following statement:
What we cannot and will not tolerate at the University of Illinois are personal and
disrespectful words or actions that demean and abuse either viewpoints themselves or those
who express them. We have a particular duty to our students to ensure that they live in a
community of scholarship that challenges their assumptions about the world but that also
respects their rights as individuals.
The Board of Trustees, joined by President Easter and other university officials, echoed the Chancellor’s
rationale in a subsequent massmail sent on the same date. Like the Chancellor, they invoked norms of
civility in explaining their reasons for not accepting the hiring recommendation:
The University of Illinois must shape men and women who will contribute as citizens in a
diverse and multicultural democracy. To succeed in this mission, we must constantly
reinforce our expectation of a university community that values civility as much as
scholarship. Disrespectful and demeaning speech that promotes malice is not an acceptable
form of civil argument…There can be no place for that in our democracy, and therefore, there
will be no place for it in our university.
(https://www.uillinois.edu/cms/One.aspx?portalId=1324&pageId=136970)
The Chancellor has asserted that she never intended her statement on civility to be interpreted as policy.
However, because such sweeping claims do not distinguish between prospective hires and current
employees, or between extramural and professional contexts, they are at odds with the AAUP’s statement
that when University professors “speak or write as citizens, they should be free from institutional censorship
or discipline” (1940 Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure;
http://www.aaup.org/report/1940-statement-principles-academic-freedom-and-tenure).
The Academic Senate therefore rejects as unacceptably broad the claim that the University of Illinois
“cannot and will not tolerate … disrespectful words or actions that demean or abuse either viewpoints
themselves or those who express them” and the notion that the university should value “civility as much as
scholarship.” The Senate believes that these statements should be corrected or clarified to reassure faculty
that a lack of civility itself is not a basis for a decision to discipline or dismiss a faculty member.
Respectfully Submitted,
Ben McCall
Kirk Sanders
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I. Executive Summary
Dr. Steven Salaita’s proposed appointment was initiated, reviewed, approved, and
processed in accordance with all applicable university procedures from the initiation of
the search through his acceptance of an offer of appointment. It was complete except for
final Board of Trustees approval. At that point, less than a month before his projected
start date, concerns about his professional suitability for appointment arose and he was
notified that his appointment would not be forwarded for that approval. Eventually, it
was forwarded for Board approval and was rejected. His status at the time was complex:
he was more than an applicant and less than an employee. Under these circumstances,
we believe the academic freedom and liberty of political speech afforded to members of
the faculty by the University Statutes should reasonably apply.
The process by which Dr. Salaita’s proposed appointment was withdrawn and
eventually rejected did not follow existing policies and procedures in several substantial
respects, raising questions about the institution’s commitment to shared governance. The
reasons given — the civility of tweets made by Dr. Salaita in the summer of 2014 — is
not consistent with the University’s guarantee of freedom of political speech. Statements
made by the Chancellor, President, and Trustees asserting that the incivility of a
candidate’s utterances may constitute sufficient grounds for rejecting his appointment
should be renounced. We conclude, however, that the Chancellor has raised legitimate
questions about Dr. Salaita’s professional fitness that must be addressed.
In light of the irregular circumstances leading up to the Board of Trustees’
disapproval of an appointment for Dr. Salaita, the Committee recommends that
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Dr. Salaita’s candidacy be remanded to the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences for
reconsideration by a committee of qualified academic experts.
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II. Introduction
According to the Bylaws of the Senate of the University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign, the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure (CAFT):
may investigate instances of possible infringement of academic freedom
and hear cases involving allegations of such infringement, and may make
such recommendations to the Chancellor and reports to the Senate as are
appropriate. The Committee may investigate allegations of violations of
the role of faculty in governance as specified in the University Statutes
and unit bylaws and report to the Chancellor and the Senate if appropriate
changes are not made.
Allegations of such infringement and such violations have been made widely across
campus and indeed extramurally in relation to the handling of an offer of appointment to
Dr. Steven Salaita.
Article X, Section 2d, of the Statutes of the University provides that:
A staff member who believes that he or she does not enjoy the academic
freedom which it is the policy of the University to maintain and encourage
shall be entitled to a hearing on written request before the Committee on
Academic Freedom and Tenure of the appropriate campus senate. Such
hearing shall be conducted in accordance with established rules of
procedure. The committee shall make findings of facts and
recommendations to the president and, at its discretion, may make an
appropriate report to the senate. The several committees may from time to
time establish their own rules of procedure.
Two faculty members, Professors Robert Warrior and Vicente Diaz, have filed a formal
grievance (Document 1) with the Committee, alleging that the administration’s actions in
the matter of Steven Salaita violated their academic freedom.
A subcommittee consisting of Andrew Alleyne, Matt Finkin, C. K. Gunsalus, and
David O’Brien (Chair) investigated both the allegations and the grievance. Its findings
were discussed by the entire CAFT, which has approved this report.
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III. Findings of Fact
The key events in the matter of Dr. Steven Salaita are listed in the chronology
(Appendix A) and summarized here. Following an open-rank search approved on July
10, 2013, by Ruth Watkins, the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences (LAS),
a duly constituted search committee recommended candidates. These were reviewed and
approved at each required level as documented in the chronology (Appendix A).
Following those steps, Brian Ross, Interim Dean of LAS, wrote to Steven Salaita,
then an Associate Professor at Virginia Tech University, on October 3, 2013, offering
him an appointment as an Associate Professor with tenure in the Department of American
Indian Studies (Document 2). That letter noted that the recommendation for appointment
was subject to approval by the Board of Trustees of the University.
By the same date, the then Acting Director of American Indian Studies wrote to
Dr. Salaita detailing his nine-month salary, informing him of equipment and computer
resources, office space, subvention for moving expenses, course load, and the availability
of funds for research (Document 3). On October 7, 2013, Dr. Salaita accepted the
appointment in writing (Document 2). Though he was originally invited to take up his
appointment in January of 2014, he delayed his start date to August 16, 2014 (Document
2). We understand that he resigned his position at Virginia Tech University at the end of
the spring semester of 2014. Inquiries by CAFT with the Office of the Provost at
Virginia Tech University revealed that this institution does not normally permit faculty
who have accepted permanent positions at other universities to take leaves of absence.1
The Department of American Indian Studies arranged Dr. Salaita’s teaching schedule for
1

Communication by email from Jack W. Finney, Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs at Virginia Tech
University, to David O’Brien on November 6, 2014.
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the fall and posted his courses online (Document 4). In the summer the University
arranged to pay for his moving expenses and saw to his computing needs (Document 5).
On approximately July 20, 2014, Phyllis Wise, the Chancellor of the University of
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, became aware of controversial tweets Dr. Salaita was
posting online.2 On July 21, the Chancellor began receiving emails protesting the
appointment of Dr. Salaita because of his tweets.3 Many of these emails have been made
public as the result of a Freedom of Information Act request, and the fact that some came
from donors has been widely reported. The Chancellor has stated that donors in no way
influenced her actions with regard to Dr. Salaita. This investigation found no evidence
that they did.
On July 21, 2014, in response to a question from the press, Robin Kaler, the
campus’s spokesperson and Associate Chancellor for Public Affairs, stated that,
“Professor Salaita will begin his employment with the university on Aug. 16, 2014. He
will be an associate professor and will teach American Indian Studies courses. [...]
Faculty have a wide range of scholarly and political views, and we recognize the freedom
of speech rights of all of our employees” (Document 6).
On July 24, the Chancellor and the Board of Trustees discussed Dr. Salaita’s
tweets in executive session. The Chancellor has told the investigating committee that she
believed that, based on the offer letter (Document 2) sent to Dr. Salaita, it was the
Board’s decision to approve or disapprove his appointment. It was her understanding
that, at the meeting, she and the Trustees had arrived jointly at the conclusions that the
2

All parties who provided evidence for this report were asked to read this section and agree to its contents.
Counsel for the Trustees has read this section and has asked that a group of tweets by Dr. Salaita be placed
in the report. They are included in Appendix C.
3
Counsel for the Trustees has asked that a group of these emails be placed in the report. They are included
as Document 10.
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Board would not support Dr. Salaita’s appointment and that therefore she should not
forward the appointment to them.
As part of our investigation, we invited the Trustees to comment on the Board’s
role in this matter and in particular on the meeting of July 24. Only one Trustee, James
Montgomery, responded, and he referred us to the public comments he had already
made.4 In published comments Trustee Chris Kennedy has stated that at this meeting the
Board had not arrived at a position regarding Salaita’s appointment: “We [the Board]
weren’t saying if you recommend him we were not going to approve. We were never
close to that.”5
On August 1, the Chancellor and Christophe Pierre, Vice President for Academic
Affairs, wrote to Dr. Salaita informing him that his appointment would “not be
recommended for submission to the Board of Trustees in September, and we believe that
an affirmative Board vote confirming your appointment is unlikely” (Document 7).
On August 22, the Chancellor published an essay entitled “The Principles on
Which We Stand” on the “Chancellor’s Blog” on the University website (Document 8).
The essay discussed “the university’s decision not to recommend further action by the
Board of Trustees concerning [Dr. Salaita’s] potential appointment to the faculty of the
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.” The communication asserted, inter alia,
that
What we cannot and will not tolerate at the University of Illinois are
personal and disrespectful words or actions that demean and abuse either
viewpoints themselves or those who express them. We have a particular
duty to our students to ensure that they live in a community of scholarship
4

Public comments made by the Chancellor, the President, and Trustees Montgomery and Fitzgerald are
available here: http://www.trustees.uillinois.edu/trustees/audio/20140911/20140911_14-roll-call-vote.mp3
(accessed 12/10/2014).
5
Quoted from Julie Wurth, “Kennedy: We Did the Right Thing,” News-Gazette, September 19, 2014.
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that challenges their assumptions about the world but that also respects
their rights as individuals.
As chancellor, it is my responsibility to ensure that all perspectives
are welcome and that our discourse, regardless of subject matter or
viewpoint, allows new concepts and differing points of view to be
discussed in and outside the classroom in a scholarly, civil and productive
manner.
On the same date, the Board of Trustees, President Robert Easter, and numerous
university officials issued a mass mail (Document 9) supporting “the university’s
decision” not to forward Dr. Salaita’s appointment to the Board and stating that the
university “must constantly reinforce our expectation of a university community that
values civility as much as scholarship.” It continued,
Disrespectful and demeaning speech that promotes malice is not an
acceptable form of civil argument if we wish to ensure that students,
faculty and staff are comfortable in a place of scholarship and education.
If we educate a generation of students to believe otherwise, we will have
jeopardized the very system that so many have made such great sacrifices
to defend. There can be no place for that in our democracy, and therefore,
there will be no place for it in our university.
Around September 4, the Chancellor reversed course and forwarded Dr. Salaita’s
appointment to the Board of Trustees with the recommendation that they not approve it.
On September 11, the Board of Trustees voted 8-1 to reject the appointment of Dr.
Salaita.
The investigative subcommittee interviewed the Chancellor on November 14.
She confirmed that she had not consulted with the Provost, the Dean of LAS, or other
faculty representatives about her decisions not to forward Dr. Salaita’s offer of
appointment to the Board of Trustees and to notify him in advance of this decision. She
indicated that her initial understanding of the process was that it was her prerogative not
to forward Dr. Salaita’s appointment to the Board of Trustees, and she only later
discovered this understanding to be incorrect. She expressed much regret that she had
8
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not consulted more widely with the faculty and administration, and attributed her neglect
of shared governance to the rapidity with which decisions had to be made.
In explaining the decisions first not to forward the appointment and then to
forward it with a negative recommendation, the Chancellor characterized Dr. Salaita’s
tweets as “harassing, intimidating, [...] hate speech,” and as “inflammatory”. The
decision was motivated in part, she said, by a desire to protect students. She noted that
courses at the university can address particularly sensitive issues and felt “that the faculty
teaching those courses have to be open to all students.” She emphasized that her and the
Board’s actions were not based on the political content of the tweets — that is,
Dr. Salaita’s positions regarding Israel, Zionism, the war in Gaza, or any other topic. Her
intention was not to restrict the discussion of controversial topics; rather, it was to create
an atmosphere at the university that was “welcoming” and “safe” for students and where
controversial topics could be discussed in a safe and respectful learning environment.
With regard to her essay “The Principles on Which We Stand,” the Chancellor
expressed surprise that it had generated controversy and rejected the notion that it could
constitute a “policy”.
When asked by the committee to distinguish between professional and extramural
speech, the Chancellor stated that in this matter she saw no clear distinction. She
elaborated, “The manner in which you speak reflects on how welcoming you would be as
a faculty member.” In her view, if Dr. Salaita communicated to students in the same
manner as in his tweets, “he would be intimidating.” She expressed her conviction that in
a small community such as Champaign-Urbana, there was little distinction between
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“faculty members, community members, and bloggers,” noting that in her own life she
sees no distinction among these roles.
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IV. The Determination of the University’s Obligations
At the threshold, CAFT must determine what the university’s obligations to
Dr. Salaita are. Dr. Salaita was neither an applicant nor an employee. Were the Trustees
to have approved his appointment, the Statutes’ affordance of academic freedom and
political free speech would plainly apply to him; he would also be due observance of the
procedures set out for the imposition of any sanction for his speech. Were he to be an
applicant, neither of these would apply: anywhere along the line of collegial and
administrative assessment for an offer of appointment, a negative evaluation on the basis
of the quality of his scholarship, his disciplinary direction, even of personal traits relevant
to his dealing with students or staff could be taken into account and his candidacy passed
over.
One approach to the determination of the university’s obligations could be by
strict application of the letter of offer: he was told that trustee approval was required; it
was not granted; therefore he was not appointed. Whatever obligations the
administration or trustees owed to the academic body whose recommendation was first
accepted and then rejected, no further obligation was owed to Dr. Salaita.
The committee finds this approach to be incomplete. It does not fully
acknowledge the expectations mutually engendered by the university’s course of dealing.
This committee is not a court, constituted by civil authority to decide questions of
law. The committee is constituted by the university’s Statutes to decide the university’s
responsibilities as an institution of higher learning. In this, we are guided by the norms
and expectations of the academic community in which the university is situated.6 A

6

In fact, it is not at all clear that the law would draw as categorical a distinction as the courts have often
had recourse to academic norms for guidance in construing university rules. A leading case explains why
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useful source is the 1940 Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure. The
1940 Statement, jointly formulated by the American Association of University Professors
(AAUP) and the Association of American Colleges (AAC), was referenced in
Dr. Salaita’s offer of appointment and a copy was provided him at the time. When we
turn to the academic experience reflected in it we see that the issue posed in the sequence
of events before us is not novel.
Between 1958 and 1971, there were several cases investigated and reported on
where a firm offer of appointment (and, in one case, the issuance of a formal letter of
“intent to grant tenure” under the institution’s rather unusual rules) had been withdrawn
before trustee or regental approval, rejected by the board after a firm offer had been
made, or been rescinded by the board after approval.7 In all of these, the individual had
become a subject of public controversy that erupted after the offer had been made, which
facts or events were not known or could not have been known to the appointing authority
beforehand; for example, as being a person with alleged communist sympathies; for
invoking the Fifth Amendment before the House Committee on Un-American Activities;
for engaging in public protest of the Vietnam War.
an express disclaimer of binding effect stated in a university rule should not be given legal effect. Greene
v. Howard University, 412 F.2d 1128, 1135 (D.C. Cir. 1969) followed in Brown v. George Washington
Univ., 801 A.2d. 382 (D.C. 2002). Other courts have also drawn upon the norms and usages of the
academic profession, found in AAUP policies and reports, to give content to institutional policies and rules.
E.g. Browzin v. Catholic Univ., 527 F.2d 843 (D.C. Cir. 1975); Krofkoff v. Goucher College, 585 F.2d 675
(4th Cir. 1978); Drans v. Providence College, 383 A.2d 1033 (R.I. 1978); McConnell v. Howard Univ., 818
F.2d 58 (D.C. Cir. 1987); Saxe v. Bd. of Trustees of Metropolitan State College of Denver, 179 P.3d 67
(Colo. App. 2007).
7
Academic Freedom and Tenure: The George Washington University, 48 AAUP Bull. 240 (1962);
Academic Freedom and Tenure: The University of South Florida, 50 AAUP Bull. 44 (1964); Academic
Freedom and Tenure: University of Hawaii, 55 AAUP Bull. 29 (1969); Academic Freedom and Tenure:
Columbia College (Missouri), 57 AAUP Bull. 513 (1971). See also Academic Freedom and Tenure:
Trenton State College, 54 AAUP Bull. 42 (1968) (state Commissioner of Education, whose approval for
reappointment of faculty was legally required, declined to approve); Academic Freedom and Tenure:
Northern State College (South Dakota), 54 AAUP Bull. 306 (1968) (rejecting the argument that as the
Board had not approved the appointment, its refusal to approve two weeks into the academic year was a
refusal to enter into a contract, not a dismissal.)
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The question in all of these cases was whether, despite board action (or inaction),
the status of the person was such that he should come under the protections afforded by
the 1940 Statement and relevant institutional policies. The resolution turned on the
weighing of considerations additional to any express reservation that the appointment
was subject to board approval. Examples of these include: (1) the definiteness of terms of
the offer; (2) whether the offer was in accord with established procedures by which
academic appointments were normally tendered and accepted; (3) the length of time
between the offer and the withdrawal or rejection; (4) whether specific arrangements had
been made by the institution or with the institution’s knowledge for the person to move to
the institution; (5) whether teaching assignments were agreed to and courses assigned or
posted; (6) whether the institution had authorized an announcement of the person’s
appointment or otherwise indicated publicly that the appointment had been made; (7)
whether it was a general understanding by the institution’s faculty that an offer of
employment would be honored. Overarching these factors, and, perhaps, giving direction
to them, is a consideration adverted to in 1958: that offers made by high administrative
officers, a president or a dean, are customarily regarded as binding and that any
enervation of that reliability would throw “the process by which colleges and universities
engage new faculty members…into complete chaos” to the detriment of both institutions
and faculty members.8
Let us examine each of these factors in turn with reference to the matter of
Dr. Salaita:
(1) the definiteness of terms of the offer;

8

Livingstone College, 44 AAUP Bull. 188 (1958)
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By letter of October 3, 2013, from the Interim Dean of the College of Liberal Arts
and Sciences, Dr. Salaita received an offer of a tenured appointment with a starting date
of August 16, 2014. The offer was made “subject to approval” by the Board of Trustees;
it required written acceptance, preferably by October 14, stated Dr. Salaita’s salary, and
incorporated the 1940 Statement (Document 2) By the same date, the Acting Director of
American Indian Studies wrote to Dr. Salaita greeting him enthusiastically, detailing his
nine-month salary, informing him of equipment and computer resources, office space,
subvention for moving expenses, course load, and the availability of funds for research
(Document 3). Dr. Salaita signed his acceptance on October 9 (Document 2).
(2) whether the offer was in accord with established procedures by which academic
appointments were normally tendered and accepted;
The letter was the conclusion of an authorized search process conducted in
accordance with university policy. Dr. Salaita’s selection was approved by every faculty
body and administrative officer with jurisdiction for it.
(3) the length of time between the offer and the withdrawal or rejection;
On September 11, 2014, a month after the date upon which his teaching was to
commence and eleven months after he tendered his signed acceptance, the Board of
Trustees voted not to approve it.
(4) whether specific arrangements had been made by the institution or with the
institution’s knowledge for the person to move to the institution;
Subsequent correspondence confirmed the institution’s accommodation to his
computer needs and arrangements for moving expenses, including a recommended mover
(Document 5).
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(5) whether teaching assignments were agreed to and courses assigned or posted;
His courses were assigned and posted (Document 4).
(6) whether the institution had authorized an announcement of the person’s appointment
or otherwise indicated publicly that the appointment had been made;
His appointment was announced. As late as July 21, 2014, in response to a
question from the press, the campus’s spokesperson informed the press, that, “Professor
Salaita will begin his employment with the university on Aug. 16, 2014. He will be an
associate professor and will teach courses in American Indian Studies courses”
(Document 6).
(7) whether it was a general understanding by the institution’s faculty that an offer of
employment would be honored.
As best this committee has been able to determine, the Board has never rejected
an appointment that had been generated and reviewed through formal academic channels,
and thus administrators and the faculty generally expect that offers of employment for
tenured and tenure-track positions will be honored, notwithstanding the standard
language included in all letters that they are subject to the Board’s approval.
If the offer was truly conditional on serious Board consideration or experience
suggested approval might not be forthcoming, a prudent administration might have
advised the candidate to proceed in two ways upon receipt of the offer. First, the
candidate could have been advised to take an unpaid leave of absence from his current
employer in order to await approval. However, upon inquiry, the Provost’s Office of
Dr. Salaita’s prior institution informed the committee that a leave for that purpose would
not have been granted. Alternatively, the faculty member could have been advised to
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resign from his home institution only upon notice that approval had been granted.
However, there are ethical norms that obligate a faculty member to give timely notice of
resignation, customarily no later than May 1, in order to allow the home institution
adequate time to find a replacement or adjust to the faculty member’s departure. Were
the university to have advised that course of action, it would have placed the appointee on
the horns of an ethical dilemma. In the event, no such advice was given, likely because
none of those involved in the appointment process seriously considered that Board
approval might be withheld, it never having happened in memory.
These circumstances offer compelling reasons to grant Dr. Salaita the academic
freedom and liberty of political speech normally afforded to a member of the faculty.
Given Dr. Salaita’s in-between status (more than an applicant and less than an employee)
and issues of governance discussed in the next section, one possible course of action
suggests itself. When concerns arose about his suitability for appointment, he could have
been notified of the reasons for the concerns and provided an opportunity to respond in
writing. The concerns and his response should have been referred to an appropriate
group of academic experts. Their recommendation could then have been forwarded
through the normal appointment reporting procedures before final action.

16

95

V. Issues of Governance
The Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities, formulated in 1966
by the American Council on Education, the Association of Governing Boards of
Universities and Colleges, and the American Association of University Professors,
acknowledges that
The variety and complexity of the tasks performed by institutions of
higher education produce an inescapable interdependence among
governing board, administration, faculty, students, and others. The
relationship calls for adequate communication among these components,
and full opportunity for appropriate joint planning and effort.
Communication is required at universities partly because authority for decision-making is
delegated from the Board through the President and Chancellor to the Provost and from
there to academic units. The Statement assigns primary responsibility to the faculty in
matters of faculty status, including the granting of tenure:
scholars in a particular field or activity have the chief competence for
judging the work of their colleagues; in such competence it is implicit that
responsibility exists for both adverse and favorable judgments. Likewise,
there is the more general competence of experienced faculty personnel
committees having a broader charge. Determinations in these matters
should first be by faculty action through established procedures, reviewed
by the chief academic officers with the concurrence of the board. The
governing board and president should, on questions of faculty status, as in
other matters where the faculty has primary responsibility, concur with the
faculty judgment except in rare instances and for compelling reasons
which should be stated in detail.
In the case of Dr. Salaita, the most complete account of the Board’s reasons are stated in
Document 9, which itself refers to Document 8. They will be addressed in a subsequent
section.
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At the University of Illinois, the understandings addressed in the Statement are
institutionalized through a range of policies and governance documents. The university’s
primary governance document, the Statutes, provides in Article IX, Section 3a, that “All
appointments, reappointments, and promotions of the academic staff, as defined in
Article IX, Section 4a, shall be made by the Board of Trustees on the recommendation of
the chancellor/vice president concerned and the president.” This recognizes that the
delegation of authority passes from the Board to administrative officers, who in turn
delegate those to the faculty as described in Article III, Section 3d, which assigns to the
departments comprising relevant faculty the responsibility to initiate academic (faculty)
appointments: “Recommendations to positions on the academic staff shall ordinarily
originate with the department, or in the case of a group not organized as a department
with the person(s) in charge of the work concerned.” This is consistent with the concept
that academic appointments should be formulated by those most knowledgeable in the
subject area.
Procedures at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign for approving
tenured faculty appointments are memorialized in the Provost’s Communications.
Communication #3, Section 1, outlines the specific delegations made for the appointment
of faculty with tenure:
All academic appointments are authorized by the Board of Trustees (BOT)
upon the recommendation of the President; thus a recommendation for
such an appointment must be forwarded to the Provost through the
appropriate reporting chains, whether it concerns a permanent or visiting
faculty position, an academic professional position (regular or visiting), or
a postdoctoral appointment for a fixed term. The President has delegated
administrative authority over academic appointments on this campus to
the Chancellor, who has in turn delegated it to the Provost and Vice
Chancellor for Academic Affairs.
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Section 2.C.2 of the same Communication specifies the review process in place at the
campus level for the appointment of faculty with tenure: “The Provost solicits comments
from the Chancellor, the Vice Chancellor for Research, Dean of the Graduate College,
and the Chair of the Campus Committee on Promotion and Tenure. When the
consultations are complete, the Provost acts on the case and notifies the unit.”
Provost’s Communication #2 establishes policies and procedures for offering
academic positions. Section I describes the approvals necessary for an offer of
appointment to be made:
recommendations to the academic staff shall ordinarily originate with the
department. [...] They are then presented to the dean of the college for
transmission with the dean’s recommendation to the provost, who acts as
the chancellor’s designee. When a recommendation for appointment has
been approved through the appropriate channels (see Communication No.
3), a letter of invitation may be written by the dean/director.
Section II of the same Communication describes the process after a candidate accepts an
offer of appointment: copies of the candidate’s acceptance of the letter of invitation and a
vita “must be forwarded to the Office of Academic Human Resources (AHR) so that
office can develop the required Board of Trustees agenda item and biographical sketch,
and provide a copy to the Board of Trustees.” Thus, offers of appointment that have been
approved by the Provost’s Office and accepted by the candidate pass, according to the
Provost’s Communication #2, directly to AHR, a unit that reports to the Provost, which in
turn submits them to the Board of Trustees. This is because the President and Chancellor
have delegated their authority to the Provost.
Article III, Section 3d, of the Statutes contains language outlining the distribution
of responsibilities after a recommendation is formulated. It:
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shall be presented to the dean for transmission with the dean’s
recommendation to the chancellor/vice president. In case a
recommendation from a college is not approved by the chancellor/vice
president, the dean may present the recommendation to the president, and,
if not approved by the president, the dean with the consent of the Board of
Trustees may present the recommendation in person before the Board of
Trustees in session.
This asserts that the President formally recommends to the Board of Trustees
appointments that have been vetted and passed from the faculty through the officers of
the college and campus. In those cases where the Chancellor does not approve an
appointment, provision is made for the Dean of the college to present the
recommendation to the President, or directly to the Board of Trustees in the event that the
President does not approve it. Currently, however, these provisions are moot, because
the President and Chancellor have delegated their authority to the Provost.
In the case of Dr. Salaita, the department assembled a tenure dossier, which was
approved at the department, college, and campus levels by all appropriate faculty and
officers. A letter of invitation was sent by the Acting Dean of LAS, in accordance with
the Provost’s Communications. Dr. Salaita’s acceptance of the invitation and his vita
were forwarded to the Office of Academic Human Resources, which normally would
have placed it on the Board of Trustees’ agenda.
Chancellor Wise’s intervention, which may well have been planned jointly with
the President and the Trustees and was certainly done with their knowledge, violated both
existing procedures and understood practices of shared governance when she did not
consult with any of the directly-concerned officers or units in the chain of those
recommending the appointment before she acted to notify Dr. Salaita, on August 1, 2014,
that she would not submit his appointment to the Board of Trustees. Further, without

20

99

revoking the specific delegation of powers in faculty appointment matters to the Provost,
she took action without notice or consultation of the Provost.
Chancellor Wise later submitted the appointment to the Board of Trustees in
conformity with this requirement on September 11, 2014, accompanied by her
recommendation that they not appoint Dr. Salaita.
The Chancellor’s, the President’s, and the Trustees’ disregard for the principles of
shared governance and the very specific policies and procedures of the university and the
campus is a serious matter. It violates the foundational arrangements designed to assure
excellence as well as the trust necessary for a complex web of interdependent
relationships to function well and with integrity.
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VI. The Bases of Decision
We understand that the decision to disapprove Dr. Salaita’s appointment was
grounded in the series of tweets he disseminated prior to and in the midst of the war in
Gaza during the summer of 2014, well after his dossier had been compiled and reviewed.
These caused the Chancellor to review his dossier afresh and to reconsider his status in
light of her own negative reaction and that of members of the Board of Trustees.
The Chancellor informed CAFT that her conclusion was not based on the
substance of these messages – criticism of Israel, of the U.S., of American Jews and
others insofar as they supported Israeli action, and the like – but on the manner of the
criticism, the language in which it was couched. The Chancellor deemed it “hate
speech,” characterized variously as “inflammatory”, “harassing”, or “intimidating”. The
Chancellor stressed that in no way was she walling off controversial subjects from public
discussion. It is rather that, in her view, the university has an obligation to provide an
atmosphere “welcoming” to students, where critical and controversial discussions can
take place in an environment allowing multiple viewpoints to be exchanged.
Dr. Salaita’s tweets gave concern that his classroom environment would not be a “safe”
or welcome one, that students would be placed in a position inimical to learning.
The Chancellor maintained that faculty have obligations in their manner of
utterance irrespective of the medium of communication they use. She expressed her
conviction that in a small community such as Champaign-Urbana, there is little
distinction between “faculty members, community members, and bloggers,” noting that
in her own life she sees no distinction between and among these roles. Importantly, the
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Chancellor declined to draw a bright-line distinction between professional and political
speech as the latter, she believed, could and, in this case, did color the former.
We take the University’s Statutes and the understandings of the academic
community with respect to academic freedom and public political utterance to provide the
standards against which these stated concerns should be measured. Both draw a
distinction between speech in one’s professional capacity and speech as a citizen on
matters of political, economic, or ethical concern to the larger community. In other
words, they are more categorical than the Chancellor was willing to recognize. But, as
we will explain, this is not to assert that an impermeable wall separates one from the
other. There are circumstances where political speech can legitimately trigger inquiry
into professional fitness, the question, however, being one of professional fitness, not
political acceptability. Because drawing these lines is difficult and subject to the emotion
of the minute, great care must be exercised when both are present.
It is helpful to understand the origins of the ideas in the Statutes and AAUP
policies regarding political speech. Prior to 1965, the University’s Statutes, while
affording protection for a faculty member’s speech as a citizen without “institutional
censorship or discipline,” attached to it special obligations in its exercise: to be
“accurate,” “forthright,” and to display “dignity”. The 1940 Statement contained a
parallel provision. Whether these set out standards subject to institutional sanction or
admonitions free of possible sanction was tested when the University of Illinois
dismissed Professor Leo Koch in 1960 for a letter published in the Daily Illini. In it,
Professor Koch criticized the sexual mores of the time, which he deemed regnant on
campus – “the hypocritical and downright inhumane moral standards engendered by a
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Christian code of ethics,” the “brainwashing by our religious and civil authorities.” In
their stead, Professor Koch endorsed safe, consensual, pre-marital sex by university
students.
The letter outraged alumni and parents. It resulted, first, in summary action by
the President and, later, in hearings before CAFT and the Board of Trustees. Eventually,
the Board held that even as Professor Koch had a right to express “views contrary to
commonly accepted beliefs and standards,” the “tone, language, and content” of the letter
“constituted a grave breach of his academic and professional responsibility and duty to
the University of Illinois, the students attending the University, and the citizens of the
state of Illinois.”9 The Board drew a distinction between the subject of his address,
which was within the bounds of public debate, and the manner in which he expressed
himself. The latter, the Board held, was irresponsible; Koch was dismissed.
The AAUP’s ad hoc committee of investigation addressed that ground of action.
“There is no requirement,” the committee opined,
that the citizen speak with restraint, dignity, respect for the opinion of
others, or even accuracy. To impose any such official limitation would
effectively cut off any real discussion of controversial issues of either fact
or opinion. This is a cardinal principle of freedom of expression.10
Echoing John Stuart Mill, the committee saw much evil to flow from the “exceedingly
vague” standard of “irresponsibility” applied to sanction “intemperate discussion”
employing “invective, sarcasm, personality, and the like.” “We fail to see,” the
committee opined, “why the university need stand censor over the language and tone of
its faculty members.” It read the Statutes of the University of Illinois and the 1940
Statement in that light.
9

Academic Freedom and Tenure: The University of Illinois, 49 AAUP Bull. 25, 31 (1963).
Id at 36.

10
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Following the AAUP’s imposition of censure on the University, the Statutes were
amended in 1965. Those amendments persist to this day and represent the current
language of the Statutes. They added a qualification to the treatment of a faculty
member’s speech as a citizen: “If, in the president’s judgment, a faculty member […]
fails to heed the admonitions” of responsible utterance set out in the Statutes, “the
president may publicly disassociate” the university from those expressions and express
“disapproval of such objectionable expressions.” That is the prescribed limit of
institutional power over political speech.
Turning to national norms, in 1964, in the wake of the Koch case, the AAUP
issued a Statement on Extramural Utterances, which was appended six years later in a
joint Interpretive Comment to the 1940 Statement. This was included in the copy of the
1940 Statement sent to Dr. Salaita to accompany the offer of appointment. It provides in
pertinent part:
The controlling principle is that a faculty member’s expression of opinion
as a citizen cannot constitute grounds for dismissal unless it clearly
demonstrates the faculty member’s unfitness for his or her position.
Extramural utterances rarely bear upon the faculty member’s fitness for
the position.
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VII. Dr. Salaita’s Speech
Dr. Salaita’s tweets unquestionably express strong sentiments and beliefs about
controversial political ideas and events, particularly those related to Zionism, the State of
Israel, and its treatment of Palestinians. For some, the tweets are offensive, hateful, and
bigoted; for others they express desperate resistance in the face of unbearable oppression;
and for yet others it is both. Let it be said, however, that the Chancellor’s own shocked
reaction was shared by many, and it should not surprise. Regardless of the tweets’ tone
and content, they are political speech — part of the robust free play of ideas in the
political realm that the Statutes insulate from institutional sanction, even in the case of
ideas we may detest.
The Chancellor has emphasized that it was not the political content of
Dr. Salaita’s tweets, but their emotive content that caused her concern. The Chancellor,
President, and Trustees have argued that Dr. Salaita’s tweets reveal him to lack sufficient
civility for an appointment at the University of Illinois. In Appendix B we demonstrate
the perils of this line of reasoning and its unsuitability as a standard of conduct.
However, the Chancellor also suggested that Dr. Salaita’s tweets raise a question
of his professional fitness, which in universities is judged primarily through teaching and
scholarship. The Chancellor addressed herself mainly to the first aspect, questioning
whether Dr. Salaita’s presence on campus would create a “welcome” or “safe” learning
environment.
The question raises difficult issues. While universities surely benefit from being
welcoming and safe places, they must also be open to the expression of a broad spectrum
of ideas and invite students to confront and debate controversial topics. Suffice it to say,
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there is no evidence that Dr. Salaita has functioned improperly as a teacher. As part of
his application for employment at the University of Illinois, he submitted his teaching
evaluations from Virginia Tech University, which indicate that he was well received as a
teacher; there were no allegations of misuse of the classroom. Whether the current
controversy that surrounds Dr. Salaita, or which might arise in the future, could affect his
success as a teacher is pure speculation.
The second aspect of professional fitness — scholarship — raises questions of a
different nature, pertaining to the distinction between liberty of political speech and
academic freedom. Political advocacy can be and often is robust, wide open, uninhibited,
unconstrained by any concern for accuracy and driven only by the speaker’s singleminded desire to advance a cause. The University Statutes and the AAUP’s Interpretive
Comment to the 1940 Statement give free reign to speech of that kind, subject only to
such constraints as the law might impose. Academic freedom, on the other hand, attaches
to speech as teacher and researcher – that is, to professional speech. Unlike political
speech, professional speech is held to professional standards of care.11 As the seminal
1915 Declaration of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure put it, the liberty of
the scholar to set forth “conclusions, be they what they may” is “conditioned by their
being conclusions gained by a scholar’s methods and held in a scholar’s spirit.”
Distortion or mischaracterization of facts, willful neglect of relevant evidence, assertions
grounded in little or nothing more than the zealous advancement of a cause fall afoul of a
professional standard of care.

11

The distinction is critical to defining — and defending — academic freedom. See generally, Matthew
Finkin and Robert Post, For the Common Good: Principles of American Academic Freedom (New Haven,
2009).	
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We have noted earlier that the line between the political and the professional can
blur. When a professor of philosophy posts a political argument via social media, when a
professor of English posts a book review on an electronic forum, is this speech held to a
professional standard of care? The question is of the capacity in which the person speaks,
which, to complicate the matter further, may actually be a dual one. Whence the 1940
Statement’s coupling of a robust freedom for political speech with an allowance for
inquiry into professional fitness instigated by its exercise: that the speaker’s political
utterances may be so devoid of fact, so obdurate in refusing to acknowledge evidence to
the contrary, so single-minded in pursuit of the speaker’s personal agenda as to give rise
to a legitimate question of whether his treatment of issues within the orbit of his
professional writ is similarly characterized. Such an inquiry is not a sanction for political
outspokenness. It is a necessary exercise of collegial responsibility.
In the case of Dr. Salaita, this inquiry is complicated because of how he has
positioned his understanding of his professional speech. He has stated that his address to
the subject of his appointment, Indigenous Studies, is informed by certain critical ethical
tenets, one of which is, for example, a “proactive analysis of and opposition to
neoliberalism, imperialism, neocolonialism, and other socially and economically unjust
policies, which not only affect Indigenous peoples most perniciously, but rely on
Indigenous dispossession to fulfill their ambitions.”12 This tenet — almost
indistinguishable from a political purpose — is taken by Dr. Salaita to be an intrinsic part
of his work. Nonetheless, Dr. Salaita’s conception of his professional mission does not
absolve him of meeting the academy’s standards of professional care.
12

Steven Salaita, “The Ethics of Intercultural Approaches to Indigenous Studies: Conjoining Natives and
Palestinians in Context,” The International Journal of Critical Indigenous Studies 1:1 (2008): 2. Dr. Salaita
submitted this article as part of the materials accompanying his application.
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As we have seen, the Statement on Government allows that Trustees may
legitimately question the granting of tenure “in rare instances and for compelling reasons
which should be stated in detail.” Further, the 1940 Statement allows that political
speech, though rarely in itself evidencing professional unfitness, can give rise to
legitimate questions — for example, whether Dr. Salaita’s passionate political
commitments have blinded him to critical distinctions, caused lapses in analytical rigor,
or led to distortions of facts. These are questions that have arisen in the present
controversy.
The Chancellor, in providing the Committee with her judgment of the Trustees’
reasons for rejecting the appointment of Dr. Salaita, conflated political speech with
professional speech. The former, we have concluded, is beyond the University’s remit to
regulate. But the latter raises legitimate questions. The Statement on Government and
the Statutes assert that faculty status and related matters are primarily a faculty
responsibility, yet no university policy provides guidance for soliciting the expertise of
the faculty in the present case. We recommend that the matter be remanded to the
College of Liberal Arts and Sciences for reconsideration by a body of qualified academic
experts. Dr. Salaita should be provided the opportunity to respond to any proposed
findings of professional unfitness before the body concludes its proceedings.
Dr. Salaita’s scholarship has already been reviewed rigorously, according to all
normal and appropriate procedures, so we allow only that his reviewers may not have
attended to questions that have arisen from the present controversy. There is a danger
that our opinion in this matter might appear to allow the Trustees to ask for a review of
the professional fitness of any candidate who makes remarks that they deem unpopular or
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offensive. Our opinion derives from circumstances that are extraordinary and unlikely to
be replicated.
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VIII. Conclusions
In the matter of the complaint of Professors Robert Warrior and Vicente Diaz, we
find no violation of their academic freedom nor of those who had recommended
Dr. Salaita for appointment. They were not penalized for having made the
recommendation. The academic freedom of those recommending an appointment is not
abridged by the Board of Trustees’ rejection of it, which is allowed under university
policies and national norms of institutional governance. However, as the forgoing makes
clear, neither was observed.
Accordingly, we turn to the complained-of ground for that rejection, Dr. Salaita’s
series of tweets. The 1970 Interpretive Comment to the 1940 Statement provides that
extramural utterances – political speech – “rarely bear upon a faculty member’s fitness
for office.” The Chancellor elided the distinction between the two. They should be
disaggregated. We do not believe that Dr. Salaita’s political speech renders him unfit for
office. Further, we find that civility does not constitute a legitimate criterion for rejecting
his appointment, and we recommend that statements made by the Chancellor, President,
and Trustees asserting civility as a standard of conduct be withdrawn.
We do believe, however, that the Chancellor has raised a legitimate question of
whether his professional fitness adheres to professional standards. In light of these
allegations, we recommend that Dr. Salaita’s candidacy be remanded to the College of
Liberal Arts and Sciences for reconsideration by a body of qualified academic experts.
Dr. Salaita should be provided the opportunity to respond to any proposed findings of
professional unfitness before the body concludes its proceedings.
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We further recommend that the university take responsibility for the financial
consequences to Dr. Salaita of its irregular adherence to its own policies and procedures.
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XI. Appendices
Appendix A
Chronology
May 23, 2012
July 10, 2012
February 3-5, 2013
April 29, 2013
September 6, 2013
September 23, 2013
September 25, 2013

September 26, 2013
September 27, 2013
October 3, 2013
October 3, 2013
October 7, 2013
July 21, 2014

c. July 21, 2014
July 21, 2014

July 21, 2014

July 21, 2014
July 22, 2014

Professor Robert Warrior, Director, American Indian Studies,
submits hiring request.
Ruth Watkins, Dean of LAS, approves the search.
Dr. Steven Salaita visits campus as part of his application for the
position.
Professor Warrior requests external letters for tenure review of
Steven Salaita.
Professor Warrior submits departmental P&T review of
Dr. Salaita.
Professor Charles Gammie, Chair of Campus P&T Committee,
approves tenure.
Associate Chancellor Reginald Allston (in note forwarded by
Andrea Fain) approves tenure. Deba Dutta, Dean of Graduate
College, approves tenure.
Chancellor Wise approves tenure.
Provost approves tenured appointment. Document indicates that
the Department and College approved tenure.
Brian Ross, Interim Dean of LAS, sends offer letter sent to
Dr. Salaita.
Professor Jodi Byrd, Acting Director of American Indian Studies,
writes to Dr. Salaita with supplementary details about offer.
Dr. Salaita accepts offer and postpones start date to August 16,
2014.
Chancellor Wise begins receiving emails protesting appointment
of Dr. Salaita. They increase greatly in number over the course of
the next ten days.
Chancellor’s Office begins forwarding such emails to the Board
of Trustees.
Robin Kaler, Associate Chancellor for Public Affairs, informs
Christine des Garennes of the News-Gazette that “Faculty have a
wide range of scholarly and political views, and we recognize the
freedom of speech rights of all of our employees.”
President Easter tells Chancellor Wise they should discuss the
Salaita matter and attaches an email protesting the appointment of
Dr. Salaita.
Robin Kaler informs Provost of controversy.
Chancellor answers an inquiry from Provost and informs him that
there are several emails protesting the hire of Dr. Salaita.
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July 23, 2014

July 24, 2014
August 1, 2014

August 16, 2014
August 22, 2014

September 4, 2014
September 5, 2014
September 11, 2014

Phyllis Mischo, Assistant to the Chancellor, asks Paula Hays,
Administrative Assistant to the Dean of LAS, if Dr. Salaita has
accepted the position and informs Chancellor Wise that he has.
Meeting of the Board of Trustees at which the appointment of
Dr. Salaita is discussed in executive session.
Date of the letter from Christophe Pierre, Vice President for
Academic Affairs, and Phyllis Wise informing Dr. Salaita his
appointment will not be submitted to the Board of Trustees.
Date at which Dr. Salaita had been scheduled to start his
employment at University of Illinois.
Chancellor publishes “The Principles on Which We Stand.”
Supporting statement issued same day via mass mail by President,
Trustees, and other administrators.
Chancellor forwards Dr. Salaita’s appointment to the Board.
Professor Robert Warrior and Vicente Diaz file grievance with
CAFT.
Trustees reject appointment for Dr. Salaita.
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Appendix B
Civility as a Speech Standard
In the wake of the uproar over the rejection of Dr. Salaita’s appointment, the
Chancellor issued a statement, “The Principles on Which We Stand” (Document 8), soon
to be echoed by a statement from the Trustees, the President and other university officials
(Document 9). The Chancellor declared disrespectful words, words that demean the
viewpoints of others or of the persons who express them, to be intolerable. All points of
view must be discussed, even outside the classroom, in a “scholarly, civil, and productive
manner.” The Trustees went further: disrespectful speech that promotes malice “is not an
acceptable form of civil argument”: it has “no place […] in our democracy.”
However well intentioned, this is all quite mistaken. The United States Supreme
Court has made clear that the nation’s commitment is “to the principle that debate on
public issues should be uninhibited, robust, and wide-open, and that it may well include
vehement, caustic, and sometimes unpleasantly sharp attacks”13 that may be false (albeit
not knowingly so), vehement, or offensive. As Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., famously put
it, with respect to the utterance even of allegedly seditious speech in a time of war,
we should be eternally vigilant against attempts to check the expression of
opinions that we loathe and believe to be fraught with death, unless they
so imminently threaten immediate interference with the lawful and
pressing purposes of the law that an immediate check is required to save
the country.14

13

N.Y. Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254, 271 (1964). The Court relied on Justice Brandeis’ famous
dissent in Whitney v. California, 274 U.S. 357, 375-76 (1927), in which he opined, “the fitting remedy for
evil counsels is in good ones”. “Those who won our independence,” Brandeis wrote, believed “in the
power of reason as applied through public discussion, they eschewed silence coerced by law – the argument
of force in its worst form.”
14
Abrams v. United States, 250 U.S. 616, 630 (1919) (Holmes, J. dissenting).
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Nor can we separate the use of highly charged emotive language from the content
of the message. As the Supreme Court put it, disallowing punishment because of the
offensiveness of the expletive the speaker deployed — in that case, an expletive
Dr. Salaita’s tweets are much given to:
We cannot sanction the view that the Constitution, while solicitous of the
cognitive content of individual speech, has little or no regard for that
emotive function which practically speaking, may often be the more
important element of the overall message sought to be communicated.15
Further, and as the ad hoc committee of investigation in the Koch case pointed
out, “civility” and all its cognates — responsible, respectful, temperate — or its antonyms
— disrespectful, demeaning, intemperate — provide no objective standard of measure.
Speakers are at their peril depending on where their listeners would draw the line. The
natural consequence of such ambiguity is for the speaker to steer clear of the zone of
uncertainty. The resulting self-censorship does not elevate debate; it stifles it. For this
reason, among others, every university speech code that has been adopted to forbid
“intolerable” or “demeaning” utterance has been held to be unconstitutional.16
In sum, although the Chancellor, the President, and the Trustees are quite correct
in drawing attention to the university as an educational community, what follows from it
is quite the opposite of what they would have the university do. The consequences of the
vagueness of the prohibition have specific historical purchase here. Civility has served to
ostracize individuals or entire social groups on the grounds that they are savage,
barbarous, primitive, infantile, ill bred, or uncouth. This is surely not the intent of the

15

Cohen v. California, 403 U.S. 15, 26 (1971).
Doe v. University of Michigan, 721 F.Supp.2d 852 (E.D. Mich. 1989); UWM Post, Inc. v. Board of
Regents of the University of Wisconsin System, 774 F.Supp.2d 1163 (E.D. Wis. 1991); Blair v.
Shippensburg University, 280 F.Supp.2d 357 (M.D. Pa. 2003); College Republicans at San Francisco State
Univ. v. Reed, 523 F.Supp.2d 1005 (N.D. Cal 2007).
16
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Chancellor or the Board, and yet, the criterion was used, for example, to silence African
Americans in Greensboro, North Carolina, in the years around 1960 by asserting,
paradoxically, that their peaceful protests demanding civil rights violated standards of
civility.17
More than twenty years ago, the American Association of University Professors
issued On Freedom of Expression and Campus Speech Codes, in the wake of efforts on
numerous campuses to promulgate rules the terms of which are echoed in the
Chancellor’s and Trustees’ messages. The AAUP’s Statement captures the tenor of the
debate and the reasons why “civility,” surely desirable in many contexts, cannot be
deployed as a standard of speech. The Statement is well worth reading in its entirety, for
it appreciates that “conflicts spawned by slurs and insults create an environment inimical
to learning.”18 It argues, however, that an institution of higher education fails in its
mission if it asserts the power to proscribe ideas, and uncivil speech, howsoever
repugnant at times, expresses ideas. CAFT appreciates that the value of emotive, hateladen speech is of a rather low order. Yet, as the AAUP Statement observed, a university
sets a perilous course if it seeks to differentiate between high-value and
low-value speech, or to choose which groups are to be protected by
curbing the speech of others. A speech code unavoidably implies an
institutional competence to distinguish permissible expression of hateful
thought from what is proscribed as thoughtless hate.
Inevitably, the university will be drawn to decide which groups are worthy of solicitude
and which are not, what words are unacceptably offensive and what are within the margin

17

See William H. Chafe, Civilities and Civil Rights (New York and Oxford, 1980), 8-10, 137-41, 353-55.
For more examples of the use of civility to silence protest and promote white supremacy during the civil
rights movement, see Joseph Crespino, “Civilities and Civil Rights in Mississippi,” in Manners and
Southern History: Essays, ed. Ted Ownby (Jackson, MS, 2007), 114-136.
18
The statement is available in its entirety at http://www.aaup.org/report/freedom-expression-and-campusspeech-codes.
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of acceptability. “Distinctions of this type” the AAUP Statement observes, “are neither
practicable nor principled; their very fragility underscores why institutions devoted to
freedom of thought and expression ought not adopt an institutionalized coercion of
silence.”
We believe that the Chancellor, the President, and the Trustees acted sincerely out
of a commitment to inclusiveness, yet in this instance holding civility up as a standard of
conduct conflicts with academic freedom and causes some to feel excluded from the
university community. The AAUP Statement addresses this dilemma directly and
provides a list of measures as alternatives to banning types of speech. It concludes:
To some persons who support speech codes, measures like these —
relying as they do on suasion rather than sanctions — may seem
inadequate. But freedom of expression requires toleration of “ideas we
hate,” as Justice Holmes put it. The underlying principle does not change
because the demand is to silence a hateful speaker, or because it comes
from within the academy. Free speech is not simply an aspect of the
educational enterprise to be weighed against other desirable ends. It is the
very precondition of the academic enterprise itself.
In her conversation with the committee the Chancellor disagreed with the notion
that her or the Trustees’ pronouncements should or even could be taken to constitute a
speech code. However, both pronouncements contain strong language. In text and tone
they are more than avuncular urgings for the observance of good manners. Both are de
facto justifications of the decision to halt an employment process and suggest a standard
to be observed in the future. CAFT recommends that they be withdrawn.
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Appendix C
Selection of Dr. Salaita’s Tweets Provided by Counsel to the Trustees
Parties who provided evidence for the investigation are entitled to read its
“Findings of Fact” (Section III) and ask for changes. The Counsel for the Trustees has
asked that the following be included in the report:
Prior to Chancellor Wise meetings with the Board of Trustees, all of the following were
widely discussed publicly:
You may be too refined to say it, but I’m not: I wish all the f**king West
Bank settlers would go missing. [Note: this statement was in reference to a
report that three Israeli teens had been kidnapped and were presumed
murdered.] (June 19)
Let’s cut to the chase:
If you’re defending #Israel right now you’re an awful human being. (July
8)
By eagerly conflating Jewishness and Israel, Zionists are partly
responsible when people say antisemitic sh*t in response to Israeli
terror. (July 10)
Zionist uplift in America: every little Jewish boy and girl can grow up to
be the leader of a murderous colonial regime. (July 14)
The @IDFSpokesperson is a lying motherf**ker. (July 15)
Do you have to visit your physician for prolonged erections when you see
pictures of dead children in #Gaza? (July 16)
“If it weren’t for Hamas, Israel wouldn’t have to bomb children.” Look,
motherf**cker, if it weren’t for Israel there’d be no #GazaStrip.” (July
18)
If #Israel affirms life, then why do so many Zionists celebrate the
slaughter of children? What’s that? Oh, I see JEWISH life. (July 18)
Zionists, take responsibility: if your dream of an ethnocratic Israel is worth
the murder of children, just f**king own it. (July 19)
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At this point, if Netanyahu appeared on TV with a necklace made from the
teeth of Palestinian children, would anybody be surprised? (July 19)
I repeat, if you’re defending #Israel right now, then ‘hopelessly
brainwashed’ is your best prognosis. (July 19)
Zionists: transforming ‘antisemitism’ from something horrible into
something honorable since 1948. (July 19)
F**k you, #Israel. And while I'm at it, f**k you, too, PA, Sisi, Arab
monarchs, Obama, UK, EU, Canada, US Senate, corporate media, and
ISIS. (July 20)
Ever wonder what it would look like if the KKK had F-16s and access to a
surplus population of ethnic minorities? See #Israel and #Gaza. (July 20)
When I am frustrated, I remember that, despite the cigarettes and fatty
food, I have a decent chance of outliving #Israel. (July 21)
After Chancellor Wise met with the Board on July 24, but prior to her letter to Dr. Salaita
of August 2, Dr. Salaita also posted the following:
We can argue into eternity, but in the end this is what matters most: the
people in #Gaza are there because they’re not Jewish. (July 26)
If you haven’t recently been called a terror-loving anti-Semite, then I’m
sorry to say your critique of #Israel is totally weak.” (July 29)
It’s silly when white American kids pretend to be Middle Eastern. It’s
unconscionable when they go play solider in the Middle East. (July 31)
#Israel’s message to #Obama and #Kerry: we’ll kill as many Palestinians
as we want, when we want.
p.s. fuck you, pay me. (August 1)

40

119

X. Documents

41

120

Document 1

121

122

123

Document 2

124

125

Document 3

126

127

Document 4

128

129

Document 5

130

131

132

133

134

135

136

137

Document 6

138

Document 7

139

Document 8

140

141

8/22/2014

An atmosphere for learning

Document 9

August 22, 2014
Earlier today, you received a thoughtful statement from Chancellor Phyllis Wise regarding the university’s
decision not to recommend Prof. Steven Salaita for a tenured faculty position on the Urbana-Champaign
campus.
In her statement, Chancellor Wise reaffirmed her commitment to academic freedom and to fostering an
environment that encourages diverging opinions, robust debate and challenging conventional norms. Those
principles have been at the heart of the university’s mission for nearly 150 years, and have fueled its rise as
a world leader in education and innovation.
But, as she noted, our excellence is also rooted in another guiding principle that is just as fundamental. Our
campuses must be safe harbors where students and faculty from all backgrounds and cultures feel valued,
respected and comfortable expressing their views.
We agree, and write today to add our collective and unwavering support of Chancellor Wise and her
philosophy of academic freedom and free speech tempered in respect for human rights – these are the same
core values which have guided this institution since its founding.
In the end, the University of Illinois will never be measured simply by the number of world-changing
engineers, thoughtful philosophers or great artists we produce. We also have a responsibility to develop
productive citizens of our democracy. As a nation, we are only as strong as the next generation of
participants in the public sphere. The University of Illinois must shape men and women who will contribute as
citizens in a diverse and multi-cultural democracy. To succeed in this mission, we must constantly reinforce
our expectation of a university community that values civility as much as scholarship.
Disrespectful and demeaning speech that promotes malice is not an acceptable form of civil argument if we
wish to ensure that students, faculty and staff are comfortable in a place of scholarship and education. If we
https://illinois.edu/massmail/massmail/27181.html
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educate a generation of students to believe otherwise, we will have jeopardized the very system that so many
have made such great sacrifices to defend. There can be no place for that in our democracy, and therefore,
there will be no place for it in our university.
Chancellor Wise is an outstanding administrator, leader and teacher. Her academic career has been built on
her commitment to promoting academic freedom and creating a welcoming environment for students and
faculty alike. We stand with her today and will be with her tomorrow as she devotes her considerable talent
and energy to serving our students, our faculty and staff, and our society.
We look forward to working closely with Chancellor Wise and all of you to ensure that our university is
recognized both for its commitment to academic freedom and as a national model of leading-edge scholarship
framed in respect and courtesy.
Sincerely,
Christopher G. Kennedy, Chair, University of Illinois Board of Trustees
Robert A. Easter, President
Hannah Cave, Trustee
Ricardo Estrada, Trustee
Patrick J. Fitzgerald, Trustee
Lucas N. Frye, Trustee
Karen Hasara, Trustee
Patricia Brown Holmes, Trustee
Timothy N. Koritz, Trustee
Danielle M. Leibowitz, Trustee
Edward L. McMillan, Trustee
James D. Montgomery, Trustee
Pamela B. Strobel, Trustee
Paula Allen-Meares, Chancellor, Chicago campus, and Vice President, University of Illinois
Susan J. Koch, Chancellor, Springfield campus, and Vice President, University of Illinois
Donald A. Chambers, Professor of Physiology and Biochemistry; Chair, University Senates Conference
Jerry Bauman, Interim Vice President for Health Affairs
Thomas R. Bearrows, University Counsel
Thomas P. Hardy, Executive Director for University Relations
https://illinois.edu/massmail/massmail/27181.html
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Susan M. Kies, Secretary of the Board of Trustees and the University
Walter K. Knorr, VP/Chief Financial Officer and Comptroller
Christophe Pierre, Vice President for Academic Affairs
Lawrence B. Schook, Vice President for Research
Lester H. McKeever, Jr., Treasurer, Board of Trustees
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EP.15.39
February 9, 2015
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE
Senate Committee on Educational Policy
(Final; Information)
EP.15.39

Report of Administrative Approvals through the January 26, 2015 meeting of the EPC.

Graduate Programs
Master of Accounting Science (MAS) – Require ACCY 517 (4 credit hours), Financial Statement Analysis,
instead of ACCY 511 (4 credit hours), Risk Measurement/Reporting I.
Undergraduate Programs
LAS—BS in Chemical and Biomolecular Engineering – CHBE 121 (1 credit hour) — Revise footnote in
Academic Catalog listing to state “For students entering the curriculum after the freshman year, 1
additional hr of credit from the list of approved engineering technical electives may be substituted in place
of CHBE 121” to provide clarity so all students know they must complete 129 total hours for the major.
SENATE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY
Gay Miller, Chair
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EP.15.40
February 9, 2015
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE
(Final; Information)
EP.15.40

Report of Administrative Approvals at the February 2, 2015 meeting of the EPC

Graduate Programs
Master of Science in Bioinformatics-Animal Sciences Concentration – Addition of a required
comprehensive examination.
Master of Science and Ph.D. in Animal Sciences – Naming specific course (ANSC 590) required for Graduate
Seminar in the Academic Catalog (previous wording just said “Graduate seminar enrollment is required
every semester…”; updated wording to state “Graduate seminar (ANSC 590) enrollment is required every
semester.”
Ph.D. in Animal Sciences – Naming specific course (ANSC 590) required for Graduate Seminar in the
Academic Catalog (previous wording just said “Graduate seminar enrollment is required every semester…”;
updated wording to state “Graduate seminar (ANSC 590) enrollment is required every semester.”
Undergraduate Programs
FAA – Bachelor of Music Education – Revision of General Education requirements for BME students to
eliminate the Public Speaking requirement and remove specification that one course in the 6 hours of
Humanities and the Arts must be outside the School of Music (see grid below; proposed revisions are in
italics). These proposed revisions have been endorsed by the Council on Teacher Education.
Current BME Gen Ed Requirements
Composition I
Advanced Composition
Public Speaking
Humanities & the Arts – 6 hours, one course
must be outside the School of Music
Cultural Studies – 6 hours
Natural Science & Technology – 6 hours
Social & Behavioral Science – 3-4 hours
PSYC 100
Quantitative Reasoning I and II – 6-9 hours
Foreign language

Proposed BME Gen Ed Requirements
Composition I
Advanced Composition
Humanities & the Arts – 6 hours
Cultural Studies – 6 hours
Natural Science & Technology – 6 hours
Social & Behavioral Science – 3-4 hours
PSYC 100
Quantitative Reasoning I and II – 6-9 hours
Foreign language

FAA – Minor in Theatre – Add THEA 410, Dramaturgs Workshop, and THEA 452, Principles of Arts
Management, to the list of elective options for the Minor in Theatre.
SENATE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL POLICY
Gay Miller, Chair
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HE.15.04
February 9, 2015
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE
(Final; Information)
HE.15.04

Report on the December 12, 2014 meeting of the Faculty Advisory Council to the IBHE

The Faculty Advisory Council (FAC) of the Illinois Board of Higher Education (IBHE) held a regularly
scheduled meeting at the facilities of the Illinois Association of School Boards (IASB) in Springfield. The
meeting was hosted by the IBHE staff.
The meeting was called to order at 9:00 AM with introductions of those present. Mr. Roger L. Eddy, IASB
Executive Director and former State Representative welcomed the group to his facility.
Aminmansour reported on an extensive conversation he had with Dr. James Applegate, the IBHE Executive
Director.
Dr. Applegate gave a presentation on Guided Pathways to Success (GPS) and its potentials on how it can
help students with challenges complete their college education. He referred to the Public Agenda for
College and
Career Success (2009) and the “60 by 2025” goal. He reported that college attainment levels have gone
up by about 2%. However, he added, affordability has dropped. Applegate expressed concern over the
widening gap in college attendance for underrepresented group of students. He stated that there needs
to be an aggressive effort to increase adult students’ college completion. He expressed concerns about
the fact that about 20% of the workforce has some college education, but no credentials.
Dr. Applegate also spoke about Complete College America’s GPS game changing strategies for states and
colleges. They include performance-based funding based on completion rather than enrollment; corequisite remediation; increased state funding; and the concept of “15 to finish,” which emphasizes 15
credits per semester for improved college completion. Applegate pointed out that he is trying to establish
a higher education caucus of stakeholders including legislators, to push higher education issues at the
state level.
Dr. Alan Phillips, IBHE Executive Deputy Director for planning and budgeting, offered the Council an
update on the prospects of state funding for higher education. He stated that State appropriations to
SURS are now about the same as total funding for public universities and community colleges. Phillips
added that a 10-15% budget reduction for higher education is a very real possibility for the upcoming
fiscal year. He added that a rescission during the remainder of FY 15 is also a real possibility.
David Tretter, President of the Federation of Illinois Private and Independent Colleges and Universities
addressed the Council and offered his take on the State’s appropriation situation noting that there is much
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uncertainty in the future. He added that we, as the higher education community, need to make the case
to the State for higher education issues including funding.
The three caucuses of the Council (four year public universities; community colleges and
private/independent institutions) met separately and reported back to the Council. Topics discussed by
the caucuses included shared governance; academic freedom; impact of the State’s decreasing funding
for higher education; MAP funding; hiring retired faculty and GPS.

Dr. Jennifer Delaney, a faculty member from UIUC College of Education and recent IBHE Faculty Fellow,
gave a presentation on her research as an IBHE Faculty Fellow on the impacts of guaranteed tuition
policies. She reported that it appears that the practice front-loads tuition. Professor Delaney reported
that guaranteed tuition practices lead to tuition costs of about 24% higher over the four years.
In the Business portion of the meeting, the minutes of the November 21 FAC meeting at Oakton were
approved. The Council approved a statement on shared governance to be publicized.
The meeting adjourned at 3:35 PM. The next FAC meeting is scheduled for January 16, 2015 at the Illinois
Institute of Technology.
This report is prepared based on the draft minutes of the FAC meeting minutes prepared by the FAC
Secretary, Professor Steve Rock of Western Illinois University (WIU). Much credit is owed to him.

Respectfully submitted
Abbas Aminmansour
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HE.15.05
February 9, 2015
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE
(Final; Information)
HE.15.04

Report on the January 16, 2015 meeting of the Faculty Advisory Council to the IBHE

The Faculty Advisory Council (FAC) of the Illinois Board of Higher Education (IBHE) held a regularly scheduled
meeting at the Illinois Institute of Technology (IIT) with 34 members present.
The meeting was called to order at 9:00 AM with introductions of those present. Professor Russell Betts, Dean
of the Illinois Tech College of Science welcomed the Council to his campus. He reported that enrollment is up
at IIT, but deferred maintenance is an issue. He added that IIT’s admission is highly competitive and their
programs are very rigorous. He felt that this situation may disadvantage local area students. However, he
added that IIT has received an NSF grant which will target middle school teachers to improve this situation
The three caucuses of the Council (four year public universities; community colleges and private/independent
institutions) met separately and reported back to the Council. Topics discussed by the caucuses included
President Obama and the City of Chicago’s community initiatives for free college; Governor Rauner’s Executive
Order on non-essential expenses and what it means for higher education institutions; PARCC; Common Core;
decline in enrollment at some community colleges; professional development and student financial aid.
Eric Zarnikow, Executive Director of the Illinois Student Assistance Commission (ISAC) addressed the Council.
He reported on recent legislation affecting ISAC. He added that 24 states are interested in “pay it forward”
plan which offers students free tuition like a loan and expects students to pay back the loan as a percentage of
their income with a certain number of loans forgiven. Zarnikow also spoke about an advisory committee
mandated by legislation to offer recommendations on MAP funding. It recommended that if an institution’s
completion rate drops below 80%, that their completion must improve by 5% and to reduce achievement gaps
by income levels by 25%. He added that the recommendations will be implemented through ISAC rules.
Zarnikow spoke about college affordability and added that cost of higher education has gone up considerably
more than family income has which has led to higher student debts. He noted that despite speculations,
college education is still well worth the cost and offered statistics on higher income for people with postsecondary education.
In the Business portion of the meeting, the minutes of the December 12, 2014 FAC meeting in Springfield were
approved. The Council also discussed topics to discuss at its meeting with the Board in April.
The meeting adjourned at 1:25 PM. The next FAC meeting is scheduled for February 20, 2015 at Robert Morris
University.
This report is prepared based on the draft minutes of the FAC meeting minutes prepared by the FAC Secretary,
Professor Steve Rock of Western Illinois University (WIU). Much credit is owed to him.

Respectfully submitted
Abbas Aminmansour
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SC.15.07
February 9, 2015
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE
Urbana Senate Observer
(Final; Information)
SC.15.07

Report on the January 15, 2015 meeting of the Board of Trustees of the University of
Illinois at the Chicago campus

Mr. Edward McMillan convened the meeting of Wolcott, Wood and Taylor with Board Secretary Susan
Kies calling the Roll.
The BOT entered Executive Session.
Open Session resumed following the Executive Session.
Mr. McMillan introduced Ms. Mary Gale Tan who sang the State song Illinois accompanied on the piano
by Ms. Marlena Keller, IUC.
President Easter introduced various participants at today’s BOT meeting.
Mr. McMillan welcomed new President Killeen.
Mr. McMillan recognized the January meeting as the annual meeting which means certain activities
occur at only this meeting, including electing BOT officers.
Mr. Edward McMillan was elected to Chair the BOT. He continued to chair the meeting.
Mr. Jim Montgomery was elected to the BOT Executive Committee.
Ms. Karen Hasara was elected to the BOT Executive Committee.
Susan Kies, Walter Knorr, Lester McKeever, and Thomas Bearrows were re-elected into their positions of
Board of Trustees Secretary, Comptroller, Treasurer, and University Counsel respectively.
UIC Interim Chancellor and Interim Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and Provost Gislason welcomed
BOT members and meeting attendees to the UIC campus. Chancellor Gislason shared information about
awards and grants received by UIC.
Vice President Walter Knorr gave a financial report, highlighting the Legislative Audit Commission
accepting the 2013 Audit; IBHE cautions public universities to plan for probable budget reductions in FY
2015 and 2016; the State legislature has taken no action on the income tax extension and it has lapsed;
Sangamon County Court ruled that the pension changes were unconstitutional. The Governor will make
his budget address on Feb 18, 2015. Seeing the end of stimulus grants. We had a successful NSF grant
audit and so no dollars to recover. Nominal increases in NSF and NIH funding anticipated. Continue to
adjust to the Affordable Care Act. Substantial drop off in the last 10 years of Department of Defense
grant funding. So we anticipate that grant funding will be even more competitive. Anticipated $4-5
billion loss from the loss of the tax revenue. State backlog of bills has increased and is estimated at $6.5
billion. We have seen reduced Medicare reimbursement rates. SURS unfunded liability exceeds $20
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billion estimated at June 30, 2014. U of I share of estimated unfunded pension obligation for SURS is
estimated at $8.2 billion. As of Jan 5, 2015, the State of Illinois owes the University of Illinois $357
million. In 2015, current revenues are estimates as Tuition of $1,098 million and General Tax Funds
$643 million. Deferred maintenance continues to be a major concern, and hovers near $1.7 billion.
University Federal Grants and Contracts for FY2014 just over $675 million.
Chairman McMillan called for Committee reports:
BOT committee reports:
•
•

•

Chairman and Trustee McMillan: Presented the items handled by the Audit, Budget, Finance and
Facilities Committee.
Trustee Hasara: Academic and Student Affairs Committee.
o Vice President, Christophe Pierre shared:
 Tuition – no increase in base rate of undergraduate tuition for 2015-16
academic year. Inflation related increases for graduate, professional and nonresident students and for fees.
 So this means that for Urbana, the base rate is $12,036, plus student fees of
3,018 ($34 increase – 1.1%). Health insurance fee of $582. So total is $15,636
for tuition and fees.
 First zero% increase in tuition in more than 20 years at UI. Follows two years of
consecutive increases of 1.7% which were themselves the lowest tuition rate
increases in nearly two decades.
 Comment from Trustee Koritz – by state law, our tuition is guaranteed for the 4
years while a student is here; that is different than for most other competing
institutions. This makes UI more competitive because it helps families plan a
budget.
 Comment from Trustee Estrada – this information makes us need to work
harder with our State legislature to make sure they understand the value of UI
education.
o Trustee Hasara: Academic and Student Affairs Committee. Trustee Hasara gave the
basics of items 4-16 on the BOT agenda, plus highlights of some presentations given to
the ASAC meeting including how academic and the combatting of sexual violence.
Trustee Koritz: University Healthcare Systems Committee. Addressing nursing shortage will be a
collaboration between UI- Chicago and UI-Springfield. Safety standards falling short causing a
decrease in Medicare payments of 1-2% which is substantial. UI-Chicago hospital has made
substantial improvements in areas such as decreased central-line infections in patients. Trying
to limit UI financial risks associated with the UI hospital.
o Comment from Chancellor Koch at Springfield about the new nursing school
collaborations. This is very important because health care is now the number one
employer in Springfield now. Illinois students now have a new opportunity to earn a
degree.
o Question from Trustee Montgomery – how to mitigate Medicare losses? Dr. Jerry
Bauman responded that they anticipate increased funding this spring. These payments
will have to come from the State of Illinois and also from the Affordable Care Act.
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Public Comment was received from:
Angelica Alfaro:
•

She is excited to be a part of improving the relationships with the Latino/a populations of
Chicago and UI. She attended Nobel Elementary school in Chicago, a part of the Chicago
public schools system. She also attended and is a UI graduate. Currently there are over 500
Nobel students attending UI. The Pritzker Foundation and The Pritzker Traubert Family
Foundation have provided $3 million in scholarship endowments. They are funding $12,000
per student annually for four years, and asking the state to match their scholarships. They
have relationships with many universities and colleges in the State committed to the work,
and they look forward to developing more fully UI relationships.

The BOT approved by voice vote the BOT regular agenda items 01 through 16. All passed with no
discussion and no dissenting and no abstention votes.
The BOT approved the BOT roll call agenda items 17 through 25. All passed by roll call vote with some
abstention votes, and with no dissenting votes.
Comments from President Killeen: He was very interested in item 4 of the regular agenda which was
“Election of Timothy L. Killeen as Twentieth President, University of Illinois”. He is happy to use the
word ‘We’ in relation to the UI. We can succeed and we can be good stewards and wonderful advocates
for higher education. We have a chance to reinvent public higher education. He will take all hands on
the tiller. He expressed sincere thank you for the BOT confidence in hiring him.
BOT had no old or new business.
The BOT meeting was adjourned at 11:25 am.
Details of the meeting can be found at: http://www.bot.uillinois.edu/multimedia and
at: http://www.trustees.uillinois.edu/trustees/agenda/January-15-2015/0000-UIBOT-January-15-2015meeting-notice.pdf
The next BOT will be on Thursday, March 12, 2015, in Urbana.
Respectfully yours,
Gay Y. Miller
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I.

COMMITTEE CHARGE
The committee, which was jointly charged by the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic
Affairs, Professor Ilesanmi Adesida, and the Chair of the Academic Senate, Professor Roy
Campbell, was asked “to review policies and processes for faculty hiring on the UrbanaChampaign campus, including a review of pertinent sections of the University Statutes and
related policies and processes” and to submit findings and any recommendations for changes
or clarifications in the faculty hiring process. The committee focused on hiring processes for
tenured and tenure-track faculty.

II.

COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP
Professor Eric Johnson, Law, Chair
Professor Amy Ando, Agricultural and Consumer Economics
Professor Dorothy Espelage, Educational Psychology
Professor Edward Feser, Dean, College of Fine and Applied Arts
Professor Charles Gammie, Physics and Astronomy
Professor Jean-Philippe Mathy, Director, School of Literatures, Cultures and Linguistics
Professor Michael Rothberg, Head, English
Associate Director Sandy Jones, Academic Human Resources
Associate Provost Katherine Galvin, Ex-Officio

III. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Charged with reviewing and making recommendations regarding faculty hiring policies and
procedures at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, the committee first identified
the principles that ought to guide faculty hiring and against which policies and procedures
should be measured. The four guiding principles that must form the foundation for all faculty
hiring policies and procedures are:
•

Effective review: Policies and procedures should ensure that the university hires
tenured and tenure-track faculty who are well qualified for their positions.

•

Competitiveness: Hiring policies and procedures should enable the campus to
compete successfully with other universities to attract top candidates.

•

Responsibility: The University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign should strive for
responsible and principled behavior in hiring, not just to act narrowly within the law.

•

Shared Governance: Hiring processes at the University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign should adhere to the principles of shared governance as they are
articulated in relevant university policies and Statutes.
The committee finds that these principles, to a large degree, are reflected in the current
faculty hiring practices followed on the Urbana campus. In particular, the current hiring
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practices rely on judgment of the department faculty and administrators who have the level of
expertise necessary to thoroughly evaluate candidates’ qualifications. Additionally, a key
strength in the existing policies and practices is that all tenured or tenure-track faculty
appointments are subjected to a second level review. This second level scrutiny is conducted
by the deans or, in some cases, the provost.
Although the University Statutes indicate that final approval authority for academic
appointments resides in the board of trustees, in practice the board has not engaged in
substantive review of faculty qualifications. Rather, the board has relied upon the substantive
reviews conducted by faculty within the academic unit, second level review by the college or
provost, and tenure reviews by the campus off-cycle tenure committee. Through this practice
of relying upon the academic and professional judgment of the faculty and faculty
administrators, the board has successfully exercised its authority over faculty appointments.
Specifically, the board has ongoing oversight of the performance of the chancellor, provost
and deans through its power to appoint and reappoint those high-level campus administrators.
The success of this longstanding appointment process is seen in the world-class faculty that
the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign has been able to attract.
Although the hiring practices rely upon this effective delegation of substantive reviews to the
campus, the formal hiring policy set forth in the University Statutes states that the board has
final approval of tenured and tenure track faculty appointments. Until very recently, the
board exercised this authority through a single board item that confirmed all academic
appointments approved by the campus (including those with administrative appointments
below the level of dean). This practice honors the board’s role as a policy maker, is
consistent with the board’s schedule of meeting every two months, and most importantly,
defers to and relies upon the academic judgment of the faculty and faculty administrators. If
the board were to conduct substantive reviews of candidates’ qualifications, such a change in
our process would be fundamentally incompatible with the board’s deliberative, policyformulating role and the competitiveness of the campus would be seriously damaged.
Competitiveness would be damaged because of substantial delays in the hiring process, loss
of faculty candidates’ trust and confidence in offers extended by the campus, and competitor
universities having more nimble hiring practices. Most fundamentally, such a process would
be contrary to the commitment to shared governance and to having hiring processes that are
responsible and fair to faculty candidates.
For all of the foregoing reasons, the committee finds that the University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign’s goal of attracting the very best faculty would be best served by amending the
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formal hiring policies to align them with the current and historical hiring practices followed
by the Urbana campus. Specifically, the committee makes the following three
recommendations:

IV.

•

Recommendation No. 1: The board should continue its oversight of faculty hiring
through the review and approval of all faculty administrative appointments at the
level of deans and above.

•

Recommendation 2: The board of trustees should formally delegate its responsibility
for tenured and tenure-track academic appointments that do not involve
administrative positions at the level of deans and above to the president, who in turn
should continue the existing policy of delegating to the chancellor and provost.

•

Recommendation 3: The campus should review its procedures for off-cycle tenure
review to ensure that those processes continue to operate both rigorously and
expeditiously.

COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES AND PROCESS
The committee met seven times between October 14, 2014 and December 5, 2014. As part of
its review, the committee examined the following policies:
•
•
•
•

University of Illinois Statutes
The General Rules Concerning University Organization and Procedure
Provost Communication No. 2, Offering Academic Appointments
Provost Communication No. 3, Appointments of Faculty and Academic Professionals

Additionally, the committee reviewed the policies and procedures for faculty appointments at
peer institutions. The committee submitted its final report to Provost Adesida and Professor
Roy Campbell, Chair of the Academic Senate, on December 12, 2014.
V.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES
The committee began its work by outlining core principles that it believes should underpin
the university’s hiring policies and procedures. Collectively these principles served as a
standard against which the committee evaluated current policies and procedures and
identified recommendations for changes.
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Effective review: Policies and procedures should ensure that the university hires
tenured and tenure-track faculty who are well qualified for their positions.
Sufficient review must be carried out by qualified people to ensure that candidates are
carefully and appropriately screened. The University Statutes describe the appropriate criteria
to be used in such a process: “The basic criteria for employment and promotion of all
university staff… shall be appropriate qualifications for and performance of the specified
duties” (University Statutes, Article IX, Section 1). “Appointments shall be made solely on
the basis of the special fitness of the individual for the work demanded in the position”
(Statutes article IX, Section 3b).
Competitiveness: Hiring policies and procedures should enable the campus to compete
successfully with other universities to attract top candidates.
In order to compete with other universities, Illinois must be able to move deliberately but
promptly when a strong candidate is identified. The best candidates are likely to have other
offers of employment with pressing deadlines. The duration of candidate uncertainty about
whether an offer will translate into an actual job must be minimized, lest Illinois be unable to
compete with more nimble universities.
Responsibility: The University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign should strive for
responsible and principled behavior in hiring, not just to act narrowly within the law.
The campus’s hiring policies and procedures should be highly principled and responsible.
First, hiring decisions should be free of discrimination and consistent with the campus
commitment to diversity. Not only do the law and our Statutes provide that “employees are to
be selected … without regard to political affiliation, relationship by blood or marriage, age,
sex, race, creed, national origin, handicap, or status as a disabled veteran or veteran of the
Vietnam era” (University Statutes, Article IX, Section 1), but the successful achievement of
our mission also requires a diverse faculty and staff. Second, hiring decisions should be
consistent with principles of academic freedom. Third, hiring processes should ensure that
candidates are not required to take costly actions in reliance on a promise of employment that
does not represent a final commitment.
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Shared Governance: Hiring processes at the University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign should adhere to the principles of shared governance as they are
articulated in relevant university policies and Statutes.
A defining characteristic of higher education is the principle that governance of universities
should be shared between the administration and the faculty. At the University of Illinois, the
structure of shared governance is set forth throughout the University Statutes, starting in the
Preamble where it states:
The educational policy, organization, and governance of the University as delegated by
the Board of Trustees are promulgated in these Statutes. When acting on such matters,
the board relies upon the advice of the university senates transmitted to it by the President
of the University. In these matters each senate has a legitimate concern which justifies its
participation in the enactment and amendment of the Statutes. The Board of Trustees
reserves the power to initiate and make changes in the Statutes, but before making any
change it will seek the advice of the senates.

In discussing the legislative organization of the University and the faculty role in governance,
the statutes additionally provide: “As the responsible body in the teaching, research, and
scholarly activities of the University, the faculty has inherent interests and rights in academic
policy and governance. Each college or other academic unit shall be governed in its internal
administration by its faculty . . .” (Statutes, Article II, Section 3b). At every level of the
University, the Statutes require that faculty advisory bodies exist and call upon
administrators to consult with faculty regarding matters of educational policy. See Article II,
Section 1 (creation of campus senates), Article II, Section 2 (creation of University Senates
Conference), Article II Section 3 (outlining faculty role in governance); Article II Section 4
(creation of the campus faculty advisory committee); Article III Section 2f (requirement for
executive committees to advise deans on formulation and execution of policies); Article III
Section 3d (college deans required to consult with faculty); Article III Section 4d(3) (schools
required to have advisory committees); Article III, Section 5b (school deans or directors
required to consult with faculty); Article IV, Section 1d (chaired departments required to
have executive committees); and Article IV, Sections 3b & 3d (department heads required to
consult with faculty). In affirming this principle, Provost Communication No. 27 asserts: “In
a shared governance system, decisions are made through a process that rests upon collegial
and collaborative consultation.” Such principles of faculty responsibility and collaborative
consultation should guide the hiring process.
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VI. ASSESSMENT OF CURRENT HIRING PROCEDURES
Current hiring procedures for the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign are established
by the University Statutes (particularly Article IX, Section 3d) and by two provost
communications: Provost Communication No. 2, which addresses the subject of “Offering
Academic Positions,” and Provost Communication No. 3, which addresses the subject of
“Appointments of Faculty and Academic Professionals.” All three documents contemplate a
regular, sequential hiring process that usually begins with a recommendation by the
department and ends with formal approval by the board of trustees.
Origin in department/first level of review. The first step in the hiring process ordinarily
occurs at the department level. As provided in Article IX, Section 3d of the University
Statutes, “[r]ecommendations to positions on the academic staff shall ordinarily originate
with the department.” Some schools and colleges are not subdivided into departments. In
those academic units, the recommendation to a position on the academic staff originates at
the school or college level “with the officers in charge of the work concerned” (University
Statutes, Article IX, Section 3d). In either event, the principle at work is the same: the hiring
recommendation ordinarily originates with those faculty members and administrators who,
by virtue of their first-hand knowledge of the candidate’s discipline, are best equipped to
evaluate his or her qualifications.
Second level of review. After originating at the department level, recommendations undergo
a second level of review, usually at the college level. As provided in Article III, Section 3d of
the University Statutes, a department’s recommendation must “be presented to the dean.”
After receiving the recommendation, the college dean must first confirm that “intradepartmental consultation procedures have been satisfied” in relation to the appointment, and
then must consult with the department in deciding whether to approve or disapprove the
appointment. The dean may not delegate responsibility for deciding whether to approve or
disapprove the appointment (see Provost Communication No. 3 at p. 3).
When the recommendation originates not in a department but in an undivided college, the
recommendation must be transmitted by the dean “to the campus for prior approval by the
Provost” (Provost Communication No. 3 at p. 2). That requirement of approval by the
provost implements the broader requirement that every academic appointment to a permanent
position be approved “at two administrative levels, including the level from which the
appointment is proposed” (Id.). Where undivided colleges are concerned, the provost is
responsible for providing this second “level” of review.
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Additional review for tenured appointments. Appointments with tenure must undergo
additional scrutiny before an offer is extended. According to Provost Communication No. 3,
the provost first “solicits comments [on the appointment] from the Chancellor, the Vice
Chancellor for Research, Dean of the Graduate College, and the Chair of the Campus
Committee on Promotion and Tenure.” (As a matter of custom, the chancellor also asks an
associate chancellor to review the tenure packet and both the associate chancellor and the
chancellor vote on the tenure case.) After consulting with this de facto off-cycle promotion
and tenure committee, the provost “acts on the case and notifies the unit” (Provost
Communication No. 3 at p. 8). In conducting this review, the provost demands “evidence
justifying tenure that is comparable to the evidence required internally for the granting of
tenure” (Id.). The review is described in Provost Communication No. 3 as taking five to ten
days but the review can take longer in practice.
Additional review for appointments to named chairs and professorships. Appointments
to named chairs and professorships also must be approved by the provost before an offer is
extended, regardless of whether the appointment is with or without tenure (See Provost
Communication No. 6 at 2, 6-7). For these appointments, the provost seeks the advice of the
Committee on Endowed Appointments as part of the normal review process. Campus-wide
chairs and professorships are awarded by the chancellor upon recommendation of the provost
and the Committee on Endowed Appointments.
Extension of an offer. After the recommendation for appointment has been approved
through the appropriate channels, the dean sends “a letter of invitation” to the candidate
(Provost Communication No. 2 at p. 2). That letter of invitation, like all other interactions
with the candidate, “must indicate that the final appointment requires Board approval” (Id. at
p. 4). Specifically, the letter must include “[a] statement that the invitation is contingent upon
approval by the Board of Trustees of the University of Illinois” (Id. at p. 6).
Transmittal to Academic Human Resources. After the candidate accepts the campus’s
offer of employment, the department where the offer originated is responsible for forwarding
the candidate’s curriculum vitae to the Office of Academic Human Resources (AHR) “so that
office can develop the required Board of Trustees agenda item and biographical sketch, and
provide a copy to the Board of Trustees” (Provost Communication No. 2 at p. 4).
In practice, substantial delay often occurs between the candidate’s date of acceptance and the
date that the required information is transmitted to AHR. The reason for this delay is that
departments are required to secure compliance with a variety of technical conditions related

239

to employment (for example, that the candidate has completed mandatory ethics training)
before forwarding the candidate’s information to AHR for payroll application. This
information is used to compile a biographical sketch—a short narrative about the candidate—
for the board of trustees. Compliance with those technical requirements, although not
difficult, often takes considerable time.
Board of trustees approval. In accordance with Provost Communication No. 2, AHR
develops an “agenda item” for the board of trustees, along with the biographical sketch. The
biographical sketch consists of the candidate’s name, a description of the position, the salary,
the candidate’s former position, and the candidate’s education. On the basis of the
information in the sketch, the board votes on the candidate at a regularly scheduled meeting.
Tenure system faculty appointments that do not include high level administrative
appointments (deans or above) are submitted to the board as one collective item for review
and approval. Until the September 2014 board meeting, the language of the board item for
such appointments indicated that “[t]he following new appointments to the faculty at the rank
of assistant professor and above, and certain administrative positions, have been approved
since the previous meeting of the Board of Trustees and are now presented for your
confirmation” (emphasis added). Each appointment of an administrator at the level of dean
and above, which in most cases is a tenure-track appointment also, is submitted as single
board item that is individually reviewed and approved by the board. Approval by the board
marks the end of the hiring process.
As for timing, Attachment No. 1 to Provost Communication No. 3 provides that for tenuretrack faculty, faculty on Q appointments, and new hires with tenure—excluding
administrators at the level of dean and above—“Board approval is required…via a brief
biosketch; however, approval is not required prior to the effective date of an appointment…”
Attachment No. 1 is a reference document issued from the board of trustees’ office in
December 2011. As a matter of administrative efficiency in appointment processing,
departments transmit to AHR the new tenure system faculty appointment information for
each new hire at the time all other contingencies for employment have been met, e.g., federal
I-9 confirmation of eligibility to work and state required ethics training. Hence, at the time
AHR forwards the biosketch to the board of trustees, the only remaining contingency for
permanent appointment is the final board of trustees’ approval. In practice, it has become
commonplace for the board to approve new hires at the September meeting following the
August in which those individuals began work.
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Role of the president. The statutes specifically provide that “All appointments,
reappointments, and promotions of academic staff, as defined in Article IX, Section 4a, shall
be made by the Board of Trustees on the recommendation of the chancellor/vice president
concerned and the president.” On the Urbana campus the president has delegated this
authority to the chancellor. This delegation is reflected in Provost Communication No. 3,
which states that “The President has delegated administrative authority over academic
appointments on this campus to the Chancellor . . .”
Role of the chancellor. The chancellor usually does not, however, exercise directly the
authority delegated to her/him by the president. Rather, as explained in Provost
Communication No. 3, the chancellor “has in turn delegated [administrative authority over
academic appointments] to the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.” The
chancellor’s only direct, non-delegated role in routine academic appointments is as a member
of the committee that advises the provost on the subject of off-cycle tenure reviews, as
explained above. The chancellor is directly responsible, however, for awarding campus-wide
chairs and professorships.
Role of the provost. Although provost review and approval is required to conduct a search
for assistant professor positions, the provost does not review and approve appointment offers
to successful assistant professor candidates except when necessary to satisfy the requirement
for second-level review. Thus, in cases where provost review is not necessary to satisfy the
requirement for second-level review, the provost in effect has delegated his/her authority
over appointments at the level of assistant professor to the college deans. In the usual case,
then, the provost approves the assistant professor position, but not the individual who is
appointed to that position.
Procedures in challenged cases. The University Statutes articulate a procedure for deans to
challenge appointment decisions by higher-level administrators. Article III, Section 3d of the
University Statutes provides that “[i]n case a [hiring] recommendation is not approved by the
chancellor/vice president, the dean may present the recommendation to the president and, if
not approved by the president, the dean with the consent of the Board of Trustees may
present the recommendation in person before the Board of Trustees in session.” As noted
above, in practice neither the president nor the chancellor exercises direct authority over
appointments; both have delegated their powers to the provost. Therefore, the combination of
statutes and campus procedures mean that the effect of the Article III, Section 3d provision is
to permit a dean to present a case for hiring directly to the board of trustees, when the board
consents, in instances when the provost disapproves a particular appointment.
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VII. FINDINGS
The University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign’s status as one of the world’s premier
research universities has been achieved through current hiring practices that rely on
the judgment of the department faculty and administrators and the requirement for
second level review for all faculty appointments by campus level faculty administrators.
A primary strength of the existing practices and procedures is their reliance on the judgment
of those who are best equipped to evaluate the candidate’s qualifications, namely, faculty and
administrators from a candidate’s discipline. Article IX, Section 3d of the University Statutes
provides that “[r]ecommendations to positions on the academic staff shall ordinarily originate
with the department.” That allocation of responsibility is in keeping with the department’s
statutory role as “the primary unit of education and administration within the University”
(University Statutes, Article IV, Section 1a). It also is in keeping with the role of departments
as repositories of expertise in “particular field[s] of knowledge” (Id.). Those who participate
in research and instruction in a particular field of knowledge usually are best equipped to
evaluate others in the same field.
Yet it is also a strength of the existing policies and procedures that all appointments are
subjected to a second level of review. All tenured and tenure-track hiring decisions have
significant long-term financial and scholarly implications for the success of the university as
a whole, not just the individual discipline and academic unit. Accordingly, under Provost
Communication No. 3, all academic appointments to permanent (i.e., non-visiting) positions
“require prior approval at two administrative levels, including the level from which the
appointment is proposed.” In the usual course, the required second level of review will be
afforded when the department’s recommendation “is presented to the dean of the college for
transmission with the dean’s recommendation to the chancellor/vice president” (University
Statutes, Article IX, Section 3d). In other cases, as where recommendations originate in
undivided colleges, schools, or institutes, the second level of review is afforded by the
provost (Provost Communication No. 3, at page 3). What is critical in either event is that
recommendations from departments are subjected to scrutiny by faculty administrators who,
though generally less familiar with the candidate’s particular field of knowledge, are able to
bring a broader perspective to the review of the candidate’s qualifications and value to the
institution.
In many respects, the campus’s existing procedures are consistent, expeditious, and nonduplicative. Although the University Statutes situate responsibility for appointments in the
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president and chancellor (see Article IX, Section 3a), both the president and the chancellor
have delegated those responsibilities to the provost (Provost Communication No. 3 at page
1). Those delegations have the effect both of eliminating needless duplication of effort and of
concentrating ultimate responsibility over appointments in the campus’s chief academic
officer and its academic deans. They also have the effect of expediting the process leading up
to the university’s formal offer of appointment, thus helping the university compete
effectively with other universities for top candidates.
The board of trustees plays a foundational and critically important, albeit indirect, role
in current hiring practices through its appointment and oversight of campus-level
administrators.
The campus’s hiring practices are strengthened by the oversight of the board of trustees. The
most direct and effective way that the board ensures the excellence of the faculty hired is
through its appointment and oversight of campus faculty administrators who conduct the
substantive review of faculty appointments. Through its review and approval of the
appointments to key campus administrative positions (e.g., chancellor, provost, deans), the
board has ensured that the right leadership is in place to build and maintain a first class
faculty. Specifically, the board is responsible for the appointment (and annual reappointment)
of the chancellors and provosts. On the Urbana campus, the provost is in turn responsible
both for conducting reviews of all tenured appointments and for conducting “second-level”
reviews of some tenure-track appointments (University Statutes, Article III, Section 1g). The
board also is responsible for the appointment (and annual reappointment) of college deans,
each of whom is responsible for reviewing all appointments to his or her college’s faculty
(University Statutes, Article III, Section 3b).
In appointing high quality administrators and delegating carefully, the board of trustees
exercises its authority over appointments very effectively, albeit somewhat indirectly.
Indeed, current review procedures and approval processes are robust. Even at the level of
assistant professor, an offer of employment is extended only after the candidate’s
qualifications have been subjected to at least two levels of review—usually by the
department and then by the college. For tenured positions, the review that precedes the offer
is even more searching. After the college dean approves an appointment with tenure, the
provost “solicits comments from the Chancellor, the Vice Chancellor for Research, the Dean
of the Graduate College, and the Chair of the Campus Committee on Promotion and Tenure”
(Provost Communication No. 3 at p. 8). The provost then relies on the guidance received in
deciding whether to approve the proposed offer. Deans of colleges typically review the entire
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tenure dossier in making a tenure recommendation. The provost’s review of tenured hires
makes use of the contents of a full tenure dossier, including letters from external evaluators.
Even now, the board of trustees does not participate directly in substantive review of
the qualifications of individual faculty candidates.
Current procedures technically require board approval of all tenured and tenure-track faculty
appointments. In practice, however, the board does not conduct substantive reviews of
faculty appointments that do not include administrative responsibilities. Rather, the board
relies upon the substantive reviews conducted by the faculty and administrators in the
relevant departments and on the second-level review conducted by the deans or the provost.
This practice is reflected in the language of the board agenda items for faculty appointment,
which until recently stated that such appointments “have been approved since the previous
meeting of the Board of Trustees and are now presented for your confirmation.”
(emphasis added). This practice also is reflected in the fact that such appointments are
collectively submitted to the board as one item for review and approval. Finally, this practice
is reflected in the character of the information provided to the board. The biographical
sketches that, in the usual case, provide the exclusive basis for the board’s review include
only the candidate’s name, a description of the position, the salary, the candidate’s former
position, and the candidate’s education. The sketches include no outside reviews of the
candidate’s academic work, or the work itself, and thus they provide no basis for real
scrutiny of the candidate’s qualifications. Although the board may request additional
information from Academic Human Resources, it rarely has the information at its disposal to
motivate such a request.
If the board of trustees were to conduct substantive reviews of candidates’
qualifications, the Urbana campus would be unable to compete with other universities
for the best faculty.
Direct participation by the board in substantive review of candidates’ qualifications would
introduce substantial delays into the hiring process. Under the current hiring practices, the
campus’s two-level substantive review of faculty candidates’ qualifications is completed
before the campus extends an offer of employment. Unlike the participants in this current
two-level review process—the department, the dean, and sometimes the provost—the board
would be unable, as a practical matter, to complete its review of the candidate’s
qualifications before the campus extends an offer.
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Nor, probably, would the board be able even to complete its review of the candidate’s
qualifications within a few weeks after the candidate’s acceptance of the offer. The board
currently meets only once every two months. This meeting schedule is consistent with the
deliberative role assigned to the board by the University Statutes. The first sentence of the
Statutes—in Article I, Section 1—states that “[t]he Board of Trustees formulates university
policies but leaves the execution of those policies to its administrative agents, acting under its
general supervision.” To require board members to review promptly the substantive
qualifications of every candidate for faculty appointment not only would be onerous, it would
be fundamentally incompatible with the board’s deliberative, policy-formulating role.
Realistically, if the board were to conduct substantive reviews of candidates’ qualifications,
its review would occur several months after the candidate had accepted the campus’s offer of
employment, as does the board’s current formal “confirmation” of candidates. But it is
unrealistic to suppose that strong candidates for faculty positions would be willing to wait
until several months after their acceptance of the campus’s offer to learn whether they
actually would be appointed. Because the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign is one
of the world’s premier research universities, candidates for its faculty positions are highly
sought-after. It is unusual when candidates are not faced with a choice between the
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign and a competing top university. If the Urbana
campus were to condition every offer of employment on the uncertain outcome of a
substantive board review process months later, the campus would be at a strong competitive
disadvantage in relation to its peers, particularly those that—like the University of California
system—have formally delegated the making of faculty appointments to campus or
university administrators.
Moreover, requiring faculty candidates to endure months of uncertainty after their acceptance
of the campus’s offer would be inconsistent with the requirements of principled hiring and
respect for current and future employees. In the interval between the candidate’s acceptance
of the university’s offer and approval by the board of trustees, candidates routinely must
relinquish existing tenured or tenure-track positions; turn down other offers of employment;
and uproot their families. It is important to note that exposing recruited job candidates to
financial risk in this manner is not typical in either the private sector or other areas of the
public sector. It is true that candidates are on notice that the board of trustees might
eventually reject their appointment; Provost Communication No. 3 requires that every
candidate be advised that his or her employment is contingent on board of trustees’ approval.
However, in practice, Illinois has long relied on the assumption that board approval is pro

245

forma; that assumption has allowed Illinois to appear to be more nimble in hiring than its
formal policies and procedures actually imply.
The University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign’s goal of attracting the very best
faculty would be best served by amending the formal hiring policies to align them with
the current and historical hiring practices followed by the Urbana campus.
The campus’s past success in attracting strong faculty candidates is attributable, in part, to
the fact that candidates have assumed that the board’s approval of their appointments is pro
forma. Recent actions have called that assumption into question. In theory, the board could
remedy this by somehow reestablishing confidence among candidates that extended offers
would not later be rescinded by board action. Yet even if the board could succeed in
reestablishing such confidence, the board would need to minimize its role in a way that is, in
practical terms, indistinguishable from delegation to administrators: the board technically
would retain its power to disapprove appointments but only at the price of promising never to
exercise this power. This sort of de facto delegation has nothing to recommend it over formal
delegation.
The better alternative is to align the university’s formal hiring policies with the current and
historical hiring practices. If the board were formally to delegate its authority over
appointments to campus administrators, faculty candidates would not have to face even a
theoretical risk that their appointments would be reversed months after their acceptance of
the campus’s offer. Nor would campus administrators need to reassure candidates that their
offers of employment, despite technically being conditioned on board approval, are actually
unconditional for all practical purposes. At the same time, formal delegation would preserve
all the strengths of the existing hiring processes. After delegation, departments and
colleges—and where appropriate the provost—would continue to conduct rigorous
substantive reviews of candidates’ qualifications. The board, in turn, would to continue to
oversee the appointments process through its power to appoint and reappoint the campus
administrators—college deans and the provost—who ultimately are responsible for this
substantive review.
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VIII. RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendation No. 1: The board should continue its oversight of faculty hiring
through the review and approval of all faculty administrative appointments at the level
of deans and above.
Currently, both the hiring policies and the actual practices involve the board in a substantive
review of administrative appointments at the level of deans and above. Each such
appointment is submitted to the board as an individual agenda item and the board reviews
and approves each appointment separately. Moreover, the board exercises ongoing oversight
over the performance of administrators through the reporting line that extends up through the
president, as well as through the annual re-appointment of those high-level administrative
posts. The deans and provost perform the critically important role of ensuring that broader
institutional interests are considered and honored through the mechanism of second level
review of the originating department’s appointment recommendations. This has proven to be
a highly effective mechanism for the board and the university to ensure that the best faculty
are recruited, as evidenced by the high stature and level of accomplishment of the faculty at
the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. Therefore, the committee recommends that
the board continue its effective oversight of faculty hiring through its review and approval of
administrative appointments at the level of deans and above.
Recommendation 2: The board of trustees should formally delegate its responsibility
for tenured and tenure-track academic appointments that do not involve administrative
positions at the level of deans and above to the president, who in turn should continue
the existing policy of delegating to the chancellor and provost.
Formal delegation by the board of its authority over appointments to the president would
ensure that the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign retains its ability to recruit and
hire the very best faculty. The practices in place, which include a delegation of the
presidential approval authority to the chancellor and to the provost, already ensure an
appropriate and rigorous review of candidate qualifications by the faculty and department
level administrators with the necessary expertise and include an effective second level review
process by campus faculty administrators for whom there is a built-in accountability
mechanism to the board. Moreover, if the board actually were to exercise its existing
authority over appointments—by occasionally rejecting an appointment months after the
candidate had accepted the campus’s offer of employment—the consequences for the
campus’s ability to compete with other universities for strong faculty candidates would be
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severe. Accordingly, the committee recommends that the board align the hiring policies and
actual practice by delegating to the president, who in turn delegates to the chancellor and the
provost, the authority to approve tenure system faculty appointments that do not involve
administrative positions at the level of dean and above.
This recommendation is consistent with practices at the university’s peer institutions.
Although some of the university’s peer institutions do require formal board approval of all
appointments, others empower presidents and chancellors to make appointments deliberately
but swiftly. In the University of California system, for example, “[c]hancellors are authorized
to approve all appointments, reappointments, merit increases, and promotions of academic
personnel under their jurisdiction” (see University of California Academic Personnel Manual
§ 200-24, found at http://www.ucop.edu/academic-personnel-programs/academic-personnelpolicy/appointment-and-promotion/index.html). Likewise, Pennsylvania State University
delegates authority over all appointments to the university president, who in turn delegates
that authority to hire assistant professors to the deans.
https://guru.psu.edu/policies/ohr/hr13.html. At Penn State, faculty appointments with tenure,
dean appointments and other executive positions are reviewed by the provost, with the
president having final appointment approval.
http://www.psu.edu/vpaa/p%20and%20t/immed%20review.htm. Thus, in the California and
Penn State systems, governing boards have opted to exercise their hiring oversight via the
appointment of top administrators, thus creating more agile institutions.
Recommendation 3: The campus should review its procedures for off-cycle tenure cases
to ensure that those processes continue to operate both rigorously and expeditiously.
When candidates are considered for appointments with tenure, timing issues preclude
application of the usual “on-cycle” tenure-review procedures articulated in Provost
Communication No. 9. Still, appointments with tenure at the associate professor and
professor levels require careful scrutiny of the candidates’ qualifications. They require, in the
words of Provost Communication No. 3, “evidence justifying tenure that is comparable to the
evidence required internally for the granting of tenure” (Provost Communication No. 3, at
page 8).
The procedures governing “off-cycle” tenure reviews were considered in the Report of the
Senate Executive Committee Task Force on Faculty Issues and Concerns, which was issued
by the task force on September 16, 2013 and later was adopted by the faculty senate. In this
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review, the task force identified the “[l]ack of explicit procedures for off-cycle P&T reviews”
as a reason for concern, but also acknowledged that it was “not aware of any abuses of [the
off-cycle tenure-review process].” The task force’s concerns about the “lack of explicit
procedures” appear to be focused primarily on reviews at the department and college level.
At the campus level the procedures for off-cycle reviews are specifically prescribed. Provost
Communication No. 3 provides that the provost, before approving an appointment with
tenure, “solicits comments” from what amounts to a de facto off-cycle promotion and tenure
committee, composed of “the Chancellor, the Vice Chancellor for Research, Dean of the
Graduate College, and Chair of the Campus Committee on Promotion and Tenure.” Like the
Senate Task Force, this committee is unaware of any abuses of the off-cycle tenure-review
process. The committee also is unaware of any case where the review process has failed to
operate rigorously and expeditiously.
Still, in light of the critical role of off-cycle tenure review in the appointments process, and in
light of the concerns raised by the Senate Task Force, the committee recommends that the
campus examine the current procedures for off-cycle review. In particular, the campus should
consider expanding the off-cycle promotion and tenure committee to include a broader
spectrum of senior faculty with experience on the Campus Committee on Promotion and
Tenure, with a view to ensuring that off-cycle reviews partake of the same rigor as on-cycle
reviews.
This recommendation is in keeping with the committee’s recommendation that the board of
trustees delegate its responsibility for appointments both at the assistant-professor level and
at the tenured level. This recommendation is also in keeping with the principles of shared
governance and in particular with the faculty’s responsibility to maintain academic
excellence and the high professional standards appropriate to one of the world’s premier
research universities.
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UC.15.05
February 9, 2015

Report on the December 12, 2014 Meeting of the University Senates Conference
at the Chicago Campus

The Conference membership list for 2014-15 can be found here:
http://www.usc.uillinois.edu/membership.cfm
The agenda for this meeting can be found here:
http://www.usc.uillinois.edu/documents
The Conference was joined by Vice-President of Academic Affairs Christophe Pierre, Associate
Vice-President for Human Resources Maureen Parks, and Assistant Vice-President for Human
Resources Jami Painter
Conference members present: Don Chambers (chair), Shar Fadavi (phone), Sandra DeGroote,
Kouros Mohammadian, Jorge Villegas, Xiaoqing Li, George Francis, Kim Graber, Nicholas
Burbules, Prasanta Kalita, Roy Campbell, Joyce Tolliver, Sally Jackson (phone), Carol Leff
(phone), Catherine Vincent (ex officio as chair of UIC senate)
MEETING WITH VICE PRESIDENT PIERRE
Vice President Pierre discussed the transition to the new presidency and the new Board
composition. He noted that President-Designate Killeen considers himself a “congenital
optimist,” and that he has a steep learning curve, given that our institution is complex, and it is
very important that new president understand the workings of University Administration and of
the three campuses.
The vice-president told the Conference that Dr. Killeen will be visiting the campuses and the
offices of University Administration several times before he takes office officially.
Regarding the budget, Vice President Pierre stated that, in general, the University is in good
shape financially, although some areas could be improved, such as fund-raising. His assessment
was that in the short term, we will be able to cope with budget reductions. However, we have
been asked to model a plan for dealing with a 20% decrease in General Revenue Funds, about
$132 million. At this point, it is not clear how much the budget will have to be cut. The VicePresident also mentioned that there is discussion at the State level of gradually transferring
pension costs to the university.
MEETING WITH ASSOCIATE VICE PRESIDENT PARKS AND ASSISTANT VICE PRESIDENT PAINTER
The Conference held an extended discussion with Ms. Parks and Ms. Painter regarding changes
to the University’s policies and procedures regarding pre-employment criminal background
checks, which will take effect at some point during 2015.
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In the context of a nation-wide discussion regarding criminal background checks that was
prompted by the recent issues at Penn State, the Office of Human Resources surveyed current
practices at peer institutions and concluded that it would be advisable to expand our current
practices. Ms. Painter and Ms. Parks co-chair a university working group on background checks.
Currently these policies and procedures are set by each individual campus and by UA for its
own employment processes. Currently the University does background checks only for
security-sensitive positions; each campus decides which positions are security-sensitive. Each
campus also determines for itself how to respond when a background check results in a
“positive hit,” that is, a conviction of a misdemeanor or felony crime.
The new policy being considered by the Office of Human Resources would involve
implementing background checks for all new hires of faculty members, staff members, and
residents. In cases of “findings,” each case would be handled individually. The Office of Human
Resources does not anticipate having to hire new staff to deal with new policy.
The Urbana campus already has a committee that reviews the results of background checks for
potential hires in security-sensitive positions. This committee currently meets once a month.
The Conference emphasized the importance of faculty members being strongly represented in
any committee that would review the results of “positive hits” for potential faculty hires.
BUSINESS MEETING
Chair remarks: Chair Chambers remarked on the multiple transitions the University is
undergoing (a new president, a new UIC chancellor and, eventually, a new provost; new Board
composition, and new governor.) He proposed two resolutions, thanking outgoing Board
members Chris Kennedy and Pamela Strobel for their service.
Statutes revision process (Nicholas Burbules, Chair, USC Statutes and Governance Committee)
Prof. Burbules reported that the UIC senate has now forwarded its advice on all the proposed
revisions to the Statutes. The Urbana senate had only discussed the first two of eight groups of
revisions, and it was estimated that the Urbana senate would need at least two more meetings
to discuss all the proposed revisions and forward its advice.
In preparation for the Feb. 26, 2015 meeting of the Board, the USC Statutes committee plans to
meet on Feb. 13 to process the advice it has received by then, for discussion at USC’s next
meeting on Feb. 25. That advice will then be reconciled, if necessary, and forwarded to Board.
The rest of the senates’ advice will be forwarded when the Urbana senate has forwarded all of
its advice on all proposed revisions.
USC White Paper: At its fall retreat, the Conference agreed to compose a white paper
expressing its view of shared governance at the University level. The Executive Committee will
begin drafting the document, with an eye toward including portions of it in the briefing
materials for President-Designate Killeen.

Respectfully submitted by Joyce Tolliver, USC Liaison to the Senate
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Report on the January 22, 2015 Meeting of the University Senates Conference at
via videoconference

The Conference membership list for 2014-15 can be found here:
http://www.usc.uillinois.edu/membership.cfm
The agenda for this meeting can be found here:
http://www.usc.uillinois.edu/documents
The Conference was joined by President Bob Easter, President-Designate Tim, Killeen, VicePresident of Academic Affairs Christophe Pierre, and Special Assistant to the President Mike
Devocelle
MEETING WITH PRESIDENT EASTER, PRESIDENT-DESIGNATE KILLEEN, AND VICE PRESIDENT
PIERRE
President-Designate Killeen expressed to the Conference his gratitude for the ease of the
transition toward the new presidency and commented on the many hours he had spent
speaking with President Easter and many other members of the University community and
other key groups, such as state legislators. He noted in these conversations a “deep loyalty” to
the University of Illinois, and said that members of the University must convert that loyalty to
institutional shared visions and to narratives of opportunity. An important part of that shared
vision, according to Dr. Killeen, will depend upon an examination of the land grant mission in
the 21st century.
Such an exercise would begin, he said, with an inclusive “visioning” exercise to generate a
University-wide strategic plan. Such a plan would, he said, be focused on the goal of being
“best in breed”—not changing individual campus directions, but rather considering how
synergies among campuses might improve each campus. He stated that he expected such a
process to be initiated by the Board of Trustees and to last about 10 months process.
Dr. Killeen emphasized the importance of avoiding “fear-based” decision making, of getting into
the habit of using the word “and” more than the word “but,” and of avoiding false dichotomies.
Conference members reminded Dr. Killeen that an important part of the strategic plan would
be an examination of the role of University Administration; and careful thinking about how to
make a University of Illinois education more accessible while maintaining our standards of
excellence. It was also pointed out that we should be mindful of the gap between the initial
excitement about the exercise itself and the decreased energy that might accompany the
implementation phase.
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BUSINESS MEETING
Proposed revisions to the General Rules: The Conference approved a motion from Nicholas
Burbules, Chair of the USC Statutes and Governance Committee that the proposed revisions to
the Intellectual Property sections of the General Rules be forwarded to all three senates, given
that the UIC and UIS senates have forwarded their advice on all the proposed revisions of the
Statutes. A second motion, that the Conference propose that the entire section on Intellectual
Property be moved from the General Rules to the Statutes, was also discussed and approved
unanimously by the Conference.
Campus update from UIS: Each academic unit at UIS is now tracking its productivity through a
standardized “dashboard.” UIS Senate chair Jorge Villegas reported that there is great concern
at UIS about the state of the budget, particularly because UIS depends more on state funding
than the other two campuses do. Dr. Villegas also reported that the tenure-system faculty will
soon have a union.
Campus update from UIC: The newly appointed Chancellor, Michael Amiridis, will assume his
post in March. In the meantime, Interim Provost Eric Gislason is also acting as Interim
Chancellor. The campus had just begun the search for a permanent provost, and had also
initiated a search for a new Vice-Chancellor of Health Affairs.

Respectfully submitted by Joyce Tolliver, USC Liaison to the Senate
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