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FACULTY SENATE 

 

Meeting Minutes 
 

April 12, 2021 
 
 
Senators Present:  Ann Abraham, Omid Bagheri, Kathy Bergh, Jeffrey Child, Jeffrey Ciesla, Sue Clement, Tammy Clewell, 
Alice Colwell, Scott Courtney, Timothy Culver, Ed Dauterich, Tracy Dodson, Yanhai Du, Jean Engohang-Ndong, Julie Evey, 
Pamela Grimm, Angela Guercio, Mariann Harding, David Kaplan, Edgar Kooijman, Darci Kracht, Cynthia Kristof, Janice 
Kroeger, Velvet Landingham, Tracy Laux, Cathy Marshall, Mahli Mechenbier, Oana Mocioalca, Deepraj Mukherjee, Abe 
Osbourne, Amy Petrinec, Linda Piccirillo-Smith, Helen Piontkivska, Terri Polanski, Susan Roxburgh, Athena Salaba, Murali 
Shanker, Deborah Smith, Diane Stroup, Theresa Walton-Fisette, Haiyan Zhu, Melissa Zullo 
 
Senators Not Present:  Todd Hawley, Kimberly Peer, Vic Perera, Robin Vande Zande, Donald White 
 
Senators-Elect Present:  Tina Bhargava, Omar De La Cruz Cabrera, Kimberly DePaul, Karen Mascolo, Denise McEnroe-
Petitte, Eric Taylor, Laurie Wagner, Christopher Was 
 
Ex-Officio Members Present:  President Todd Diacon; Senior Vice President and Provost Melody Tankersley; Senior Vice 
President Mark Polatajko; Vice Presidents: Paul DiCorleto, Amoaba Gooden*, Lamar Hylton, Rebecca Murphy*, Mary 
Parker, John Rathje, Charlene Reed, Peggy Shadduck, David Ochmann for Willis Walker, Jack Witt; Deans: Sonia 
Alemagno, Joycelyn Harrison for Christina Bloebaum, Allan Boike, Kara Robinson for Ken Burhanna, John Crawford-
Spinelli, James Hannon, Mark Mistur, Mandy Munro-Stasiuk*, Eboni Pringle, Amy Reynolds, Denice Sheehan*, Alison 
Smith, Deborah Spake, Manfred van Dulmen*        *Interim 
 
Ex-Officio Members Not Present:  Interim Vice President Valoree Vargo 
 
Observers Present:  Thomas Janson (Emeritus Professor), Claire Jackman (GSS) 
  
Observers Not Present:  Thomas Niepsuj (USS) 
  
Guests Present:  Emma Andrus, Jo Dowell, Kaitlyn Finchler, Jennifer Hebebrand, Lynette Johnson, Tess Kail, Michael 
Kavulic, Valerie Kelly, Felix Kumah-Abiwu, Dana Lawless-Andric, Babacar M’Baye, Jennifer Marcinkiewicz, Jennifer 
McDonough, Laura Melby, Jennifer Piatt, Amy Quillin, Jim Raber, Hollie Simpson, Ward Souders, Therese Tillett, Deirdre 
Warren, Sonya Williams 
 
 
1. Call to Order 
 
 Chair Grimm called the meeting to order at 3:20 p.m. on Microsoft Teams. 
 
2. Roll Call 
 
 Secretary Dauterich called the roll. 
 
3. Approval of the Agenda 
 
 Chair Grimm asked for a motion to approve the agenda. A motion was made and seconded 

(Bagheri/Mocioalca). The motion passed unanimously. 
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4.  Approval of the March 8, 2021, Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes 
  
 A motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes of the meeting (Mukherjee/Kristof). 

The minutes were passed unanimously as written. 
 
5. Chair’s Remarks 
 
 Chair Grimm delivered her remarks. [Attachment] 
 
 Chair Grimm invited comments or questions. 
 
 There were no comments or questions.  
 
6. President’s Remarks 
 

President Diacon began by extending his thoughts to the family members of those that the Kent 
State community lost this year, including Claire Culleton, who had been mentioned in Chair 
Grimm’s remarks. 
 
He then moved on to discuss the importance of access and completion through mentioning three 
books he had read recently. The books were as follows: (1) Paying the Price: College Costs, 
Financial Aid, and the Betrayal of the American Dream by Sara Goldrick-Rab; (2) The Agile College: 
How Institutions Successfully Navigate Demographic Changes by Nathan Grawe; and (3) College 
Belonging: How First-Year and First-Generation Students Navigate Campus Life by Lisa Nunn.  

 
President Diacon said that offering and expanding access to a college education is in the 
university's DNA.  He said that Kent State began as an institution of higher education for working 
adults. Students were teachers who studied primarily on our campus in the summer to earn their 
degrees.  Kent State’s second wave of access began when baby boomers began attending college.  
Kent State's enrollment grew from around 5,000 students in 1950 to 32,000 students in 1970.  He 
then said that we now have a choice and asked whether we welcome a third wave of access. He 
followed up by saying that expanding access is both the right and prudent thing to do. 

 
He mentioned that his brother worked in the summer of 1969 as a brakeman/switchman for the 
Santa Fe railroad, and with the money he earned, he paid for a year of tuition at the University of 
Kansas, and he bought a Volkswagen Bug.  President Diacon then mentioned his father, who grew 
up in poverty during the Great Depression.  President Diacon’s grandfather, a gas station 
attendant, died of whooping cough in 1929, and his widow, the president’s grandmother, washed 
other peoples' clothes to make ends meet. The president’s father shined shoes.  Three weeks after 
Pearl Harbor, his father joined the U.S. Navy at the age of 17, and after the war, supported by the 
G.I. Bill, he completed college and medical school in six years.   
 
He then argued that in 2021, the kind of access his family had to college is no longer available to 
many Americans. He said that, in her book, Professor Goldrick-Rab notes that in the 1980s and 
'90s, family incomes kept pace with tuition increases, but since the early 2000s, all but the 
wealthiest five percent have seen family income stagnate or decline.  He added that when the Pell 
Grant program began, it was designed to allow students with high financial need to enroll and 
graduate from college, without taking out loans.  Pell Grants initially covered 80 percent of the 
cost of attendance. They covered the full cost of attendance at four-year public universities.  
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Today, Pell Grants cover less than one third of the cost of attending public four-year colleges and 
universities. 
The cost of college goes well beyond tuition and fees to include living costs, what the GI Bill called 
subsistence costs, and also the opportunity cost of not working or the opportunity cost of working 
fewer hours because one is now a full-time student.  At Kent State, students whose expected 
family contribution is less than $15,000 per year are as likely to drop out because of pressing 
financial needs as are students with Pell Grants.   
 
He continued the argument by saying that maintaining and expanding Kent State's historic 
commitment to access is also the prudent thing to do financially.  He said that demographer 
Nathan Grawe laid out the coming demographic cliff that most Americans will experience in the 
next 20 years, which is especially true for northeast Ohio.  If we do not increase our enrollment of 
students from populations with lower college-going rates, we will see enrollments continue to 
decline and access vanish.  Grawe argues that access without completion is the definition of 
failure.  Enrolling for access is not really even half the battle, but it is certainly the first part of the 
battle.  President Diacon added that we must combine access with ever increasing rates of degree 
completion. He also said that the challenge of taking on student debt is exceeded only by the 
tragedy of taking on debt and not earning a degree. 

 
He then moved to discussing the third book. He said that in it, sociologist Lisa Nunn helps us 
understand the role belonging plays in student success, especially for first generation and 
ethnominority students during their first year of college.  Belonging, she argues, is not the 
responsibility of the student to attain, rather it is extended by the university.  He quoted her as 
writing that "belonging is something that members of a community must offer to each other.  It is 
something presented like a gift, with the group extending a sense of belonging to each and every 
member.  It happens by making a person feel welcome, to feel that their presence matters to the 
group and that they would be missed if they were gone."  

 
He concluded his slide presentation by showing a photograph from Kent State Normal College 
taken in July of 1921.  He pointed out that the students in the photo were working adults, mostly 
women, earning their degrees at a time when summer enrollment exceeded year-round 
enrollment on campus.  He said that the photograph is a reminder of who we were and what we 
should continue to be, a beacon of access and degree completion not just for the few, but for the 
many.  He maintained that moving forward, we will have to make our decisions including funding 
decisions, based on what is best for access and degree completion.   

 
He continued by offering examples of how the university is driven by access and completion. He 
said that Kent State’s ability to offer more student employment and federal work study 
employment in a self-operated dining model as well as opportunities to expand student worker 
leadership development in our dining halls helped lead to a different direction in food service on 
campus.  Funding what is looking to be a successful faculty diversity hiring initiative is another 
example, which he said that Provost Tankersley can report on next month.   

 
 He then thanked Chair Grimm, concluded his remarks, and invited comments or questions. 
 

Senator Roxburgh thanked the president for his remarks and recommended two other books that 
dealt with similar topics (Generation Debt by Anya Kamenetz and Indebted by Caitlin Zaloom). She 
said she had been thinking about the possibility that as we rush towards going back to normal, we 
might be overly eager to forget the fact that the inequities that the pandemic has accentuated are 
still present in the academy. She mentioned a recent study in the Chronicle of Higher Education 
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that showed there was a doubling of the rate of faculty who said that they felt stressed or 
depressed and more than a doubling in the amount of women (almost 80 percent of female 
faculty).  There are other works that show that especially among parents, productivity is likely to 
have been impaired.  She explained that one of her areas of research is work and family balance 
and mental health.  She pointed out that women take longer to reach promotion to full, and she 
suggested that the pandemic has likely most affected women with children, parents with children 
who ended up having to home school their kids.  She asked whether the university could consider 
a kind of Marshall Plan for mid-career people, so they could have a very simple application process 
where they could simply state what their load was when we were in the middle of the pandemic 
and receive some time release to catch up.  She asked President Diacon what his thoughts were 
on how the problem might be remedied. 
 
President Diacon thanked her for her remarks and said it needs to be discussed in the Provost’s 
office and in Academic Affairs. He also said that work that had been done by Mandy-Munro-
Stasiuk when she was the Associate Provost might help us with guiding mid-career faculty.  

 
Senator Engohang-Ndong thanked President Diacon for his remarks about student access and 
mentioned that he has found through his research that there is a huge gap affecting minorities, 
low-income, and first-generation students.  He continued that even with the College Credit Plus 
(CCP) program, which was supposed to alleviate issues of access, students, minority, low-income, 
and first-generation students always have lower enrollment than other students. He said that he 
appreciates what is being done on the Kent Campus, but he added that when it comes to issues of 
access, his concern is that at the university level as a whole, the regional campuses are lagging 
behind. He asked the president whether he was intending to put together a plan that would give 
the regional campuses the kind of support they need to function as well as the Kent campus. 
 
President Diacon responded by thanking Senator Engohang-Ndong and brought up Dean David 
Dees’ efforts to tweak the CCP system. Dean Dees served on a committee that advised state 
senators who have submitted legislation to change CCP.  The legislation does not do exactly what 
Dean Dees asked them to do, but President Diacon said that they will keep working on this.  CCP 
functions as a subsidy for middle-class and upper-class kids who do not really need a subsidy.  
Dean Dees spoke with those state senators about how to change CCP so that the subsidy is really 
focused on students with high financial needs. President Diacon added that one of the things from 
Grawe’s book (from earlier in his remarks) says is that while changes are being made on your 
campus, you really have to start working at the state and national level to promote change.  
President Diacon said that the administration is cognizant of the impact of the pandemic on 
current and continuing students and said that the university is using one of our one-time federal 
funds to boost summer programming.  He added that each dean at each regional campus would 
be the person to make the decisions about programming and how to use the funds, along with 
Peggy Shadduck, whom he welcomed as the new Vice President for Regional Campuses.  He asked 
Vice President Shadduck whether she had any further comments for Senator Engohang-Ndong. 

 
Vice President Shadduck responded that we may have opportunities both in terms of supports for 
students and also in providing some curricular alternatives that might provide really good entry 
and completion points for some of our most at-risk students. She added that she was looking 
forward to collaborating with all kinds of folks across the Kent system on how we might look at 
both student support in general and the curricular opportunities that could open some doors for 
individuals and allow them to earn a credential in a more expedited fashion. 
 
President Diacon and Senator Engohang-Ndong thanked her for her response. 
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 There were no further comments or questions. 

 
7. Election of Faculty Senate Executive Committee 
 
 The candidates for Chair of Faculty Senate were Chair Pamela Grimm and Senator Melissa Zullo. 

Senator Grimm and Senator Zullo made brief remarks. Chair Grimm won the election. The 
candidates for Vice Chair of Faculty Senate were Vice Chair Tracy Laux and Senator Jeffrey Child. 
Vice Chair Laux won the election. The candidates for Secretary of Faculty Senate were Secretary 
Edward Dauterich and Senator Mahli Mechenbier. Secretary Dauterich won the election. The 
candidates for At-Large Member of Faculty Senate were Senator Darci Kracht and Senator Ann 
Abraham. Senator Kracht won the election. 

  
8. Old Business 
 
 There was no old business. 
 
9. New Business 
 
  a. Action Item:  Proposal for the Center for African Studies (Felix Kumah-Abiwu, Associate 

Professor in Pan-African Studies) 
 

 Dr. Kumah-Abiwu presented the proposal for the center. He said that the center was 
necessary because we have no existing center that focuses on contemporary issues in 
Africa. He said that this was necessary to bring more awareness and understanding to the 
students and the community. He said that the center would be more administrative than 
academic in essence. They would not be offering credit for students, but rather, they would 
create public awareness through lectures, policy talks, invited experts on the continent, 
and other resources. He said the center would also support existing study abroad programs 
in Ghana and Senegal. 

 
 Senator Roxburgh asked how they will know whether they have succeeded five years from 

now. 
 

 Dr. Kumah-Abiwu responded that they will use some surveys to see how effective their 
results are, but he added that the results will also be measured by the number of grants 
they can receive, the number of expert speakers they can bring in, and the influence their 
work has on awareness in the general community and of awareness, by students, of the 
study abroad programs. 

 
 A motion was made and seconded to approve the center (Dauterich/Piccirillo-Smith). The 

motion passed unanimously. 
  

 b. Discussion Item:  RTP Policy Revisions (Co-chairs of the Professional Standards    
Committee, Jeff Ciesla, Associate Professor of Psychology and Dave Kaplan, Professor of 
Geography) 

 
 Senators Kaplan, Ciesla, and Smith and the Professional Standards Committee (PSC) had 

worked on the item. Senator Kaplan invited Senator Smith to explain it. Senator Smith 
shared her screen and went over proposed changes. Senator Smith said that PSC had a few 
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different goals. One was to make sure that the time frame for early tenure and early 
promotion were consistent with each other. There had been some inconsistency in the past 
with respect to someone getting years towards credit for tenure that might end up 
standing for what would be on-time tenure but early promotion. She pointed to the 
changes in the language that helped remove the inconsistency. 

 
 Senator Smith added that a second goal was to clear up the intent of the original policy 

language on reappointment, tenure, and promotion because there were cases where 
individual units did not seem to follow the intent of the policy. She said that proposals to 
language changes include making sure all voting members of an RTP committee are full-
time TT faculty rather than faculty serving in an administrative role. 

 
 Dean Mistur asked whether deadlines for file submission could be adjusted in the proposed 

changes so that unit administrators were not receiving files with little time to go through 
them. 

 
 Senator Smith agreed that guidelines for that could be made clearer and should probably 

come from the Associate Provost of Faculty Affairs. 
 
 Senator Smith said that another change the committee is proposing is to clarify that there 

must be four voting members on the unit and campus RTP committee, even after anyone 
who has abstained. 

 
 Senator Smith said the PSC still had concerns about whether the proposed language was 

effective and whether college level reviews for colleges with departments and schools 
should be added. She then invited comments or questions about the proposed changes. 

 
 Senator Roxburgh asked what the remedy would be if the rule was not fulfilled at the CAC 

level. 
 
 Senator Smith said there would have to be a process where someone was pulled in from 

outside of the college.   
 
 Senator Salaba suggested that her college usually picks one representative to their CAC, so 

maybe an alternate could also be chosen if the original member is not present or 
abstaining for some reason. 

 
 Senator Smith agreed with Senator Salaba and asked whether there were any objections to 

building the language into the college-level because ideally it would exist there for the 
same reason that we want to have this language at the academic unit and campus level.   

 
 Senator Walton-Fisette agreed with Senator Smith’s proposed addition. 
 Senator Smith said that  we have some language already existing in the policies and that 

there is a practice that is outside the policy level of preventing people from having more 
than one vote in the process; if someone votes at any level, that is the person’s only vote.  
That person would not get to vote at a higher level on the same candidate.  There is also 
language present about not voting on the department and the college level; again, only one 
vote at one or the other.  There have been issues, however, particularly with regional 
campus faculty who may be on both the FAC of their academic unit and the FAC of their 
campus, or perhaps they are full professors, so they end up on the two committees for that 
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reason. In the past, Sue Averill’s office handled these situations on a case-by-case basis 
ensuring that people did not get more than one vote. Senator Smith suggested that rather 
than this approach, it would be best to have this in the policy.  She said they were 
proposing language that would allow a regional campus faculty member to decide where 
they want to make their vote.  They could take it at the campus level, or they could take it 
in the academic unit, in which case they would not take it on the campus. 

 
 Senator Smith asked whether there had ever been a case where a regional campus 

member was on the regional campus RTP committee and on a department or school 
committee and suggested that the changed language would need to respond to that as 
well. 

 
 Associate Dean Deirdre Warren said that when she was both a faculty member and also on 

CAC that had happened. 
 
 Senator Smith said that at that level, we might not allow for the choice because people in 

the academic unit do not have the choice.  She said they could build into the language that 
no one will vote from both their academic unit or their home campus at the CAC.   

 
 Associate Dean Warren agreed with her suggestion.  
 
 Senator Smith continued with the next range of revisions. The first was a change to the 

language concerning the request for additional material to be added to the file.  The 
proposed policy requires that the candidate be notified of anything added and allowed to 
respond.   

 
 The final proposal concerned grandfathering language in the reappointment policies and 

the tenure policy.  She asked whether PSC should build in some grandfathering language 
for people standing for senior promotion that would allow them to reach back to a 
handbook or policy that was in place maybe three to five years ago, so they could still be 
on track even if the new language in a new handbook says they would not.  

 
 Chair Grimm said that somewhere between three to five years seemed reasonable. 
 
  Senator Mocioalca suggested that five years would be better. 
 

Director Marcinkiewicz (Center for Teaching and Learning) said that she had concerns 
related to the use of the term grandfather. She said that the term is deeply rooted in 
preventing former slaves and generations from voting, and she found it to be something to 
work toward eliminating. 

 
 Senator Smith agreed and said that the term is not present in the proposed language. She 

asked Director Marcinkiewicz whether there was a preferred term.  
 
 Director Marcinkiewicz said she was not sure and would have to look into it. 
 
 Senator Smith asked whether there were any other questions related to the policies 

discussed. 
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 Senator Engohang-Ndong mentioned that in the case of regional campuses where 
someone stands for full, only full professors are allowed to vote. He asked whether there 
was language in the wording that required the addition of a full professor if there were not 
enough on the FAC. 

 
 Senator Smith said that this was already covered in the existing policy. 
 
 Senator Walton-Fisette asked whether any handbook from any unit could be used if the 

five-year period were put into effect. She mentioned that some units seem to update 
handbooks yearly. 

 
 Senator Smith said that in the current language of the proposals a candidate could go up 

under the current handbook or the one in place five years ago.  This would not include any 
in the interim. She asked Senator Walton-Fisette about any input she might have on the 
choice of handbooks. 

 
  Senator Walton-Fisette said that it would be favorable to the faculty to have that choice.  

She mentioned that it is sometimes hard to get the handbooks.  People come with many 
different versions of the handbook, and sometimes the wrong versions of the handbooks 
get posted in the internal system, so people are looking at different things.  She also 
mentioned that five years seems arbitrary.   

 
 Senator Smith said that any senior promotion would have to rely on a shorter arbitrary 

time period. She cited the example of herself taking twelve years to go from tenured to full 
professor. She said that it would not be good if she could have reached back twelve years 
in the past. 

 
 Senator Walton-Fisette said that the five-year period seemed fair. 
 
 Senator Mocioalca asked why it was a problem if a candidate wanted to choose a more 

recent handbook rather than one at the beginning or end of the five-year period. 
 
 Senator Engohang-Ndong expressed favor for a term of three or more years. 
 
 Senator Smith said there seemed to be a preference for five years. 
 

  There were no further comments or questions. 
   
  c. Action Item:  Survey of Student Instruction Review Committee Description (SSIRC)  

 
Chair Grimm explained the reason for the creation of the committee and how members of 
the committee would be chosen. She then invited comments or questions. 
 
Senator Walton-Fisette asked what was meant by the word “language” in the section 
concerning qualifications for committee members where it says members should be 
experts in language or assessment. She wanted to know whether it referred to policy 
language. 
 
Chair Grimm replied that much of the job for the committee is curation of different items 
coming from different departments; therefore, a member needs to be somebody who 
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works with language sufficiently that they are comfortable identifying what is equivalency 
and what is not and what is nuanced difference versus what is not really nuanced 
difference.  She said she would be happy to use an amended term if it made the proposal 
clearer. 
 
Senator Walton-Fisette said that she did not have a proposed change, but the use of the 
term was still unclear. 
 
Chair Grimm added a clause after the section on language or assessment that says that the 
committee member would need the expertise in order to fulfill the list-curating 
responsibility of the committee. The new language ended with “in making appointments, 
the Committee on Committees will especially seek members who are expert in language 
and/or assessment in order to fulfill the list-curating responsibilities of the committee." 
 
Senator Walton-Fisette said that the change was helpful. 
 
Senators Roxburgh and Smith moved and seconded to approve the modified language. The 
motion passed unanimously.  
 
A motion was made and seconded to approve the proposal as amended (Smith/Dauterich). 
The motion passed unanimously. 

 
10. Announcements/Statements for the Record 
 

Senator Kracht congratulated alumnus Corey Conners for tying for 8th at the Masters Golf 
Tournament and said he was a 2014 graduate of Kent State's Actuarial Mathematics program 
where he was an outstanding student. 

 
11. Adjournment 
 
 Chair Grimm adjourned the meeting at 5:09 p.m. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted by Edward Dauterich 
Secretary, Faculty Senate 
 
 
 
Attachment 
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Chair’s Remarks for April 12, 2021 Faculty Senate Meeting 
 
 
I’d like to begin by congratulating and welcoming our newly elected senators.  As I call your 
name, if you can and are willing, please turn on your video and keep it on until I finish calling the 
names of all newly elected Senators.   
 

Christopher Was ( Psychological Sciences, Kent Campus )    
Tina Bhargava ( Public Health, Kent Campus )    
Kimberly DePaul ( Nursing, Trumbull Campus )    
Eric Taylor ( Geology, Stark Campus )    
Omar De La Cruz Cabrera ( Mathematical Sciences )    
Laurie Wagner ( Health Sciences )    
Denise McEnroe-Petitte ( Nursing )  

 
Welcome!  (clap) 
 
I’d next like to congratulate and thank for their continuing service newly re-elected members of 
the Faculty Senate.  As I call your name, if you can and are willing, please turn on your video 
and keep it on until I finish calling the names of all newly re-elected Senators.   
 

Jennifer Cunningham ( English, Kent Campus )  
Tracy Laux ( Mathematical Sciences, Kent Campus )    
Linda Piccirillo-Smith ( English/Pan-African Studies, Kent Campus )    
Deborah Smith ( Philosophy )    
Theresa Walton-Fisette ( Foundation, Leadership & Administration )   
Todd Hawley ( Teaching, Learning & Curriculum Studies ) 
Melissa Zullo ( Epidemiology/Biostatistics )    
Robin Vande Zande ( Art Education ) 
Timothy Culver ( Music )    
Ann Abraham ( Chemistry )   

  
Thank you 
 
I want to share a story about the passion of teaching.  In 2005, my niece and four of her high 
school friends, all self-avowed nerds, decided they wanted to study James Joyce’s Ulysses over 
the summer.  I think they were inspired by the fact that Kent State had its very own resident 
world expert on James Joyce, Claire Culleton.  They approached Claire and proposed a 
Ulysses reading group.  Claire considered for about 5 seconds and then said “yes.”   My sister 
and I were also members of the reading group, but it was really Claire and the five girls who 
formed the core.  Not surprising to anyone who knew Claire, the reading group also benefited 
frequently from baked goods.  It was literally and figuratively a delicious experience. 
 
As the reading group progressed, diagrams, pictures and sketches to augment our reading 
began appearing.  Different group members were reading passages out loud.  And it was fun.  It 
was really fun.  Claire demonstrated so much passion for Ulysses and was clearly excited to 
have a group of eager learners.  And she made it fun for all of us.  It was an extraordinary 
experience for all who participated and one we will always remember.  And I know that Claire 
brought that same passion to her classrooms, formal and informal, throughout her years at Kent 
State.   
 



Page 2 of 2 
 

My dear friend Claire Culleton passed away last week and will never have another opportunity 
to create or inspire the joy, pleasure and sheer fun of learning, though the memory of what she 
accomplished as both a teacher and world recognized James Joyce scholar will endure.   
 
This year has been so hard for students and faculty.  The dynamic, spontaneous interactions 
that happen in classrooms, or hallways or in an office, just don’t happen to the same extent in a 
virtual space.  The core, the essence of learning is there, but the pleasure, joy and excitement 
of face-to-face interaction is almost impossible to replicate in an online environment, especially 
in ways that allow students to spontaneously engage with each other, as well as their faculty.  
And allow faculty so spontaneously engage, not just with students, but with colleagues, learning 
through discussions about research and pedagogy.   
 
I’m so proud of all that faculty and students have done to continue progress towards educational 
achievement. But I think I’m not alone when I say our work has been more the work of learning 
and has had a bit less of the joy and fun of learning this past year.  That doesn’t diminish in 
any way faculty or student accomplishments, but it does remind us of what we are pivoting back 
towards in the fall.  An approach to normal that will reintroduce those serendipitous 
opportunities for more of the joy, excitement, fun and pleasure that arises when we are learning 
in the same space at the same time. 
 
Any questions or comments? 
 
Thank you. 
Pamela E. Grimm 
Chair, Faculty Senate 
 



PSC AY 20/21  

Summary of RTP policy draft revisions (post 4/12/21 Senate meeting) 
 
PSC has been charged with considering revisions to the RTP policies designed to clarify the 
intended procedures and/or mitigate unintended consequences from the current procedure.  None 
of the changes is intended to alter the existing RTP criteria. 
 
Specific revisions fall under the following seven categories. 
 
• revisions to ensure that the timeframe for early tenure and early promotion are consistent in 

the two policies.  (As the policies currently read, someone given years of credit toward tenure 
might end up standing for what would be on-time tenure but would be considered an early 
promotion.) 
Tenure policy B.5 and C.1.a.iv; Promotion policy B.1.b.   
 

• revisions to clarify that a meeting is required to certify file completeness. (We’ve had 
instances where the administrator has signed off on completeness without meeting with the 
candidate and, in some cases, where the file was missing important elements such as external 
letters.) 
Tenure policy F.3; Promotion policy D.3; reappointment policy F.5. 
 

• revisions to ensure that all voting members of RTP committees are full-time TT faculty. 
(Currently, the language has been interpreted as allowing administrators with tenure and the 
rank of full professor to serve as voting members of RTP committees.) 
Tenure policy F, G; Promotion policy D, E; reappointment policy F, G. 
 

• revisions to clarify that there must be at least four voting members of the unit and campus 
committees after all abstentions etc. and that all members who haven’t been given the right to 
abstain are required to vote. (We’ve had cases where due to anticipated abstentions or 
committee members simply failing to vote, there have been less than four votes at the unit 
level) 
Tenure policy F.5, G.4, H.2; Promotion policy D.5, E.4, F.2; reappointment policy F.7, G.7, 
H.2. 

PSC’s first draft did not contain language covering college level reviews for colleges 
with departments/schools.  At the April 12, 2021 Faculty Senate meeting, we asked 
senators whether it would be desirable and/or feasible to add analogous language 
concerning the college level review for colleges with department/schools.  The consensus 
was that it would be.  A section (highlighted) in each policy has been added that reads: 
Members of the college [reappointment/tenure/promotion] committee on leave of absence 
shall be notified of the candidacies and shall vote by absentee ballots or they may request 
from the committee the right to abstain from voting. Except where a member of the 
[reappointment/tenure/promotion] committee is ineligible to vote in accordance with 
section (**) above or has been granted the right to abstain from voting, all committee 
members shall submit a vote on each candidate.  If the college 
[reappointment/tenure/promotion] committee will consist of fewer than four (4) voting 
members, then a special procedure for enlarging it shall be developed by the college 
dean, with the advice of the college advisory committee and the approval of the provost.  
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The sections highlighted above contain the new language.  
 

• revisions to prevent committee members from having more than “one bite of the apple” in 
the process. 
Tenure policy F, G, H.1; Promotion policy D, E, F.1; reappointment policy F, G, H.1. 

PSC’s first draft did not contain language covering regional campus members of the 
college level RTP committee for colleges with departments/schools.  At the April 12, 2021 
Faculty Senate meeting, we asked senators whether there would there be a case in which 
a member of a regional campus RTP committee also served on the RTP committee at a 
college with departments/schools. The answer was that there are such cases.  The phrase 
‘or own regional campus’ has been added after ‘own unit’ to the highlighted sections 
above to address this issue. 
 

• revisions to the language concerning the request for additional material to be added to the 
file.  (We’ve had cases where administrators used this part of the policy more like an 
information request seeking information may not exist and then holding the candidates 
inability to produce the information against the candidate.)  
Tenure policy J; Promotion policy H; reappointment policy J. 
 

• revisions to update and make more coherent the language in each policy concerning changes 
in criteria contained in handbook or policy that occurred after a candidate was hired. (The 
current language makes little or no sense so many years after the major revisions to the RTP 
policies that took us off the Boyer model.) 
Tenure policy M; Promotion policy K; reappointment policy M. 

The language proposed for the promotion policy differs in substantive ways from that in 
the tenure policy and reappointment policy.  
 
PSC’s first draft did not contain language covering senior promotion.  At the April 12, 
2021 Faculty Senate meeting, we asked senators whether we should include language for 
senior promotion that would allow the candidate to reach back to a handbook that was in 
place 3-5 years ago.  The consensus was that a 5 year window would be appropriate.  
Section K of the Promotion policy has been substantially revised as follows to reflect that 
consensus: 

(K) Applicable university policies and academic unit handbooks for faculty members being 
considered for promotion:  
(1) Normally, probationary faculty members being considered for promotion to 

assistant or associate professor will be governed by the university policies and 
procedures regarding faculty reappointment, tenure, and promotion and the unit 
handbook in place at the time of the initial appointment. In the event that 
university policies and procedures regarding faculty reappointment, tenure, and 
promotion and/or the unit handbook are revised during the faculty members’ 
probationary period, the faculty member will have the option of being governed 
by the current policies and the current unit handbook or by the policies and the 
unit handbook in place at the time of the faculty member's initial appointment.  
The faculty member will include a written election of this option in his/her file. 

(2) Normally, tenured faculty members being considered for promotion to associate 
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professor or full professor will be governed by the university policies and 
procedures regarding faculty promotion and the unit handbook in place at the time 
they submit their promotion file.  In the event that university policies and 
procedures regarding faculty promotion and/or the unit handbook are revised 
during the five (5) year period preceding the submission of the promotion file, the 
faculty member will have the option of being governed by the current policies and 
the current unit handbook or by the policies and the unit handbook in place at any 
time during that five (5) year period.  The faculty member will include a written 
election of this option in his/her file.  
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6-16 
 
University Policy and Procedures Regarding Faculty Reappointment 
 
(A) Purpose.  All tenure-track faculty members hold probationary appointments for one year, 

subject to annual renewal.  Except where indicated below in this section (A), the total 
period of full-time tenure-track employment at the university prior to continuous tenure 
will not exceed six (6) years.  Faculty members with probationary appointments in the 
tenure track will be reviewed annually until the academic year in which they are 
considered for tenure. 

 
 Because the purpose of the probationary period is to provide an opportunity for 

observation, time spent on leave other than a scholarly leave of absence or time spent 
pursuant to the University policy and procedures governing modification of the faculty 
probationary period is not considered part of the probationary period.  Summer 
appointments are not counted within yearly appointments. Scholarly leaves of absence for 
one (1) year or less will count as part of the probationary period.     

 
 Reappointment reviews have as their primary purpose the preparation of probationary 

faculty members for a successful tenure review, and annual reviews will help to prepare 
them in the following ways: 

 
(1) Probationary faculty members will be given information about university policies 

and unit and/or regional campus goals, culture, and professional, and college 
standards and expectations.  For the purposes of reappointment, the term “unit” 
shall be defined as a department, school, or college without departments or 
schools.  The term "faculty" shall be understood to mean those who hold regular 
full-time tenured or tenure-track appointments.  Given some variance in 
procedures followed for faculty from colleges without departments or schools 
and/or regional campuses, sections of this policy have been included to delineate 
these specific procedural differences. 

 
(2) Probationary faculty members will participate in regular, complete, and specific 

formative evaluations during the probationary period to foster their scholarship, 
teaching, and service. 

 
(3) Probationary faculty members will have an opportunity to discuss their annual 

reviews; to respond to suggestions for improvement in scholarship, teaching, and 
service; and, to receive a timely, fair evaluation of their responses. 

 
(4) Probationary faculty members will have the opportunity to establish a mentoring 

relationship as an aid in satisfying unit and, if applicable, regional campus 
requirements and conditions for tenure; 

 
(5) Finally, probationary faculty members will have the opportunity to establish a 

clear and consistent record from which the university may confidently draw 
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conclusions about their future performance. 
 

(B) Initial Procedure.  Reappointment review is a deliberate and important process.  During 
the course of reappointment reviews, the appropriate academic administrators (e.g., 
department chair, school director, college dean, regional campus dean) will communicate 
to both the probationary faculty member and to the evaluators a clear understanding 
about the requirements and conditions of tenure.  Eventually, at the time of tenure review 
all parties should be sufficiently informed of these requirements and conditions so that 
the process occurs in an atmosphere of fairness and is based on well-documented 
employment practices.  To help make sure this takes place, the format of the electronic 
file (or portfolio) to be submitted at the time of application for tenure and promotion 
should be shared with the probationary faculty member early in the probationary period.  
To prevent annual reappointment reviews from becoming an undue burden on 
probationary faculty members and the colleagues who evaluate their files, units shall 
develop reasonable guidelines for the construction of electronic reappointment files and 
the presentation of documentation.   

 
 All reappointment reviews will be carried out on a paperless, electronic system provided 

by the university for this purpose.  Probationary faculty members, reviewers and 
administrators must submit and review reappointment documents on this system and any 
official notification required under this policy will appear in this system.  The 
probationary faculty member will be notified by email of anything that is added to or 
removed from the file as soon as it is added or removed.  At each level of reappointment 
review, the probationary faculty member, faculty advisory bodies and administrators will 
be able to view the complete file. 

 
(C) Criteria.  The criteria used in assessing the quality of scholarship, teaching, and service in 

the review of faculty seeking reappointment should conform to the unit’s tenure 
guidelines in the unit’s handbook.  Guidelines concerning the weighting of those criteria 
will be applied consistently at all levels of review and will come from the probationary 
faculty member’s unit of appointment or, if applicable, campus of appointment as 
follows: all reappointment evaluations of Kent campus probationary faculty members 
shall follow the unit’s guidelines concerning the weighting of the unit’s tenure criteria, 
and all reappointment evaluations of regional campus probationary faculty members shall 
follow the campus’ guidelines concerning the weighting of the unit’s tenure criteria.  

 
(D) Affirmation Principle.  The principle to affirm at reappointment review is, “Given the 

years of service to date and the number of years until mandatory tenure review, it is 
reasonable to expect that the probationary faculty member will eventually undergo a 
successful tenure review.” To help the probationary faculty member accomplish this and 
to aid the reappointment committee in making such an affirmation, expectations about 
scholarship, teaching, and service should be outlined in the letter of appointment.  
Specific criteria should be detailed in the unit handbook, and if applicable, the campus 
handbook. 

 
(E) Due process is integral to an effective reappointment policy.  The guiding premise in the 
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following procedure is that the essential phases in reappointment considerations occur at 
the unit level and, if applicable, at the regional campus.  Assessments and 
recommendations beyond these levels should reflect due regard for the professional 
judgment and recommendations made at the unit and regional campus levels.  Review 
and assessment by extra-unit and extra-regional campus faculty and the academic 
administration are necessary to insure the integrity of the reappointment process. 

 
(F) Procedures for making decisions regarding reappointment: the unit level.  All actions 

involving reappointment shall be initiated at the academic unit level (department, school, 
or college without departments or schools).  Consideration of those standing for 
reappointment shall be undertaken by the unit reappointment committee, chaired by the 
unit administrator as a non-voting member and composed of all tenured members of the 
unit’s faculty advisory committee and any full-time faculty who are tenured full 
Pprofessors of the unit who may not be members of the advisory committee.  No member 
of the committee may be present when the committee deliberates or votes on the 
reappointment of an individual in a rank higher than that of the individual member of the 
reappointment committee, or on the reappointment of a spouse, domestic partner, or 
relative.  A member of the committee who intends to vote on a regional campus candidate 
at the regional campus level of review may be present, but shall not vote on that 
candidate at the unit level.    
 
(1) In the first year of the probationary period the unit administrator will notify the 

probationary faculty member in the appointment letter that a reappointment 
review will occur shortly after the end of the first semester.  At that time the 
probationary faculty member will submit only a two (2) to three (3) page 
statement describing his/her accomplishments and plans for the remainder of the 
academic year.  All parties participating in the review should be aware that a full 
review is not required at this time, but that two things should be accomplished 
during this first review. 
(a) The unit administrator and the unit’s reappointment committee should 

review the probationary faculty member to make certain that the terms of 
the initial appointment have been satisfied. 

(b) The unit administrator and the unit’s reappointment committee should 
apply those criteria in section (C) above which are appropriate or are 
available (e.g., first semester peer review(s) and student surveys of 
instruction) for the reappointment review. 

 
Faculty members from departments or schools in their first probationary year will 
not be reviewed by the college advisory committees, but will be reviewed only at 
the unit and, where appropriate, regional campus level, with a recommendation by 
the unit administrator and, where appropriate, campus dean to the college dean. 
 

(2) For every following annual review, near the end of the spring semester the unit 
administrator shall notify all probationary tenure-track faculty members in the 
unit, Kent campus and regional campus faculty members alike, that a 
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reappointment review will begin early in the fall semester of the next academic 
year. 
 

(3) The unit administrator shall make available copies of the guidelines, timetables, 
and other information concerning reappointment review to all probationary 
faculty members in the unit no later than three (3) weeks before the deadline for 
submission of materials, which is at the end of the first week of the fall semester.  
At the same time, for regional campus probationary faculty, the campus dean will 
make available to the probationary faculty member and to the unit copies of those 
sections of the campus handbook concerning the campus’ method of weighting 
unit criteria. 
 

(4) Probationary faculty members are responsible for developing, organizing and 
submitting the documentation supporting their reappointment.  However, the unit 
administrator, as well as colleagues, should assist probationary faculty members 
in the preparation of their files, especially in their early years of service. 

 
(5) The unit administrator is responsible for including past reappointment letters and, 

for Kent campus probationary faculty, the original letter of appointment in the 
file. For regional campus probationary faculty, the campus dean is responsible for 
including past reappointment letters and the original letter of appointment in the 
files. The unit administrator will meet with the probationary facultymember to 
review the file with the probationary faculty member toin order to insure that the 
file is complete and the probationary faculty member and the unit administrator 
will certify that the file is complete.  Thereafter, the probationary faculty member 
must be informed of anything added to or removed from the file and provided 
with the opportunity to include written comments concerning that new or 
removed material. 

 
(6) Before convening the reappointment committee, the unit administrator will inform 

all tenured faculty members that the files are available for inspection and will 
formally invite written comments from all tenured faculty members who are not 
members of the reappointment committee.  The unit administrator will include 
those comments in the file. 

 
(7) Members of the reappointment committee on leave of absence may vote or they 

may request from the committee the right to abstain from voting.  Except where a 
member of the reappointment committee is ineligible to vote in accordance with 
section (F) above or has been granted the right to abstain from voting, all 
committee members shall submit a vote on each candidate.  If the reappointment 
committee will consists of fewer than four (4) voting members, excluding the 
non-voting chair, then a special procedure for enlarging it shall be developed by 
the unit administrator, with the advice of the faculty advisory committee and the 
assistance of the college dean, if applicable, and the approval of the provost. 
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(8) The unit administrator will comment on the strengths and weaknesses of, and the 
extent to which the probationary faculty member has responded to issues raised in 
previous reappointment reviews, especially suggestions about improvement in 
scholarship, teaching, and service.  Finally, the unit administrator should provide 
his or her judgment of how well the probationary faculty member is progressing 
toward a successful tenure review. 

 
(9) Each candidate’s file shall be subject to candid discussion by the committee.  

During the meeting, each voting member shall indicate his/her non-binding vote 
of “yes,” “yes with reservations,” or “no” concerning the reappointment of the 
probationary faculty member.  After the meeting, each voting member shall 
record his or her final vote by completing the electronic evaluation form with 
comments.  The reappointment committee members should consider their remarks 
carefully when they prepare them because such peer evaluations are crucial to the 
reappointment process. 

 
(10) A simple majority of the reappointment committee members who vote, excluding 

those who abstain under section (F)(7) of this policy, will constitute a 
recommendation to the unit administrator for reappointment. A vote of “yes with 
reservations” will count as a positive vote to reappoint the probationary faculty 
member, but it shall carry an additional message of concern. 

 
(11) The unit administrator shall review the recorded votes, and evaluation forms, 

along with supporting statements, as well as other relevant documentation 
regarding the faculty member’s application for reappointment.  The unit 
administrator shall weigh and assess all relevant information and decide whether 
to recommend the reappointment of the probationary faculty member.  He or she 
will include in the file a single, detailed assessment and recommendation, which 
clearly conveys the strengths and weaknesses of the probationary faculty 
member’s performance in scholarship, teaching, and service.  The assessment and 
recommendation should follow the criteria as specified in section (C) of this 
policy and also any individual expectations for a given probationary faculty 
member. Specific suggestions concerning performance necessary to achieve a 
positive tenure decision should also be included in this assessment and 
recommendation. 

 
(12) As part of the unit administrator’s assessment and recommendation, the unit 

administrator shall inform the candidate that he/she has the right, within ten (10) 
working days, to add a statement to his/her file responding to any procedural 
errors or errors of fact that the candidate believes have been included in either the 
unit administrative officer’s assessment and recommendation or in the committee 
members’ evaluations.  The unit administrator shall also indicate that, if the 
candidate wishes to appeal a negative recommendation, such intent shall be 
expressed to the next higher academic officer in writing within ten (10) working 
days of the submission of the unit administrator’s assessment and 
recommendation.    
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(13) In addition, for regional campus and Kent campus faculty alike, the unit 

administrator should invite the probationary faculty member to meet in order to 
discuss the assessment and recommendation. This meeting should take place as 
soon as possible. In all cases that are not unanimously positive, the unit 
administrator must meet with the probationary faculty member within five (5) 
working days from the date of the submission of the unit administrator’s 
assessment and recommendation. 

 
(G) Procedures for making decisions regarding reappointment: the regional campus level.  

Faculty members at the regional campuses will have reappointment reviews occur at both 
the regional campus level and unit level (as described above in section (F)).  The 
reappointment committee of a regional campus will be composed of tenured members of 
the campus’ faculty council and the full-time faculty of the campus who are campus’ 
tenured full Pprofessors.  No member of the committee may be present when the 
committee deliberates or votes on the reappointment of an individual in a rank higher 
than that of the individual reappointment committee member, or on the reappointment of 
a spouse, domestic partner, or relative. A member of the committee who intends to vote 
at the unit level of review may be present, but shall not vote on that candidate at the 
regional campus level.  The faculty council chair conducts the deliberations and is a 
voting member of the campus reappointment committee. 

 
(1) In the first year of the probationary period the campus dean will notify the 

probationary faculty member in the appointment letter that a reappointment 
review will occur shortly after the end of the first semester.  At that time the 
probationary faculty member will submit only a two (2) to three (3) page 
statement describing his or her accomplishments and plans for the remainder of 
the academic year.  All parties participating in the review should be aware that a 
full review is not required at this time, but that two things should be accomplished 
during this first review at the campus level. 

 
(a) The campus dean and the campus reappointment committee should review 

the probationary faculty member to make certain that the terms of the 
initial appointment have been satisfied. 

 
(b) The campus dean and the campus reappointment committee should apply 

those criteria and weighting in section (C) above which are appropriate or 
are available (e.g., first semester peer review(s) and student surveys of 
instruction) for the reappointment review. 

 
Regional campus faculty members from departments or schools in their first 
probationary year will not be reviewed by the college advisory committees, but 
will be reviewed only at the campus and unit levels with a recommendation by the 
unit administrator and the campus dean to the college dean. 
 

(2) For every following annual review, near the end of the spring semester the unit 



draft 4/13/2021 (approved by PSC) 
 

administrator shall notify all probationary tenure-track faculty members in the 
unit, Kent campus and regional campus faculty members alike, that a 
reappointment review will begin early in the fall semester of the next academic 
year. 

  
(3) The unit administrator shall make available copies of the guidelines, timetables 

and other information concerning reappointment review to all probationary 
faculty members no later than three (3) weeks before the deadline for submission 
of materials, which is at the end of the first week of the semester.  At the same 
time, for regional campus probationary faculty, the campus dean will make 
available to the probationary faculty member and to the unit copies of those 
sections of the campus handbook concerning the campus’ method of weighting 
unit criteria. 

 
(4) Probationary faculty members at the regional campuses are responsible for 

developing, organizing and submitting to the unit administrator the documentation 
supporting their reappointment. However, it is expected that the campus dean, 
unit administrator, and campus and unit colleagues will assist probationary faculty 
members in the preparation of their files, especially in their early years of service. 

 
(5) The unit administrator is responsible for including past reappointment letters from 

the unit administrator, and the campus dean is responsible for including past 
reappointment letters from the campus dean and the original letter of appointment 
in the file.  The unit administrator will review the file with the probationary 
faculty member in order to insure that the file is complete and the probationary 
faculty member and the unit administrator will certify that the file is complete.  
Thereafter, the probationary faculty member must be informed of anything that is 
added to or removed from the file and provided with the opportunity to include 
written comments concerning that new or removed material. 

 
(6) Before convening the campus reappointment committee, the faculty council chair 

shall inform all tenured faculty members that the files are available for inspection, 
and will formally invite written comments from all tenured faculty members who 
are not members of the campus reappointment committee.  The faculty council 
chair will include these comments in the file. 

 
(7) Members of the campus reappointment committee on leave of absence may vote 

or they may request from the committee the right to abstain from voting.  Except 
where a member of the promotion committee is ineligible to vote in accordance 
with section (G) above or has been granted the right to abstain from voting, all 
committee members shall submit a vote on each candidate.  If the campus 
reappointment committee will consists of fewer than four (4) voting members, 
including the voting faculty council chair, then a special procedure for enlarging it 
shall be developed by the regional campus dean with the advice of the faculty 
council and the approval of the provost. 
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(8) The campus reappointment committee will discuss the strengths and weaknesses 
of each probationary faculty member.  The committee will evaluate the 
probationary faculty member’s response to previous reappointment letters, 
especially to suggestions about improvement in scholarship, teaching, and service, 
and judge how well the faculty member is progressing toward successful tenure 
review. 

 
(9) Each candidate’s file shall be subject to candid discussion by the committee.  

During the meeting, each voting member shall indicate his/her nonbinding vote of 
“yes,” “yes with reservations,” or “no” concerning the reappointment of the 
probationary faculty member.  After the meeting, each voting member shall 
record his/her final vote by completing the electronic evaluation form with 
comments.  The campus reappointment committee members should consider their 
remarks carefully when they prepare them because such peer evaluations are 
crucial to the reappointment process.  

 
(10) A simple majority of the campus reappointment committee who vote, excluding 

those who abstain under section (G)(7) of this policy, will constitute a 
recommendation to the campus dean for reappointment.  A vote of “yes with 
reservations” will count as a positive vote to reappoint the probationary faculty 
member, but it shall carry an additional message of concern. 

 
(11) The faculty council chair shall then summarize the committee’s vote and 

evaluation forms in a single, detailed assessment and recommendation to the 
regional campus dean which addresses the strengths and weaknesses of the 
probationary faculty member’s performance in scholarship, teaching, and service.  
The assessment should follow the unit and campus standards as specified in 
section (C) of this policy as well as any individual expectations for a given 
probationary faculty member.  The assessment and recommendation shall be 
included in the file and shall indicate that, if the candidate wishes to respond to a 
recommendation of not to reappointment, such a response must be made to the 
campus dean and the unit administrator within ten (10) working days of the 
submission of the faculty council chair’s assessment and recommendation to the 
campus dean.  

 
(12) The regional campus dean shall review the recorded votes and evaluation forms, 

along with supporting statements, as well as other relevant documentation 
regarding the faculty member’s application for reappointment. The campus dean 
shall weigh and assess all relevant information and decide whether to recommend 
the reappointment of the probationary faculty member. He or she will include in 
the file a single detailed assessment and recommendation, which clearly conveys 
the strengths and weaknesses of the probationary faculty member’s performance 
in scholarship, teaching, and service.  The assessment and recommendation 
should follow the unit and campus standards as specified in section (C) of this 
policy and also any individual expectations for a given probationary faculty 
member.  Specific suggestions concerning performance needed to achieve a 
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positive tenure decision should also be included in this assessment and 
recommendation. 

 
(13) As part of the regional campus dean’s assessment and recommendation, the 

regional campus dean shall inform the candidate that he/she has the right, within 
ten (10) working days, to add a statement to her/his file responding to any 
procedural errors or errors of fact that the candidate believes have been included 
in either the regional campus dean’s assessment and recommendation, the faculty 
council chair’s assessment and recommendation, or the committee members’ 
evaluations.  The regional campus dean shall also indicate that if the candidate 
wishes to appeal a negative decision, such intent shall be expressed to the next 
higher academic officer in writing within ten (10) working days of the submission 
of the regional campus dean’s assessment and recommendation.    

 
(14) In addition, the regional campus dean should invite the probationary faculty 

member to meet in order to discuss the assessment and recommendation. This 
meeting should take place as soon as possible. In all cases that are not 
unanimously positive, the campus dean must meet with the probationary faculty 
member within five (5) working days from the date of the submission of the 
campus dean’s assessment and recommendation to the college dean or provost, as 
applicable.   

 
(H) Procedures for making decisions regarding reappointment: colleges with departments or 

schools. The dean shall conduct a review of the unit’s and, if applicable, the regional 
campus’ assessments and recommendation for reappointment.  Probationary faculty 
members in the first year will not be reviewed by the college reappointment committee.  
For every following annual review, the college dean shall convene the college advisory 
committee, which shall function as the college reappointment committee.  Based on the 
probationary faculty member’s progress toward tenure as presented in the supporting 
materials and the unit /regional campus level assessments and recommendations, this 
college reappointment committee will recommend to the dean whether to reappoint or not 
to reappoint the probationary faculty member.  

 
(1) The college dean shall be the chair and a nonvoting member of the college 

reappointment committee.  Tenured members of the elected college advisory 
committee shall serve as the college reappointment committee shall to review the 
assessments and recommendations from the departments and schools and 
recommend to the dean in each case whether to reappoint or not to reappoint the 
probationary faculty member.  No member of the college reappointment 
committee may vote on candidates from his/her own unit or regional campus and 
no member of the committee shall be present when the committee deliberates or 
votes on the reappointment of a spouse, domestic partner, or relative.  

 
(2) Members of the college reappointment committee on leave of absence shall be 

notified of the candidacies and shall vote by absentee ballots or they may request 
from the committee the right to abstain from voting. Except where a member of 
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the reappointment committee is ineligible to vote in accordance with section (H.1) 
above or has been granted the right to abstain from voting, all committee 
members shall submit a vote on each candidate.  If the college reappointment 
committee will consist of fewer than four (4) voting members, then a special 
procedure for enlarging it shall be developed by the college dean, with the advice 
of the college advisory committee and the approval of the provost.  

 
(23) In the cases of a positive recommendation from the unit’s reappointment 

committee and the unit administrator, and positive recommendations from the 
regional campus reappointment committee and the campus dean, where 
applicable, the college reappointment committee may approve all such 
recommendations without reviewing each individually.  Each voting member of 
the college reappointment committee will say either “yes” or “no” and the dean 
will record the vote. 

 
(34) In the case of: 
 

(a)  a negative reappointment recommendation by the unit’s reappointment 
committee or the unit administrator, or the campus’ reappointment 
committee or campus dean where applicable, or  

 
(b)  any individual case not acted on pursuant to section (H)(2) of this policy,  
 
the probationary faculty member’s file will be the subject of candid discussion by 
the committee. During the meeting, each voting member will indicate his/her non-
binding vote of “yes,” “yes with reservations,” or “no” concerning the 
reappointment of the probationary faculty member.  After the meeting, each 
voting member will record his/her final vote by completing the electronic 
evaluation form with comments.  The college reappointment committee members 
should consider their remarks carefully when they prepare them because such 
peer evaluations are crucial to the reappointment process.  Except where a 
member of the tenure committee is ineligible to vote in accordance with section 
(H)(1), all committee members shall submit a vote and comments on each 
candidate.   

 
(45) Approval by a simple majority of the members of the college reappointment 

committee who are eligible to vote (excluding those who abstain for reasons 
under section (H)(1) of this policy) shall constitute a recommendation for 
reappointment to the college dean.  A vote of “yes with reservations” will count 
as a positive vote to reappoint the probationary faculty member, but it shall carry 
an additional message of concern. 

 
(56) The dean shall prepare the recommendation of the college reappointment 

committee.  In the case of a block vote, the dean will report whether the college 
reappointment committee supports the unit or regional campus recommendation.  
In the case of votes on individual cases, the dean will submit the actual vote of the 
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college reappointment committee.  The dean will include in the file the 
recommendation from the college reappointment committee along with his/her 
recommendation whether to reappoint or not to reappoint the probationary faculty 
member.  

 
(67) As part of the college dean’s recommendation, the college dean shall inform the 

candidate that he/she has the right, within ten (10) working days, to add a 
statement to his/her file responding to any procedural errors or errors of fact that 
the candidate believes have been included in either the college dean’s 
recommendation or the committee member’s statements.  In addition, the college 
dean shall also indicate that, if the candidate wishes to appeal a negative 
recommendation, such intent shall be expressed to the next higher academic 
officer in writing within ten (10) working days of receipt of the college dean’s 
recommendation.  

 
(I) Procedures for making decisions regarding reappointment: The provost level.  The 

provost shall review the reappointment recommendations at the college/school and 
unit/regional campus levels. Unless reversed by the provost, the recommendation of the 
previous level academic administrator will stand. The unanimous recommendations of 
the college/school dean and his/her reappointment committee and the unit administrator 
and his or her reappointment committee, or where applicable the campus dean and his or 
her reappointment committee, will stand unless the provost can provide compelling 
reasons for reversing them. Probationary faculty members receiving a negative 
recommendation at the provost level must be notified in accordance with guidelines 
established in the Collective Bargaining Agreement. 

 
(J) New material may be added as requested by a review committee or the responsible 

academic administrator at any level of review or appeal in order to correct or more fully 
document information contained in the reappointment file.  In such instances, the 
probationary faculty member will be notified of, and given the opportunity to review such 
new material as is added to the file and also provided the opportunity to include written 
comments relevant to this material and/or the appropriateness of its inclusion in the file.  
In no case will a probationary faculty member be required to create new material or 
required to procure material not currently in the possession of the candidate. 

 
(K) Any faculty member who has not been recommended for reappointment at any level will 

have the right to appeal to the next highest academic administrative officer.  In the case 
of denial by the provost, the appeal shall be to the President, or when appropriate, to the 
Joint Appeals Board.  All appeals must be initiated by the probationary faculty member 
in writing within ten (10) working days after the submission of a negative 
recommendation by an administrative officer or as specified otherwise in the Collective 
Bargaining Agreement.  Appeals should be heard in a timely manner (e.g., thirty (30) 
calendar days).  At each level of appeal at which a faculty advisory body is designated to 
hear an appeal and make a recommendation to the next highest academic administrative 
officer, the appellant will be offered the opportunity to appear in person to present his/her 
case orally before the appropriate reappointment committee.  At the college level, appeals 
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are heard by the college advisory committee.  The appellant may be accompanied by a 
colleague who may assist in presenting her/his case. Furthermore, if an individual other 
than the appellant (including any academic administrator) is invited to address the 
committee, the appellant shall have an opportunity to respond to any new information. 
The committee shall determine whether the information is new and whether to invite an 
oral or written response. The academic administrator in question will consider the vote of 
this body seriously before making his/her recommendation and will inform both the 
appellant and the academic administrator at the next highest level of the results of this 
vote. 

 
(L) Academic administrators and members of reappointment committees are expected to act 

in accordance with the principles of due process and abide by the University policy 
regarding faculty code of professional ethics.  All official documents in the 
reappointment process are subject to the Ohio Public Records Act as included in the Ohio 
Revised Code. 

 
(M) Normally, Ddecisions regarding reappointment for all faculty members who are 

appointed to a tenure-track position for academic year 2010-11 or later will be governed 
by the university policies and procedures regarding faculty reappointment, tenure, and 
promotion this policy and the unit handbook in place at the time of the initial 
appointment.  In the event that university policies and procedures regarding faculty 
reappointment, tenure, and promotion and/or the unit handbook are revised during the 
faculty member’s probationary period, Faculty members who were appointed prior to the 
adoption of this policy the faculty member will have the option of being governed by this 
policy the current policies and the current unit handbook or by the university policies and 
procedures regarding faculty reappointment, tenure and promotion and the unit handbook 
in place at the time of the faculty member’s initial appointment.  The faculty member will 
include an election of this option in his/her file.  Given the elimination of the executive 
dean for regional campuses, for regional campus faculty electing to be governed by the 
University policy and procedures regarding faculty reappointment in place at the time of 
the faculty member’s hire, sections (H)(1)-(2) and (I) of that policy will be replaced by 
section (I) of the current policy. 

 
 
 
Policy Effective Date:  
Mar. 01, 2015 
Policy Prior Effective Dates:  
3/7/2000, 11/20/2004, 6/1/2007, 6/20/2012 
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6-14 
 
University Policy Regarding Faculty Tenure  
 

(A) Purpose.  Within the limitations of Ohio laws and after the successful completion 
of the specified probationary period and the evaluative process called for in this 
policy, Kent State University shall grant faculty members indefinite tenure as one 
means of ensuring academic freedom. 
 
(1) The only faculty members covered by this policy are those who hold full-

time appointments to the regular ranks of the assistant professor, associate 
professor, or full professor.  Such appointments as term, full-time non-
tenure track, casual or continuing, part-time, lecturer, visiting, or adjunct 
and others are not included in these understandings. 
 

(2) Kent state university recognizes a limited appointment, that is, one 
automatically expiring after a specified time, when the appointment 
recommendation particularly notes such an automatic time limit and is 
accepted by the appointee.  Such appointments are not included in these 
understandings. 
 

(3) This policy applies to administrative personnel who hold academic rank, 
but only in their capacity as faculty members. 
 

(B) Initial procedure.  "Indefinite tenure" is a right of a faculty member to continuous 
appointment to a professional position of specified locus in the university. The 
services of a faculty member with tenure may be terminated by the university 
only under policies stated in the sanctions for cause and retrenchment articles of 
the applicable collective bargaining agreement. 
 
(1) For the purposes of tenure, the term "unit" shall be defined as a 

department, school, or college without subordinate academic departments 
or schools (hereafter, "independent college"). The term "faculty" shall be 
understood to mean those who hold regular full-time tenured or tenure-
track appointments. Given some variance in procedures followed for 
faculty from independent colleges and/or regional campuses, sections of 
this policy have been included to delineate these specific procedural 
differences. 
 

(2) Criteria appropriate to a particular unit shall be formulated by that unit in 
light of college (if applicable) and university standards and guidelines, the 
mission of the unit, and the demands and academic standards of the 
discipline. 
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(3) Tenure is granted in the unit of instruction, department, school, or 
independent college specified in the appointment. 
 

(4) Tenure is granted either at the Kent campus or in the regional campuses 
system, but not both, and is specified at the time of the appointment. 
 

(5) The unit handbook may recommend that candidates for tenure should be 
expected to meet the minimum criteria for promotion to associate 
professor and, in such cases, the higher standards that a candidate for early 
promotion is expected to meet may be applied to the candidate's 
application for early tenure as well. These criteria only apply to regional 
campus faculty if a similar standard has been set in the regional campus 
handbooks. 
 

(C) Probationary periods and notice:  In considering an individual for tenure, the 
length of time in the probationary rank and the dates of notice are related to the 
initial appointment rank. 
 
(1) Probationary periods and notices dates. 

 
(a) An initial appointment at the rank of assistant professor shall be 

subject to the following probationary periods. 
 
(i) If the appointment carries no years of credit toward tenure 

the appointee shall receive written notification by the 
fifteenth of March of the sixth year of service that: 
 
(a) Tenure will be granted.  In this case the tenure shall 

be effective at the start of the next contract year; or 
 

(b) Tenure is not to be granted.  In this case, the 
appointee shall receive a one-year terminal 
appointment for the following academic year.  
 

(ii) If the appointment as assistant professor carries some years 
of credit toward tenure, the number of years shall be 
deducted from six and the provisions of paragraph (C)(1)(a) 
of this rule shall be used with the new number replacing the 
six-year provision; thus if an assistant professor is hired 
with two years credit towards tenure, then the notification 
shall occur by the fifteenth of March of the fourth year of 
service 
 
(a) Typically, the maximum years of credit toward 

tenure for an assistant professor hire is two 
years.  However, in extraordinary circumstances, 
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additional credit may be granted after consultation 
with the Faculty Advisory Committee (FAC) at the 
time of appointment. 
 

(iii) The terms and conditions of every appointment, including 
credit for the previous academic appointment and 
specification of the year in which tenure procedures will 
take place, shall be stated in writing, which shall be in the 
possession of both Kent state university and the faculty 
member before the appointment is finalized. The tenure 
decision should be based upon these initial terms and 
conditions 
. 

(iv) Faculty members may apply for early tenure 
consideration.  Except as specified in section (B)(5) above, 
Tthe criteria for evaluating an application for early tenure 
will be the same as the criteria for an on-time application 
for tenure.  A positive vote on early tenure shall 
automatically constitute a positive vote for reappointment. 
A negative decision on early tenure shall not prejudice the 
decision on re-appointment or a later application for tenure. 
 

(b) Typically, an initial appointment at the rank of associate professor, 
or an initial appointment at the rank of professor carries a 
probationary period of three (3) years.  In extraordinary cases, a 
shorter probationary period may be considered after consultation 
with the FAC at the time of appointment. 
 
(i) If tenure is awarded in consequence of the tenure review 

during the third full year of service, it shall become 
effective with the contract for the fourth year of service. 
 

(ii) If tenure is denied, the candidate shall receive written 
notification by the fifteenth of March of the third full year 
of service and shall receive a terminal appointment for the 
fourth year. 
 

(c) Tenure with Appointment: An initial appointment at the rank of 
associate professor or at the rank of professor may carry tenure if, 
after consultation with the unit's tenure committee at the time of 
the appointment, the dean determines that a candidate's 
qualifications and credentials meet Kent state university standards 
and the standards appropriate to the candidate's discipline for the 
rank of associate professor, or professor, as applicable. Approval 
of at least three-fourths of the members of the unit's tenure 
committee eligible to vote, excluding those who abstain, is 
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required for tenure with appointment. 
 

(2) Because the purpose of the probationary period is to provide an 
opportunity for observation, time spent on leave other than a scholarly 
leave of absence (e.g., university policy and procedures governing 
modification of the faculty probationary period) is not considered as part 
of the probationary period. Summer appointments are not counted within 
yearly appointments. 
 

(3) The conferring of tenure is a positive act by the university and as such a 
faculty member cannot receive tenure by default. 
 
(a) If an untenured faculty member does not receive notification by the 

appropriate date, the fifteenth of March of the year in which the 
tenure review is scheduled to be conducted in accord with 
paragraph (C)(1) of this policy, the faculty member as part of 
his/her professional responsibility, shall have twenty working days 
to inquire of the unit administrator, dean, or provost as to the status 
of his/her tenure decision.  The university will have ten working 
days in which to respond. 
 
(i) In the event that the evaluative process has been conducted, 

the university will notify the individual and the decision 
will go forward as if the appropriate notification dates had 
been met. 
 

(ii) In the extreme case that a candidate has not been evaluated 
for tenure at the proper time, he/she will be evaluated at the 
next regular evaluation period after the error has been 
detected with all relevant notification dates delayed 
accordingly. 
 

(b) Any failure in procedural matters by the university or the faculty 
member shall not be sufficient cause for the conferring of tenure, 
the denial of tenure, or the termination of employment. 
 

(D) Tenure criteria.  For the purposes of this policy "scholarship" is broadly defined to 
include research, scholarly and creative work. Scholarship may include 
commercialization activities relevant and appropriate to the academic discipline. 
For the purposes of this policy "service" is broadly defined to include 
administrative service to the university, professional service to the faculty 
member's discipline, and the provision of professional expertise to public and 
private entities beyond the university.  
 
(1) The granting of tenure is a decision that plays a crucial role in determining 

the quality of university faculty and the national and international status of 
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the university.  Essentially, those faculty members involved in making a 
tenure decision are asking the question; "Is this candidate likely to 
continue and sustain, in the long term, a program of high quality 
scholarship, teaching, and service relevant to the mission of the academic 
unit and the mission of the university?"  The awarding of tenure must be 
based on convincing documented evidence that the faculty member has 
achieved a significant body of scholarship, excellence as a teacher, and 
has provided effective service. The candidate must also be expected to 
continue and sustain, over the long term, a program of high quality 
scholarship, teaching, and service relevant to the mission of the 
candidate's academic unit(s) and to the mission of the university. 
 

(2) A minimum requirement for tenure is the terminal degree in the 
candidate's discipline as noted in the handbook of her/his academic 
unit.  In exceptional cases, this rule may be modified with the approval of 
the unit's tenure committee and the provost. 
 

(3) The criteria for assessing the quality of scholarship, teaching and service 
shall be clearly specified and included in the handbook of each unit and 
campus.  Guidelines for weighing the categories of scholarship, teaching 
and service shall be established by each unit for Kent campus faculty.  For 
regional campus faculty, guidelines for weighting the categories of 
scholarship, teaching and service shall be established by each campus 
faculty council and this weighting shall be used at all levels of review. The 
handbook should indicate with some specificity how the quality and 
significance of scholarship, and the quality and effectiveness of teaching, 
and service are to be documented and assessed.  Only documented 
evidence of scholarship, teaching, and service will be used in assessing a 
faculty member's eligibility for tenure. In the evaluation of scholarship, 
emphasis should be placed on external measurements of quality.  
 

(4) All tenured and tenure-track faculty members must have the opportunity to 
participate in the establishment, development, and revision of the unit's 
criteria.  These processes should be democratic and public. 
 

(5) As the university enters new fields of endeavor, including interdisciplinary 
initiatives, instances may arise in which the scholarship of faculty 
members may extend beyond established disciplinary boundaries.  In such 
cases, care must be taken to apply the criteria with sufficient flexibility.  In 
all instances, superior scholarly attainment, in accordance with the criteria 
set forth in the unit handbooks, is an essential qualification for tenure. 
 

(6) A non-tenured faculty member applying for promotion to the rank of 
associate professor or full professor must also undergo a successful tenure 
review. 
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(7) Criteria based upon sex, race, color, age, national origin, religion, 
disability, sexual orientation, political activity or other legally protected 
categories are expressly forbidden. 
 

(E) Procedure for making decisions regarding tenure. 
 
(1) Due process is integral to an effective tenure policy.  The guiding premise 

in the following procedure is that the essential phases in the tenure 
consideration occur at the unit level and at the regional campus (if 
applicable).  Assessments and the recommendations beyond these levels 
should reflect due regard for the professional judgment and 
recommendations made at the unit and regional campus levels.  Review 
and assessment by extra-unit and extra-regional campus faculty and the 
academic administration are necessary to insure the integrity of the 
system. 
 

(2) External reviewers:  All candidates for tenure must submit the names of at 
least five persons outside the university who are qualified to evaluate their 
achievements objectively. The unit administrator shall solicit evaluations 
from at least three of the qualified individuals whose names have been 
submitted by the candidate.  The unit administrator may also solicit 
evaluations from external reviewers other than those named by the 
candidate but must inform the candidate of the persons contacted.  In 
addition, the college dean (where appropriate) may consult with the unit 
administrator regarding any letters the dean may wish to solicit for 
consideration at the unit level and inform the candidate of such letters 
received.  The candidate shall be given a copy of the letter to be sent to 
outside evaluators and have the opportunity to comment before the letter is 
mailed.  
 

(F) Procedures for making decisions regarding tenure: the unit level. All actions 
involving tenure shall be initiated at the academic unit level. (See paragraph 
(B)(1) of this rule for definition of "unit.") Consideration of those standing for 
tenure shall be undertaken by the unit tenure committee, chaired by the unit 
administrator as a non-voting member and composed of all tenured members of 
the unit's advisory committee and any full-time faculty who are tenured full 
professors of the unit who may not be members of the faculty advisory 
committee.  No member of the committee shall be present when the committee 
deliberates or votes on the tenure of an individual in a rank higher than that of the 
individual member of the tenure committee, or on the tenure of a spouse, 
domestic partner, or relative.  A member of the committee who intends to vote on 
a regional campus candidate at the regional campus level of review may be 
present, but shall not vote on that candidate at the unit level.  The unit 
administrator serves as the non-voting chairperson of the tenure committee. 
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(1) Each spring semester the unit administrator shall notify those faculty 
members who are eligible for tenure consideration during the next 
academic year. 
 

(2) The unit administrator shall make available copies of the guidelines, 
timetables, and other information concerning the tenure review to all 
candidates in the unit, Kent campus and regional campuses faculty 
members alike, no later than three weeks before the deadline for 
submission of materials, which is at the end of the first week of the fall 
semester. 
 

(3) All tenure reviews will be carried out on a paperless, electronic system 
provided by the university for this purpose.  Candidates for tenure, 
reviewers and administrators must submit and review tenure file 
documents on this system and any official notification required under this 
policy will appear in this system.  Faculty members being considered for 
tenure are responsible for developing, organizing, and submitting to the 
unit administratorincluding the evidence supporting their candidacy for 
tenure in the electronic file. The unit administrator will meet with the 
candidate to review the file with the candidate for tenure in order to insure 
that the file is complete and the candidate and the unit administrator will 
certify that the file is completewill prepare a statement indicating that the 
file is complete.  The completed file statement will be signed by both the 
candidate and the unit administrator. Thereafter, the candidate must be 
informed of anything that is added to or removed from the file and 
provided the opportunity to insert written comments concerning that new 
or removed material.  At each level of review, advisory bodies and 
administrators will have access to the complete file before they consider 
the case. 
 

(4) Before convening the tenure committee, the unit administrator shall 
formally invite signed written comments from all tenured faculty members 
who are not members of the tenure committee.  The unit administrator 
shall provide these comments to the tenure committee, shall provide a 
copy to the candidate, and shall place the comments in the file. 
 

(5) Members of the tenure committee on leave of absence or absent for 
justifiable reasons shall be notified of the nominations and shall vote by 
absentee ballot, or they may request from the committee the right to 
abstain from voting.  Except where a member of the tenure committee is 
ineligible to vote in accordance with section (F) above or has been granted 
the right to abstain from voting, all committee members shall submit a 
vote on each candidate.  If the tenure committee will consists of fewer 
than four (4) voting members, excluding the non-voting chair, then a 
special procedure for enlarging it shall be developed by the unit 
administrator with the advice of the faculty advisory committee and the 
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assistance of the college dean, if applicable, and the approval of the 
provost. 
 

(6) The unit administrator shall discuss his/her estimate of the strengths and 
weaknesses of each candidate with the unit tenure committee. 
 

(7) The case of each candidate shall be subject to candid discussion by the 
committee.  During the committee meeting, each voting member shall 
indicate his/her nonbinding "yea" or "nay."  After the meeting, each voting 
member shall record his/her final vote by completing a signed evaluation 
form with comments.   
 

(8) Approval of at least three-fourths of the members of the tenure committee 
who vote, excluding those who abstain under paragraph (F)(5) of this rule, 
shall constitute formal endorsement to the unit administrator for tenure. 
 

(9) The unit administrator shall assemble the recorded votes, and signed 
evaluation forms, along with supporting statements, as well as other 
relevant documents regarding the faculty member's application for tenure. 
The unit administrator shall weigh and assess all relevant information and 
decide whether to recommend the granting of tenure to the 
candidate.  He/she shall record his/her decision, along with a signed 
statement supporting it. 
 

(10) In the case of regional campus and Kent campus faculty alike, the unit 
administrator shall extend an invitation to the candidate to meet in order to 
discuss the assessment and recommendation.  This meeting should take 
place as soon as possible.  In all cases that are not unanimously positive, 
the unit administrator must meet with the candidate within five working 
days from the date of the submission of the unit administrator's letter to 
the administrator at the next higher level.  
 

(11) The unit administrator shall inform the offices of the appropriate college 
dean and/or regional campus dean, where appropriate, and the provost of 
the results of the unit's deliberations.  The file must be completed and 
closed at the unit level and no material shall be added or removed except 
as provided for in this policy.   
  

(12) No later than the date when the unit administrator transmits his/her 
recommendation to the next higher administrative officer, he/she shall 
notify the candidate of this recommendation by letter. 
 
(a) The unit administrator shall include with this letter a copy of 

his/her letter of recommendation to the next higher administrative 
office, a summary of the advisory recommendations of the tenure 
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committee, and copies of the committee's signed evaluation forms.  
 

(b) In the unit administrator's letter to the candidate he/she shall 
inform the candidate that he/she has the right, within ten (10) 
working days, to add a letter to his/her file responding to any 
procedural errors or errors of fact that the candidate believes have 
been included in either the unit administrative officer's letter, or the 
committee members' statements.  
   

(c) The unit administrator's letter shall also indicate that, if the 
candidate wishes to appeal a negative recommendation, such intent 
shall be expressed to the next higher academic officer in writing 
within ten (10) working days of receipt of the unit administrator's 
letter.   
 

(G) Procedures for making decisions regarding tenure: the regional campus 
level:  Regional campus candidates for tenure will be reviewed both at the unit 
level, as described in paragraph (F) of this rule, and at the regional campus level. 
The tenure committee of the regional campus shall be composed of tenured 
members of the faculty council and the campus full-time faculty of the campus 
who are tenured full professors. No member of the committee shall be present 
when the committee deliberates or votes on the tenure of an individual in a rank 
higher than that of the individual member of the tenure committee, or on the 
tenure of a spouse, domestic partner, or relative. A member of the committee who 
intends to vote at the unit level of review may be present, but shall not vote on 
that candidate at the regional campus level.  The faculty chair is a voting member 
of the campus tenure committee except in cases in which the faculty chair is 
untenured or has otherwise not achieved the rank held by the candidate for tenure. 
In such cases, the faculty chair will recuse himself or herself and a tenured 
individual with the appropriate rank will be elected from and by the campus 
tenure committee to fill the role of the faculty chair provided for in the policy. 
 
(1) The regional campus dean will make available to the candidate and the 

unit copies of those sections of the campus handbook concerning the 
campus' method of weighting unit criteria. 
 

(2) Regional campus faculty members being considered for tenure are 
responsible for developing, organizing, and submitting to the unit 
administrator the evidence supporting their candidacy for tenure. The unit 
administrator will review the files with the candidate for tenure in order to 
insure that the files are complete.  The unit administrator will prepare a 
statement for inclusion in each file indicating that the file is complete as 
indicated in paragraph (F)(3) of this rule. The unit administrator must 
notify the regional campus dean in a timely fashion that the file is 
available for review by the campus tenure committee.  Thereafter, the 
candidate must be informed of anything that is added to or removed from 
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the file and provided the opportunity to insert written comments 
concerning the added or removed material.  
 

(3) Before convening the campus tenure committee, the faculty chair shall 
formally invite signed written comments from all campus tenured faculty 
members who are not members of the tenure committee. The faculty chair 
shall provide the comments to the campus tenure committee, shall provide 
a copy to the candidate, and shall place the comments in the file. 
 

(4) Members of the campus tenure committee on leave of absence or absent 
for justifiable reasons shall be notified of the candidacies and shall vote by 
absentee ballot, or they may request from the committee the right to 
abstain from voting.  Except where a member of the tenure committee is 
ineligible to vote in accordance with section (G) above or has been granted 
the right to abstain from voting, all committee members shall submit a 
vote on each candidate.  If the campus tenure committee consists of fewer 
than four (4) voting members, including the voting chairperson, then a 
special procedure for enlarging it shall be developed by the regional 
campus dean, with the advice of the faculty council and the approval of 
the provost. 
 

(5) The case of each candidate shall be subject to candid discussion by the 
committee.  During the committee meeting, each voting member shall 
indicate his/her nonbinding "yea" or "nay."  After the meeting, each voting 
member shall record his/her final vote by completing a signed evaluation 
form with comments. 
    

(6) Approval of at least three-fourths of the members of the tenure committee 
who vote excluding those abstaining under paragraph (G)(4) of this rule 
shall constitute a formal endorsement to the regional campus dean for 
tenure. 
 

(7) The faculty chair shall then summarize the committee's vote, signed 
evaluation forms, and recommendation for support or non-support of 
granting tenure to the candidate in a signed letter to the candidate and the 
regional campus dean. The letter shall indicate that, if the candidate 
wishes to respond to a recommendation for non-support, such a response 
must be made to the campus dean and copied to the unit administrator 
within ten working days of receipt of the letter. Copies of the faculty 
chair's letter shall be provided to the college dean, and to the unit 
administrator of the candidate's unit. 
 

(8) The regional campus dean shall assemble the records, along with 
supporting statements, ballots, and other relevant documents. The regional 
campus dean will then review the file and the advisory recommendations 
of the campus tenure committee and unit administrator, weigh and assess 



draft 4/13/2021 (approved by PSC) 
 

all relevant information, and decide whether to recommend the granting of 
tenure to the candidate.  He/she shall record her/his decision along with a 
signed statement supporting the decision. 
 

(9) The regional campus dean should extend an invitation to the candidate to 
meet in order to discuss the assessment and recommendation.  This 
meeting should take place as soon as possible.  In all cases that are not 
unanimously positive, the regional campus dean must meet with the 
candidate within five working days from the date of the submission of 
his/her letter to the appropriate administrator. 
 

(10) The regional campus dean's recommendations to grant or deny tenure to 
the candidate shall be submitted to either the college dean (in the case of a 
candidate from a dependent department or school) or to the provost (in the 
case of a candidate from an independent college), with copies to the unit 
administrator and (where the recommendation is to a college dean) to the 
provost. The file must be completed and closed at the regional campus 
level and no material added or removed except as provided for in this 
policy.  
 

(11) No later than the date when the regional campus dean transmits his/her 
recommendations to the college dean or provost the regional campus dean 
shall notify the candidate of her/his recommendation by letter. 
 
(a) The regional campus dean shall include within this letter a copy of 

his/her letter of recommendation to the college dean or provost, a 
summary of the advisory recommendations of the tenure 
committee, and copies of the committee's signed evaluation forms.  
 

(b) In the regional campus dean's letter to the candidate he/she shall 
inform the candidate that he/she has the right, within ten (10) 
working days, to add a letter to her/his file responding to any 
procedural errors or errors of fact that the candidate believes have 
been included in either the regional campus dean's letter, the 
faculty chair's letter, or the committee members' statements. 
  

(c) The letter shall also indicate that if the candidate wishes to appeal a 
negative decision, such intent shall be expressed to the next higher 
academic officer in writing within ten (10) working days of receipt 
of the regional campus dean's letter.  
  

(H) Procedures for making decisions regarding tenure: colleges with dependent units. 
The college dean shall conduct a review of the unit's decision, and where 
applicable, the regional campus' actions and shall convene the college advisory 
committee, which shall function as the college tenure committee. On the basis of 
the qualifications of the candidate, this committee shall evaluate all assessments 
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deriving from the unit and, where applicable, regional campus levels, recommend 
to the dean whether tenure should be granted or denied. 
  
(1) The college dean shall be the chairperson and a nonvoting member of the 

college tenure committee.  Tenured members of the elected college 
advisory committee shall serve as the college tenure committee to review 
recommendations and evaluations from the departments and schools and 
recommend to the dean in each case whether tenure should be granted or 
denied.  This committee shall have made available to it all data developed 
by the unit and where applicable, the regional campus.  No members of 
the college tenure committee may vote on candidates from their own unit 
or own regional campus and no member of the committee shall be present 
when the committee deliberates or votes on the tenure of a spouse, 
domestic partner, or relative.   
 

(2) Members of the college tenure committee on leave of absence shall be 
notified of the candidacies and shall vote by absentee ballots or they may 
request from the committee the right to abstain from voting. Except where 
a member of the tenure committee is ineligible to vote in accordance with 
section (H.1) above or has been granted the right to abstain from voting, 
all committee members shall submit a vote on each candidate.  If the 
college tenure committee will consist of fewer than four (4) voting 
members, then a special procedure for enlarging it shall be developed by 
the college dean, with the advice of the college advisory committee and 
the approval of the provost.  
 

(2)(3) The case of each candidate shall be subject to candid discussion of the 
committee.  During the committee meeting, each voting member shall 
indicate his/her nonbinding "yea" or "nay."  After the meeting, each voting 
member shall record his/her final vote by completing a signed evaluation 
form with comments. 
 

(3)(4) Approval of at least three-fourths of the tenure committee who are eligible 
to vote (excluding those who abstain for reasons under paragraph (FH)(1) 
of this rule) shall constitute a recommendation for tenure by the college 
tenure committee to the college dean. 
 

(4)(5) The college dean shall prepare a written statement in which is recorded the 
recommendation of the college tenure committee, along with the 
numerical vote.  In addition, the college dean shall submit a 
recommendation for approval or disapproval of tenure. 
 
(a) For Kent campus and regional campus candidates alike, the college 

dean's statement and candidate's file are submitted to the provost. 
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(b) The file must be completed and closed at the college level and no 
material shall be added or removed except as provided for in this 
policy. 
 

(5)(6) No later than the college recommendation is submitted to the provost, the 
college dean shall notify the candidate of his/her recommendation by 
letter. 
 
(a) The college dean shall include with this letter a copy of his/her 

letter of recommendation to the provost, a summary of the 
advisory recommendations of the tenure committee, and copies of 
the committee's signed evaluation forms.  
 

(b) In the college dean's letter to the candidate he/she shall inform the 
candidate that he/she has the right, within ten (10) working days, to 
add a letter to his/her file responding to any procedural errors or 
errors of fact that the candidate believes have been included in 
either the college dean's letter or the committee member's 
statements. 
    

(c) The letter shall also indicate that, if the candidate wishes to appeal 
a negative recommendation, such intent shall be expressed to the 
next higher academic officer in writing within ten (10) working 
days of receipt of the college dean's letter.  
 

(I) Procedures for making decisions regarding tenure: The Provost Level. The 
provost shall conduct a review of the previous actions and shall make an 
academic administrative recommendation on tenure to the president.  
 
(1) To assist in this process with respect to Kent campus faculty, the provost 

shall convene the Kent campus tenure advisory board. The members of 
this board shall be appointed by the provost in consultation with the 
provost's advisory council from a list of tenured associate and full 
professors nominated by the faculty senate executive committee, the 
college advisory committees, and the college deans.  It is ordinarily 
expected that, through such discussion, consensus on the Kent campus 
tenure advisory board members will be reached.  In the unusual 
circumstance that the provost's advisory council and the provost are 
unable to reach consensus in regard to the members of the board by the 
specified date for the beginning of board's activity, the provost shall 
convene a Kent campus tenure advisory board that includes those for 
whom consensus has been reached and others that the provost 
appoints.  This board shall evaluate from a Kent campus-wide perspective 
the recommendations made thus far and shall formally advise the provost 
as to whether, in its view, these recommendations should be accepted. 
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(2) To aid in making a recommendation with respect to regional campus 
faculty, the provost shall convene a regional-campus-wide tenure advisory 
board. The members of this board shall be appointed by the Provost in 
consultation with the regional campuses faculty advisory council and 
regional campus deans from a list of tenured associate and full professors 
nominated by each regional campus faculty council and the regional 
campus deans. It is ordinarily expected that, through such discussion, 
consensus on the regional campuses-wide tenure advisory board members 
will be reached. In the unusual circumstance that the regional campuses 
faculty advisory council and the provost are unable to reach consensus in 
regard to the members of the board by the specified date for the beginning 
of the board's activity, the provost shall convene a regional campuses-wide 
tenure advisory board that includes those members for whom consensus 
has been reached and others that the provost appoints.  This board shall 
evaluate from a regional campus-wide perspective the recommendations 
made thus far and shall formally advise the provost as to whether, in its 
view, these recommendations should be accepted. 
 

(3) No member of the Kent campus or regional-campus-wide tenure advisory 
board will vote on a candidate for whom he/she cast a ballot at a lower 
level of review and no member may be present while the board deliberates 
or votes on the tenure of a spouse, domestic partner, or relative. 
 

(4) The provost shall provide written notification to all candidates for tenure 
of the action taken.  Such notification shall be made at least one week 
prior to the date designated as the submission date for recommendations 
for tenure by the president to the board of trustees.  The communication to 
candidates whose tenure is not approved shall include reasons why 
approval was withheld.  A negative recommendation shall include a 
statement of the relevant unit handbook criteria or criteria as established in 
this policy that the candidate has failed to meet. Copies of each 
communication shall be sent to the college dean, regional campus dean (if 
applicable) and the unit administrator. 
 

(J) New material may be added as requested by a review committee or the 
responsible academic administrator at any level in order to correct or more fully 
document information contained in the tenure file.  In such instances, the 
candidate shall be notified of, and given the opportunity to review, such new 
material as is added to the file and also be provided with the opportunity to 
include written comments relevant to this material and/or the appropriateness of 
its inclusion in the file.  In no case will a candidate for tenure be required to create 
new material or required to procure material not currently in the possession of the 
candidate. 
 

(K) Any faculty member whose tenure has been disapproved at any level shall have 
the right to appeal to the next higher academic administrative officer.  In the case 
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of denial by the provost, the appeal shall be to the president, or when appropriate, 
to the Joint Appeals Board (see collective bargaining agreement, Article VII, 
Section 2). All appeals must be initiated by the candidate in writing within ten 
working days of the candidate's receipt of the disapproval notification or as 
otherwise specified by the collective bargaining agreement.  At each level of 
appeal, the appellant shall be offered an opportunity to appear in person to present 
his/her case orally before the appropriate tenure advisory committee or board. The 
appellant may be accompanied by a colleague who may assist in presenting 
his/her case.   Furthermore, if an individual other than the appellant is invited to 
address the committee or board, the appellant shall have an opportunity to 
respond to any new information.  The committee or board shall determine 
whether the information is new and whether to invite an oral or written response. 
The academic administrator in question shall consider the vote of this body 
seriously before making his/her recommendation and shall inform both the 
appellant and the academic administrator at the next higher level of the results of 
this vote.  
 

(L) Academic administrators and members of tenure committees are expected to act 
in accordance with the principles of due process and abide by the Professional 
Code of Ethics (rule 3342-6-17 of the Administrative Code).  All documents in 
the tenure process are subject to the Ohio Open Records Law (Section 149.43 of 
the Revised Code).   
 

(M) Normally, Ddecisions regarding tenure for all faculty members who are appointed 
to a tenure-track position for academic year 2010-11 or later will be governed by 
the university policies and procedures regarding faculty reappointment, tenure, 
and promotion this policy and the unit handbook in place at the time of the initial 
appointment.  In the event that university policies and procedures regarding 
faculty reappointment, tenure, and promotion and/or the unit handbook are 
revised during the faculty members’ probationary period,Faculty members who 
were appointed prior to the adoption of this policy the faculty member will have 
the option of being governed by this policy the current policies and the current 
unit handbook or by the University policies and procedures regarding faculty 
tenure and promotion and the unit handbook in place at the time of the faculty 
member's initial appointment.  The faculty member will include a written election 
of this option in his/her file.  Given the elimination of the position of the 
executive dean for regional campuses, for regional campus faculty electing to be 
governed by the University policy and procedures regarding faculty tenure in 
place at the time of the faculty member's hire, paragraphs (H)(15) to (H)(17) and 
(I)(1) of that rule will be replaced by paragraph (I)(1) of the current rule. 
 

(N) Transfer of tenure.  Tenured faculty members may transfer from one academic 
unit to another; from the regional campus system to an academic unit at the Kent 
campus, or from an academic unit at the Kent campus to the regional campus 
system in accordance with the following procedure. 
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(1) The tenured faculty member who is seeking a transfer shall initiate a 
written request to both his/her current academic administrator (i.e., 
department chair, school director, independent college dean or regional 
campus dean) and to the academic administrator of the academic unit or 
regional campus to which he/she seeks a transfer. 
 

(2) The appropriate faculty advisory body of the academic unit or regional 
campus from which the incoming faculty member seeks a transfer should 
provide a written recommendation on the acceptability of the transfer to 
the academic administrator. Upon receipt of this recommendation, the 
academic administrator will forward his/her written recommendation 
together with that of the faculty advisory committee, to the dean of the 
college, who in turn makes a recommendation to the provost. In the case 
of faculty in independent colleges, the unit administrator's 
recommendation is forwarded directly to the provost. 
 

(3) The appropriate faculty advisory body of the academic unit or regional 
campus to which the incoming faculty member seeks a transfer should 
provide a written recommendation on the acceptability of the transfer to 
the academic administrator.  In addition, the ad hoc tenure committee of 
the academic unit or regional campus to which the incoming faculty 
member seeks a transfer should evaluate the professional credentials of the 
incoming faculty member and provide a recommendation to the academic 
administrator.  In order to undertake this evaluation, the committee may 
request evidence of excellence in scholarship, teaching, and service in a 
form to be decided by the committee (i.e., curriculum vita, teaching 
dossier, a written statement from the faculty member seeking the transfer). 
Approval of at least three-fourths of the members of the unit's or campus' 
tenure committee who vote, excluding those who abstain, is required for 
transfer of tenure. If the ad hoc tenure committee approves the transfer of 
tenure, the academic administrator will forward his/her recommendation 
together with that of the faculty advisory committee and the ad hoc tenure 
committee to the dean of the college who in turn makes a recommendation 
to the provost.  In the case of faculty in independent colleges, the unit 
administrator's recommendation is forwarded directly to the provost. 
 

(4) The provost shall consult with the provost's advisory council.  The final 
decision on the transfer of a tenured faculty member between academic 
units and/or campuses rests with the provost.  In the event that the 
provost's decision conflicts with the unit tenure committees vote, the 
provost shall provide a statement in writing to the unit administrator 
explaining the decision 
 

(5) A faculty member whose tenure transfers under this section will retain 
his/her rank. 
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6-15 
University Policy Regarding Faculty Promotion  
 
(A) Purpose.  Promotion shall be viewed as recognition of a faculty member's scholarship, 

teaching, and service.  For the purposes of this policy, "scholarship" is broadly defined to 
include research, scholarly and creative work. For the purposes of this policy "service" is 
broadly defined to include administrative service to the university, professional service to 
the faculty member's discipline, and the provision of professional expertise to public and 
private entities beyond the university. 

 
(1) For promotion purposes, the term "unit" shall be defined as a department, school, 

or college without subordinate academic departments or schools (hereafter, 
'independent college'). The term "faculty" shall be defined as those who hold 
regular full-time tenured or tenure-track appointments.  Given some variance in 
procedures followed for faculty from independent colleges and/or regional 
campuses, sections of this policy have been included to delineate these specific 
procedural differences.  

 
(2) Criteria appropriate to a particular unit shall be formulated by that unit in light of 

college (if applicable) and university standards and guidelines, the mission of the 
unit, and the demands and academic standards of the discipline. 

 
(B) Promotion criteria.  Recommendations for promotion shall be based upon two major 

classes of criteria.  The first, "academic credentials and university experience," describes 
the normal minimums of credentials and time-in-rank necessary for promotion 
consideration.  The second, "academic performance and service," refers to the record of 
actual performance and the accomplishments by the faculty member in academic and 
service areas, as defined by the unit handbook. Unless otherwise specified in the unit 
handbook, documented in-press and forthcoming scholarly or creative works will be 
considered as part of the record of accomplishments.  

   
(1) Academic credentials and university experience.  
 

(a) Assistant professor. A faculty member will not be considered for 
advancement to this rank until either completion of three years as an 
instructor and possession of at least the master's degree, or until the 
academic credentials minimally required for initial appointment at the 
assistant professor's level are achieved. 

 
(b) Associate professor.  This is one of the two senior ranks in academia; 

accordingly, a faculty member must possess the terminal degree in his/her 
discipline before promotion consideration.  In exceptional cases, this rule 
may be modified with the approval of the unit's promotion committee and 
the provost.  A faculty member will not usually be considered for 
advancement to this rank until completion of five years as an assistant 
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professor, but in cases where the candidate has met the expectations for 
promotion, they may be considered after completion of fewer years as an 
assistant professor. Unless otherwise specified in the unit handbook, the 
criteria for evaluating an application for early promotion will be the same 
as the criteria for an on-time application for promotion. If the initial 
appointment as assistant professor carries some years of credit toward 
tenure, the number of years shall be deducted from the normal expectation 
that the candidate has completed five years as an assistant professor; thus 
if an assistant professor is hired with two years credit towards tenure and 
applies for promotion to associate professor after completion of three 
years as an assistant professor, the application would not be considered an 
application for early promotion.  A non-tenured faculty member applying 
for promotion to the rank of associate professor must also undergo a 
successful tenure review. 

 
(c) Full professor.  As with associate professor, a faculty member must 

possess the terminal degree in his/her discipline before promotion 
consideration.  In exceptional cases, this rule may be modified with the 
approval of the unit's promotion committee and the provost.  A faculty 
member will not usually be considered for advancement to this rank until 
completion of five years as an associate professor, but in cases where the 
candidate has met the expectations for promotion, they may be considered 
after completion of fewer years as an associate professor. Unless 
otherwise specified in the unit handbook, the criteria for evaluating an 
application for early promotion will the same as the criteria for on-time 
application for promotion. A non-tenured faculty member applying for 
promotion to the rank of full professor must also undergo a successful 
tenure review. Unlike tenure and promotion to associate professor, 
promotion to professor does not involve an assessment of productivity 
within a set number of years. Rather, it recognizes success in meeting the 
academic unit’s requirements for scholarship, teaching, and service 
commensurate with the rank of full professor, irrespective of the number 
of years in the rank of associate professor.  

 
(2) The criteria for assessing the quality of scholarship, teaching and service shall be 

clearly specified and included in the handbook of each unit and 
campus.  Guidelines for weighting the categories of scholarship, teaching and 
service shall be established by each unit for Kent campus faculty.  For regional 
campus faculty, guidelines for weighting the categories of scholarship, teaching 
and service shall be established by each campus faculty council and this 
weighting shall be used at all levels of review. The handbook should indicate with 
some specificity, how the quality and significance of scholarship and the quality 
and effectiveness of teaching and service are to be documented and 
assessed.  Only documented evidence of scholarship, teaching, and service will be 
used in assessing a faculty member's eligibility for promotion.  In the evaluation 
of scholarship, emphasis should be placed on external measures of quality.  
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(3) All tenured and tenure-track faculty members of the unit must have the 

opportunity to participate in the establishment, development and revision of the 
unit's criteria. These processes should be democratic and public. 

 
(4) As the university enters new fields of endeavor, including interdisciplinary 

initiatives, instances may arise in which the scholarship of faculty members may 
extend beyond established disciplinary boundaries.  In such cases, care must be 
taken to apply the criteria with sufficient flexibility.  In all instances, superior 
scholarly attainment, in accordance with the criteria set forth in the unit 
handbooks, is an essential qualification for promotion.  

 
(5) Criteria based on sex, race, color, age, national origin, religion, disability, sexual 

orientation, or political activity or other legally protected categories are expressly 
forbidden. 

 
(C) Procedures for making decisions regarding promotion.  
 

(1) Due process is integral to an effective promotion policy.  The guiding premise in 
the following procedure is that the essential phases in promotion consideration 
occur at the unit level and at the regional campus (if applicable).  Assessments 
and the recommendations beyond these levels should reflect due regard for the 
professional judgments and recommendations made at the unit and regional 
campus levels.  Review and assessment by extra-unit and extra-regional campus 
faculty and the academic administration are necessary to insure the integrity of the 
system.  

 
(2) External reviewers.  All candidates for promotion must submit the names of at 

least five persons outside the university who are qualified to evaluate their 
achievements objectively.  The unit administrator shall solicit evaluations from at 
least three of the qualified individuals whose names have been submitted by the 
candidate.  The unit administrator may also solicit evaluations from external 
reviewers other than those named by the candidate but must inform the candidate 
of the persons contacted.  In addition, the college dean, where appropriate) may 
consult with the unit administrator regarding any letters the dean may wish to 
solicit for consideration at the unit level and inform the candidate of such letters 
received.  The candidate shall be given a copy of the letter to be sent to outside 
evaluators and have the opportunity to comment before the letter is mailed. 

 
(3) Any agreement at the time of appointment concerning a candidate's future 

promotion must be approved in writing by the unit administrator with the advice 
of the unit's faculty advisory committee.  Such agreement also must be approved 
by the college dean (if applicable) and the provost.  If previous experience at 
another institution or in a related field is to be counted toward eventual 
promotion, that shall be made clear in such an agreement. 
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(D) Procedures for making decisions regarding promotion: the unit level. Any action for the 
promotion of a faculty member shall be initiated at the academic unit level.  (See 
paragraph (A)(1) of this rule for definition of "unit".)  Consideration of those standing for 
promotion shall be undertaken by a unit promotion committee chaired by the unit 
administrator as a nonvoting member and composed of the tenured members of the unit's 
faculty advisory committee and any full-time faculty who are tenured full professors of 
the unit who may not be on the faculty advisory committee.  No member of the 
committee shall be present while the committee deliberates or votes on the promotion of 
a spouse, domestic partner, or relative. and nNo member other than the unit administrator 
(who shall not be present when his/her own promotion is discussed) shall be present 
while the committee deliberates or votes on promotions to a rank higher than that of an 
individual committee member. A member of the committee who intends to vote on a 
regional campus candidate at the regional campus level of review may be present, but 
shall not vote on that candidate at the unit level.   

 
(1) Each spring semester, the unit's faculty advisory committee shall review all 

faculty members below the rank of full professor in the unit, including regional 
campus faculty members, and from them nominate by simple majority vote a list 
of nominees for promotion.  To this list must be appended any names submitted 
by persons in their own behalf, by the unit administrator and/or by an academic 
administrative officer of the university.  Those nominated shall be notified by the 
unit administrator and permitted to withdraw their names if they wish.  Faculty 
with dual appointments shall be considered for promotion in their primary 
academic unit after consultation with the secondary academic unit.  

 
(2) The unit administrator shall make available copies of the guidelines, timetables 

and other information concerning promotion review to all candidates in the unit, 
Kent campus and regional campus faculty members alike, no later than three 
weeks before the deadline for submission of materials, which is at the end of the 
first week of the fall semester.  

 
(3) All promotion reviews will be carried out on a paperless, electronic system 

provided by the university for this purpose.  Candidates for promotion, reviewers 
and administrators must submit and review promotion file documents on this 
system and any official notification required under this policy will appear in this 
system.  Faculty members being considered for promotion are responsible for 
developing, organizing, and submitting to the unit administrator the evidence 
supporting their candidacy for promotion.  The unit administrator will meet with 
the candidate to review the file with the candidate for promotion in order to 
ensure that the file is complete and the candidate and the unit administrator will 
certify that the file is completewill prepare a statement indicating that the file is 
complete.  The completed file statement will be signed by both the candidate and 
the unit administrator. Thereafter, the candidate must be informed of anything that 
is added to or removed from the file, and provided the opportunity to insert 
written comments concerning that new or removed material.  At each level of 
review, advisory bodies and administrators will have access to the complete file 
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before they consider the case.  
 

(4) Before convening the promotion committee, the unit administrator shall formally 
invite written comments from all tenured faculty members who are not eligible to 
vote on the promotion. The unit administrator shall provide those comments to the 
promotion committee, shall provide a copy to the candidate, and shall place the 
comments in the file.  

 
(5) Members of the promotion committee on leave of absence or absent for justifiable 

reasons shall be notified of the nominations and shall vote by absentee ballot, or 
they may request from the committee the right to abstain from voting.  Except 
where a member of the promotion committee is ineligible to vote in accordance 
with section (D) above or has been granted the right to abstain from voting, all 
committee members shall submit a vote on each candidate.  If the promotion 
committee will consists of fewer than four  (4) voting members, excluding the 
non-voting chair, then a special procedure for enlarging it shall be developed by 
the unit administrator with the advice of the faculty advisory committee and the 
assistance of the college dean, if applicable, and the approval of the provost.  

 
(6) The unit administrator shall discuss his/her estimate of the strengths and 

weaknesses of each candidate with the unit promotion committee. 
 

(7) The case of each candidate shall be the subject of candid discussion by the 
committee.  During the committee meeting, each voting member shall indicate 
his/her nonbinding "yea" or "nay."  After the meeting, each voting member shall 
record his/her final vote by completing a signed evaluation form with comments.   

 
(8) Approval of at least three-fourths of the members of the unit's promotion 

committee who vote, (excluding those who abstain under paragraph (D)(5) of this 
rule), shall constitute the formal endorsement to the unit administrator for 
promotion.  

 
(9) The unit administrator shall assemble the recorded votes, signed evaluation forms, 

along with supporting statements, as well as other relevant documents regarding 
the faculty member's application for promotion.  The unit administrator shall 
weigh and assess all relevant information and decide whether to recommend 
promotion. He/she shall record his/her decision, along with a signed statement 
supporting it. 

 
(10) In the case of regional campus and Kent campus faculty alike, the unit 

administrator shall extend an invitation to the candidate to meet in order to 
discuss the assessment and recommendation.  This meeting should take place as 
soon as possible.  In all cases that are not unanimously positive, the unit 
administrator must meet with the candidate within five working days from the 
date of the submission of the unit administrator's letter to the administrator at the 
next higher level. 
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(11) The unit administrator shall inform the offices of the appropriate college dean, 

regional campus dean, where appropriate, and the provost of the results of the 
unit's deliberations.  The file must be completed and closed at the unit level and 
no material shall be added or removed except as provided for in this policy. 

 
(12) No later than the date when the unit administrator transmits his/her 

recommendation to the next higher administrative officer, he/she shall notify the 
candidate of his/her recommendation by letter. 

 
(a) The unit administrator shall include with this letter a copy of his/her letter 

of recommendation to the next higher administrative officer, a summary of 
the advisory recommendations of the promotion committee, and copies of 
the committee's signed evaluation forms.  

 
(b) In the unit administrator's letter to the candidate he/she shall inform the 

candidate that he/she has the right, within ten (10) working days, to add a 
letter to his/her file responding to any procedural errors or errors of fact 
that the candidate believes have been included in either the unit 
administrator's letter, or the committee members' statements.   

 
(c) The letter shall also indicate that, if the candidate wishes to appeal a 

negative recommendation, such intent shall be expressed to the next 
higher academic officer in writing within ten (10) working days of receipt 
of the unit administrator's letter. 

 
(E) Procedures for making decisions regarding promotion: the regional campus level. 

Regional campus candidates for promotion will be reviewed at the unit level (as 
described in paragraph (D) of this rule) and at the regional campus level. The promotion 
committee of a regional campus shall be composed of the tenured members of the faculty 
council and full-time faculty of the campus who are the campus tenured full professors. 
No member of the committee shall be present when the committee deliberates or votes on 
the promotion of an individual to a rank higher than that of the individual faculty member 
of the promotion committee, or on the promotion of a spouse, domestic partner, or 
relative. A member of the committee who intends to vote at the unit level of review may 
be present, but shall not vote on that candidate at the regional campus level.  The faculty 
chair is a voting member of the campus promotion committee except in cases when the 
committee deliberates or votes on the promotion of an individual to a rank higher than the 
faculty chair. In such cases, the faculty chair will recuse himself or herself and a tenured 
individual with the appropriate rank will be elected from and by the campus promotion 
committee to fill the role of the faculty chair provided for in the policy. 

 
(1) The regional campus dean will make available to the candidate and the unit copies 

of those sections of the campus handbook concerning the campus' method of 
weighing unit criteria.  
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(2) Regional campus faculty members being considered for promotion are 
responsible for developing, organizing, and submitting to the unit administrator 
the evidence supporting their candidacy for promotion. The unit administrator 
will review the files with the candidate for promotion in order to ensure that the 
files are complete and will prepare a statement for inclusion in each file indicating 
that the file is complete as indicated in paragraph (D)(3) of this rule. The unit 
administrator must notify the regional campus dean in a timely fashion that the 
file is available for review by the campus promotion committee.  Thereafter, the 
candidate must be informed of anything that is added to or removed from the file 
and provided the opportunity to insert written comments concerning the added or 
removed material. 

 
(3) Before convening the campus promotion committee, the faculty chair shall 

formally invite signed written comments from all campus tenured faculty 
members who are not eligible to vote on the promotion. The faculty chair will 
provide the comments to the campus promotion committee, copy the candidate, 
and place the comments in the file. 

 
(4) Members of the campus promotion committee on leave of absence shall be 

notified of the candidacies and shall vote by absentee ballots or they may request 
from the committee the right to abstain from voting. Except where a member of 
the promotion committee is ineligible to vote in accordance with section (E) 
above or has been granted the right to abstain from voting, all committee 
members shall submit a vote on each candidate.  If the campus promotion 
committee will consists of fewer than four (4) voting members, including the 
voting chair, then a special procedure for enlarging it shall be developed by the 
regional campus dean, with the advice of the faculty council and the approval of 
the provost.  

 
(5) The case of each candidate shall be subject to candid discussion by the 

committee.  During the committee meeting, each voting member shall indicate 
his/her nonbinding "yea" or "nay." After the meeting, each voting member shall 
record his/her final vote by completing a signed evaluation form with comments. 

 
(6) Approval of at least three-fourths of the members of the campus promotion 

committee who vote (excluding those abstaining under paragraph (E)(4) of this 
rule) shall be required for a recommendation to the regional campus dean for 
promotion.  

 
(7) The faculty chair shall then summarize the committee's vote, signed evaluation 

forms, and recommendation for support or non-support of granting promotion to 
the candidate in a signed letter to the candidate and the regional campus dean. The 
letter shall indicate that, if the candidate wishes to respond to a recommendation 
for non-support, such a response must be made to the campus dean and copied to 
the unit administrator within ten working days of receipt of the letter. Copies of 
the faculty chair's letter shall be provided to the college dean and to the unit 
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administrator of the candidate's unit.  
 

(8) The regional campus dean shall assemble the records, along with supporting 
statements, ballots, and other relevant documents. The regional campus dean will 
then review the file and the advisory recommendations of the campus promotion 
committee and the unit administrator, weigh and assess all relevant information, 
and decide whether to recommend the granting of promotion to the candidate. 
He/she shall record his/her decision along with a signed statement supporting the 
decision.  

 
(9) The regional campus dean should extend an invitation to the candidate to meet in 

order to discuss the assessment and recommendation. This meeting should take 
place as soon as possible in all cases. In all cases that are not unanimously 
positive, the regional campus dean must meet with the candidate within five 
working days from the date of the submission of his/her letter to the appropriate 
administrator. 

 
(10) The regional campus dean's recommendation to grant or deny promotion to the 

candidate shall be submitted to either the college dean (in the case of a candidate 
from a dependent department or school) or to the provost (in the case of a 
candidate from an independent college), with copies to the unit administrator and 
(where the recommendation is to a college dean) to the provost. The file must be 
completed and closed at the regional campus level and no material is to be added 
or removed except as provided for in this policy. 

 
(11) No later than the date when the regional campus dean transmits his/her 

recommendations to the college dean or provost, the regional campus dean shall 
notify the candidate of her/his recommendation by letter. 

 
(a) The regional campus dean shall include within this letter a copy of his/her 

letter of recommendation to the college dean or provost, a summary of the 
advisory recommendations of the tenure committee, and copies of the 
committee's signed evaluation. 

 
(b) In the regional campus dean's letter to the candidate he/she shall inform 

the candidate that he/she has the right, within ten (10) working days, to 
add a letter to his/her file responding to any procedural errors or errors of 
fact that the candidate believes have been included in either the regional 
campus dean's letter, the faculty chair's letter, or the committee member's 
statements.   

 
(c) The letter shall also indicate that, if the candidate wishes to appeal a 

negative recommendation, such intent shall be expressed to the next 
higher academic officer in writing within ten (10) working days of receipt 
of the regional campus dean's letter.   
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(F) Procedures for making decisions regarding promotion: colleges with dependent units. 
The college dean shall conduct a review of the unit's decision and, where applicable, the 
regional campus' actions and shall convene the college advisory committee, which shall 
function as the college promotion committee. On the basis of the qualifications of the 
candidate, this committee shall evaluate all assessments deriving from the unit and, where 
applicable, the regional campus levels, and recommend to the college dean either 
promotion or denial of promotion.  

 
(1) The college dean shall be the chair and a nonvoting member of the college 

promotion committee. Tenured members of the elected college advisory 
committee shall serve as the college promotion committee to review 
recommendations and evaluations from the departments and schools and 
recommend to the college dean in each case whether promotion should be 
granted. This committee shall have made available to it all data developed by the 
unit and, where applicable, the regional campus.  These materials shall be the 
subject of candid discussion by the committee, except that no member of the 
college promotion committee may vote on candidates from their own unit or own 
regional campus and no member of the committee shall be present when the 
committee deliberates or votes on the tenure of a spouse, domestic partner, or 
relative. 

 
(2) Members of the college promotion committee on leave of absence shall be 

notified of the candidacies and shall vote by absentee ballots or they may request 
from the committee the right to abstain from voting. Except where a member of 
the promotion committee is ineligible to vote in accordance with section (F) 
above or has been granted the right to abstain from voting, all committee 
members shall submit a vote on each candidate.  If the college promotion 
committee will consist of fewer than four (4) voting members, then a special 
procedure for enlarging it shall be developed by the college dean, with the advice 
of the college advisory committee and the approval of the provost.  

 
(23) During the committee meeting each voting member shall indicate his/her 

nonbinding "yea" or "nay."  After the meeting, each voting member shall record 
his/her final vote by completing a signed evaluation form with comments. 

 
(34) Approval of three-fourths of the members of the promotion committee who vote 

(excluding those who abstain for reasons under paragraph (F)(1) of this rule) shall 
constitute a recommendation for promotion by the college promotion committee 
to the college dean.  

 
(45) The college dean shall prepare a written statement in which is recorded the 

recommendation of the college promotion committee, along with the numerical 
vote.  In addition, the college dean shall submit a recommendation for approval or 
disapproval of the candidate's promotion. 

 
(a) For Kent campus and regional campus candidates alike, the college dean's 
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statement and candidate's file are submitted to the provost.  
 

(b) The file must be completed and closed at the college level and no material 
shall be added or removed except as provided for in this policy. 

 
(56) No later than the date the college recommendation is submitted to the provost, the 

college dean shall notify the candidate of his/her recommendation by letter. 
 

(a) The college dean shall include with this letter a copy of his/her letter of 
recommendation to the provost, a summary of the advisory 
recommendations of the promotion committee, and copies of the 
committee's signed evaluation forms.  

 
(b) In the college dean's letter to the candidate he/she shall inform the 

candidate that he/she has the right, within ten (10) working days, to add a 
letter to his/her file responding to any procedural errors or errors of fact 
that the candidate believes have been included in either the college dean's 
letter or the committee member's statements.   

 
(c) The letter shall also indicate that, if the candidate wishes to appeal a 

negative decision recommendation, such intent shall be expressed to the 
next higher academic officer in writing within ten (10) working days of 
receipt of the college dean's letter. 

 
(G) Procedures for making decisions regarding promotion: the provost level.  The provost 

shall conduct a review of the previous actions and shall make an academic administrative 
recommendation on promotion forwarded to the president.  

 
(1) To assist in this process with respect to Kent campus faculty, the provost shall 

convene the Kent campus promotion advisory board.  The members of this board 
shall be appointed by the provost in consultation with the provost's advisory 
council, from a list of tenured associate and full professors nominated by the 
faculty senate executive committee, the college advisory committees, and the 
college deans.  It is ordinarily expected that, through such discussion, consensus 
on the Kent campus promotion advisory board members will be reached.  In the 
unusual circumstance that the provost's faculty advisory council and the provost 
are unable to reach consensus in regard to the members of the board by the 
specified date for the beginning of the board's activity, the provost shall convene a 
Kent campus promotion advisory board that includes those for whom consensus 
has been reached and others that the provost appoints. This board shall evaluate 
from a Kent campus-wide perspective the recommendations made thus far and 
shall formally advise the provost as to whether, in its view, these 
recommendations should be accepted.  

 
(2) To aid in making a recommendation with respect to regional campus faculty, the 

provost shall convene a regional-campus-wide promotion advisory board. The 
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members of this board shall be appointed by the provost in consultation with the 
regional campuses faculty advisory council and regional campus deans from a list 
of tenured associate and full professors nominated by each regional campus 
faculty council and the regional campus deans. It is ordinarily expected that, 
through such discussion, consensus on the regional campuses-wide promotion 
advisory board members will be reached. In the unusual circumstance that the 
regional campuses faculty advisory council and the provost are unable to reach 
consensus in regard to the members of this board by the specified date for the 
beginning of the board's activity, the provost shall convene a regional campuses-
wide promotion advisory board that includes those members for whom consensus 
has been reached and others that the provost appoints.  This board shall evaluate 
from a regional campus-wide perspective the recommendations made thus far and 
shall formally advise the provost as to whether, in its view, these 
recommendations should be accepted. 

 
(3) No member of the Kent campus or regional-campus-wide promotion advisory 

board will vote on a candidate for whom he/she cast a ballot at a lower level of 
review and no member may be present while the board deliberates or votes on the 
promotion of a spouse, domestic partner, or relative. 

 
(4) The provost shall provide written notification to the candidates for promotion of 

the action taken.  Such notification shall be made at least one week prior to the 
date designated as the submission date for recommendations for promotion by the 
president to the board of trustees.  The communication to candidates whose 
promotions are not approved shall include reasons why approval was withheld. A 
negative recommendation shall include a statement of the relevant handbook 
criteria or criteria as established in this policy that the candidate has failed to 
meet. Copies of each communication shall be sent to the college dean, regional 
campus dean (if applicable) and academic unit administrator. 

 
(H) New material may be added as requested by a review committee or the responsible 

academic administrator at any level of review in order to correct or more fully document 
information contained in the promotion file. In such instances, the candidate shall be 
notified of, and given the opportunity to review, such new material as is added to the file 
and shall also be provided with the opportunity to include written comments relevant to 
this material and/or the appropriateness of its inclusion in the file.  In no case will a 
candidate for promotion be required to create new material or required to procure 
material not currently in the possession of the candidate. 

 
(I) Any faculty member whose promotion has been disapproved at any level shall have the 

right to appeal to the next higher academic administrative officer.  In the case of denial 
by the provost, the appeal shall be to the president, or when appropriate, to the joint 
appeals board (see collective bargaining agreement, Article VII, Section 2).  All appeals 
must be initiated by the candidate in writing within ten working days of the candidate's 
receipt of the disapproval notification or as otherwise specified by the collective 
bargaining agreement.  At each level of appeal, the appellant shall be offered an 
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opportunity to appear in person to present his/her case orally before the appropriate 
promotion advisory committee or board.  The appellant may be accompanied by a 
colleague who may assist in presenting his/her case.   Furthermore, if an individual other 
than the appellant is invited to address the committee or board, the appellant shall have an 
opportunity to respond to any new information.  The committee or board shall determine 
whether the information is new and whether to invite an oral or written response. The 
academic administrator in question shall consider the vote of this body seriously before 
making his/her recommendation and shall inform both the appellant and the academic 
administrator at the next higher level of the results of this vote.  

 
(J) Academic administrators and members of promotion committees are expected to act in 

accordance with the principles of due process and abide by the Professional Code of 
Ethics (rule 3342-6-17 of the Administrative Code).  All documents in the promotion 
process are subject to the Ohio Open Records Law (section 149.43 of the Revised 
Code).   

 
(K) Applicable university policies and academic unit handbooks for Faculty faculty members 

being considered for promotion: up to, and including the 2012-2013 academic year, may 
elect to be considered under the policy and the unit handbook in place at the time of their 
initial appointment. The faculty member will include a written election of this option in 
their file.  Decisions regarding promotion made after the 2012-2013 academic year will 
be governed by this policy and the unit handbook in effect at the time of the promotion 
decision. Given the elimination of the position of the executive dean for regional 
campuses, for regional campus faculty electing to be governed by the University policy 
regarding promotion in place at the time of their initial appointments, paragraphs (G)(16) 
to (18) and (H)(1) of that rule will be replaced by paragraph (G)(2) of this rule. 

 
(1) Normally, probationary faculty members being considered for promotion to 

assistant or associate professor will be governed by the university policies and 
procedures regarding faculty reappointment, tenure, and promotion and the unit 
handbook in place at the time of the initial appointment. In the event that 
university policies and procedures regarding faculty reappointment, tenure, and 
promotion and/or the unit handbook are revised during the faculty members’ 
probationary period, the faculty member will have the option of being governed 
by the current policies and the current unit handbook or by the policies and the 
unit handbook in place at the time of the faculty member's initial appointment.  
The faculty member will include a written election of this option in his/her file. 

 
(2) Normally, tenured faculty members being considered for promotion to associate 

professor or full professor will be governed by the university policies and 
procedures regarding faculty promotion and the unit handbook in place at the time 
they submit their promotion file.  In the event that university policies and 
procedures regarding faculty promotion and/or the unit handbook are revised 
during the five (5) year period preceding the submission of the promotion file, the 
faculty member will have the option of being governed by the current policies and 
the current unit handbook or by the policies and the unit handbook in place at any 
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time during that five (5) year period.  The faculty member will include a written 
election of this option in his/her file.  

 
 
 
Policy Effective Date:  
Jun. 01, 2019 
Policy Prior Effective Dates:  
4/5/1982, 8/7/1987, 10/20/1997, 4/5/2010, 8/22/2010, 3/01/2015, 8/23/2015 
 



6 - 15.2 
Administrative policy and procedures regarding university faculty pursuing 
the doctorate at the university 

Policy Statement. Enrollment of faculty in doctoral programs at the university is governed by 

the following specified conditions. 

A. Untenured faculty members with the rank of instructor in the regional campus system 

may enroll in any doctoral program to which they are formally admitted. 

B. Untenured assistant professors in the regional campus system may enroll for doctoral 

work in departments other than that in which they are teaching if such has been 

approved in writing by the department in which they are teaching, the department in 

which they plan to enroll, the associate vice president for the extended university and 

the appropriate graduate dean. 

C. Tenured faculty members with the rank of instructor or assistant professor in the 

regional campus system may enroll for doctoral work in any department, including 

the unit in which they are teaching, only if, prior to enrolling they have written 

approval from the department, the associate vice president for the extended 

university and the appropriate graduate dean. 

D. Untenured faculty with the rank of instructor or assistant professor on the Kent 

campus may be admitted to doctoral programs in departments other than their own 

if written approval has been obtained prior to enrolling from the department in which 

they are employed, the appropriate graduate dean, and the vice president for 

academic and student affairs. 

E. Tenured faculty on the Kent campus, regardless of rank, may not enroll for doctoral 

work [at the university] or [in departments other than their own] if written approval 

has been obtained prior to enrolling from the department in which they are 

employed, the appropriate graduate dean, and the vice president for academic and 

student affairs. 

F. Associate and full professors at a regional campus or the Kent campus, whether 

tenured or not, may not enroll for doctoral work [at the university] or [in 



departments other than their own] if written approval has been obtained prior to 

enrolling from the department in which they are employed, the appropriate graduate 

dean, and the vice president for academic and student affairs. 

G. A faculty member may not accept tenure while pursuing a doctorate at the university 

whether employed at a regional campus or the Kent campus. 

H. Regional campus faculty with the rank of instructor, whether tenured or not, and 

assistant professors with tenure may not, while pursuing the doctoral work in the 

department in which they are teaching, be eligible for membership on the 

department's faculty advisory committee or any other major committee in which a 

conflict of interest resulting from their dual status as a faculty member and graduate 

student might occur. However, the faculty member retains eligibility to serve on the 

faculty advisory committee of the department associated with their faculty 

appointment. The determination of the existence of potential conflict of interest will 

be made by the department chairperson/school director and the appropriate 

graduate dean(s). 

I. In other respects, the faculty member pursuing the doctorate work in this university 

retains all the rights and privileges normally belonging to his/her academic rank, 

including faculty insurance plans and retirement benefits. 

J. In situations where untenured faculty members are working for their doctorates 

under the conditions set forth in paragraphs (A) to (D) and (I) of this rule, time and 

rank during the faculty members are pursuing the doctorate will be tolled for 

purposes of the tenure/promotion decision. "To toll" is a legal term meaning to stop 

the running of time for purposes of a statute of limitations. In each instance, a letter 

or memorandum will be sent by the appropriate dean to the faculty member and 

placed in file in the offices of the department/school, dean, and vice president for 

academic and student affairs to ensure that all involved understand the procedures 

and concur therein. 

K. A faculty member should take not more than six hours of coursework in any one term 

if teaching a full load. The number of hours of coursework taken may be increased if 

there is a reduction in the number of hours taught. In unusual cases, exceptions may 

be made to this rule by the appropriate graduate and collegial deans upon request 

from the departmental chairperson. 



L. If, in the opinion of the departmental chairperson, the faculty member's teaching is 

suffering, he or she may be required by the department chairperson to reduce the 

amount of coursework taken to below six hours. 

M. Faculty members wishing to pursue a doctorate must apply to the program, be 

evaluated, and be potentially accepted through the same procedures as all other 

applicants. 

N. Full time faculty who pursue a doctorate are not eligible for graduate assistantships 

or other additional compensation associated with graduate study. Faculty must use 

the tuition waiver associated with their employment 

 
Policy Effective Date:  
Mar. 01, 2015 

Policy Prior Effective Dates:  
11/4/1977, 10/26/1979, 6/1/2007 

 



The Professional Standards Committee (PSC) has been reviewing policy 6-15.2 Administrative policy and 
procedures regarding faculty pursuing the doctorate at the university. We have identified some issues 
with the policy and would like input from wider faculty senate. Rather than providing formally written 
“red line” revisions to the policy, for initial discussion we would like to organize this around the 
following points:  

 

Issue 1: Eligibility to pursue the doctorate at KSU (rank and campus) 

Current policy makes distinctions between untenured and tenured faculty, as well as between 
assistant and associate/full faculty. Untenured and assistant faculty are permitted to pursue the 
doctorate at KSU, though with some important stipulations (written permission from the 
associate vice president for the extended university and the appropriate graduate dean). [see 
policy 6-15.2, B ,C, & D] However, any faculty member who is tenured, associate, or full 
(irrespective of campus) are prohibited from pursuing the doctorate without exception. [see E & 
F] 

The PSC is suggesting that we adopt a single standard for full time faculty, allowing the pursuit 
of a KSU doctorate with the same stipulations (written permission from the associate vice 
president for the extended university and the appropriate graduate dean). The exception would 
be faculty at the rank of instructor, who would not have these stipulations.  

Issue 2: Pursuit of doctorate within one’s own department.  

Current policy does not consider whether there are important differences between pursuing a 
doctorate in one’s own department versus in a different department. Clearly, there are larger 
concerns regarding conflicts of interest which may arise when a faculty member is also a 
doctoral student in the same department.  

The PSC would like to hear from faculty senate regarding this issue. Questions for consideration:  
Should this be prohibited in general, or could this be permitted but with additional constraints 
to mitigate such conflicts of interest? If permitted with conditions, what conditions do you feel 
are necessary? 

Issue 3: Application 

 Current policy is silent on this issue.  

The PSC suggests that it would be wise to add a clarification: Faculty members wishing to pursue 
a doctorate must apply to the program, be evaluated, and be potentially accepted through the 
same procedures as all other applicants.  

Issue 4: Remuneration and redundancy 

 Current policy is silent on this issue.  

The PSC suggests that it would be wise to add a clarification: Full time faculty who pursue a 
doctorate are not eligible for graduate assistantships or other additional compensation 



associated with graduate study. Faculty must use the tuition waiver associated with their 
employment and are not eligible for a departmentally funded tuition waiver.   

Faculty already have tuition waivers, and under our contracts, cannot accept additional pay 
from other source without permission. This just clarifies that the faculty member cannot 
“double dip” and receive both a graduate paid position in addition to their full-time salary. 

Issue 5: Faculty Advisory Committee (FAC) eligibility 

Current policy states that a faculty member who is pursuing the doctorate is not eligible to serve 
on their department’s FAC. [see H] 

“…while pursuing the doctoral work in the department in which they are 
teaching, be eligible for membership on the department's faculty advisory 
committee or any other major committee in which a conflict of interest resulting 
form their dual status a faculty member and graduate student might occur. [sic]” 

This conflicts with the Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) which states that no faculty can be 
deemed ineligible to serve on their department’s FAC. Thus, the PSC recommends that deletion 
of this is necessary. However, the PSC recognizes the issues that can result from conflicts of 
interest, and so suggest something to the effect of: 

“…while pursuing the doctoral work in the department in which they are 
teaching, be eligible for membership on any major committee in which a conflict 
of interest resulting from their dual status as a faculty member and graduate 
student might occur. However, the faculty member retains eligibility to serve on 
the faculty advisory committee of the department associated with their faculty 
appointment” 

Issue 6: Tolling 

Current policy requires that the faculty member pursuing the doctorate be tolled for purposes 
of tenure/promotion. [see J] This raises a few issues. First, it is universally required. Second, it 
may be impractical given the length of some doctoral programs. Third, multiple year tolling for 
the same life circumstance is not permitted under the CBA.  

The PSC recommends changing this to permissive language such that the individual may request 
to toll.  

Commented [JC1]: Is that wording awkward? 
Suggestions? 

Commented [KD2R1]: It seems that just shortening 
should do the trick. 

Commented [JC3]: Correct this if this is wrong, but my 
understanding is that tolling is never automatic but must be 
requested, so just being careful of the wording here as to 
not “box in” KSU by suggesting that tolling is just up to the 
individual faculty member to decide unilaterally. 

Commented [KD4R3]: I understand tolling is always by 
request.   



 

Faculty Senate Executive Committee 
Minutes of the Meeting 

March 24, 2021 
 

Present: Pamela Grimm (Chair), Tracy Laux (Vice Chair), Ed Dauterich (Secretary), 
              Darci Kracht (At-Large), Melissa Zullo (Appointed) 
 
Not Present:  Ann Abraham (Appointed) 
 
Guests Present:  
 
1. Call to Order 
 
 Chair Grimm called the meeting to order at 3:18 p.m. on Microsoft Teams. 
 
2. Approval of Minutes: 
 
  a. Executive Committee Meeting Minutes of February 24, 2021 
  b. Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes of March 8, 2021 
  c. Executive Committee Meeting Minutes of March 17, 2021 
 
  A motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes of all three meetings 

 (Laux/Kracht). The minutes of all three meetings passed unanimously as written. 
 
3. Finalize Agenda for the April 12 Faculty Senate meeting 
 
 The agenda was finalized. 
 
4.  Committee Preference On-Line Survey Update: 
 
  a. Review Language for SSI Committee 
 
  The language for the committee description, membership, and structure was 

 discussed and agreed upon. 
 
  b. Review E-mail to Faculty Explaining Why We Are Gathering Race, Gender 

 and Sexual Orientation Information 
 



  The Executive Committee discussed the changes to the content of the e-mail and 
 approved of it. 

 
  c. Review Categories and Language for Soliciting Race, Gender and Sexual 

 Orientation 
 
  The categories were reviewed. 
 
5. Summer Meeting 

 The Executive Committee looked at the July 19 date for a possible summer meeting this 
 year. (F)(2)(C) of the Faculty Senate Bylaws states, “If called, a summer meeting shall 
 normally be scheduled the first Monday of the summer III term.” There was discussion of 
 whether the meeting could be moved to a different date if necessary. It was decided that 
 this is a possibility. 

6. Additional Items: 
 
  a. Faculty Ethics Committee Nominations  
 
  Tess Kail updated the Executive Committee on the status of the nominations. 
 
  b. Spring Forum Discussion  
 
  There was a brief procedural discussion about how the upcoming forum would 

 work. 
 
7. FYI: 

 a. A report at the May meeting of the Faculty Senate may be made by the Senior 
Vice President, Mark Polatajko but FaSBAC will not be making a report. 

  b. Faculty Senate Elections Process Update 

  The Executive Committee discussed updates about how the elections would be  
  run this year. 

8. Adjournment 

 Chair Grimm adjourned the meeting at 4:56 p.m. 
  
Respectfully submitted by Edward Dauterich 
Secretary, Faculty Senate 
 



 

Faculty Senate Executive Committee 
Minutes of the Meeting 

April 21, 2021 
 

Present: Pamela Grimm (Chair), Tracy Laux (Vice Chair), Darci Kracht (At-Large), 
              Ann Abraham (Appointed), Melissa Zullo (Appointed) 
 
Not Present: Ed Dauterich (Secretary) 
 
Guests Present: President Todd Diacon, Provost Melody Tankersley, 

from Barnes & Noble: Lisa Albers, John Chaump, Dwayne Cooper, Michael O’Karma, 
and Grace Nicholls 

 
1. Call to Order 
 
 Chair Grimm called the meeting to order at 3:17 p.m. on Microsoft Teams. 
 
2. Discuss Topics for President Diacon and Provost Tankersley 

The Executive committee decided to ask the president about possible requirements for 
students to be vaccinated against COVID-19 in Fall 2021. The committee also decided to 
discuss the transition from Blackboard to Canvas and why faculty are being told it is not 
possible to integrate Flashbooks into both LMSs during the transition. The committee 
decided to ask the provost for an update on the email to students and faculty about 
academic integrity. 

3. Meet with Provost Tankersley and the guests from Barnes & Noble regarding Bartleby 
Write 

 
The guests from Barnes & Noble gave an overview of Bartleby Write, which provides 
“digital writing solutions” to students “wherever, whenever” the students are. Bartleby 
Write provides 

• Plagiarism detection 
• Grammar and spell checks 
• AI-based preliminary scoring 
• Citation formatting (APA, MLA, and Chicago) 

 
They emphasized that the honor code is pushed in all products.  
 
The guests then gave a demo of Bartleby Write. Many of the features are automatic. For 
example, if BW flags a misspelled word or grammar error, the student can click “Fix it” 



and the mistake will be corrected. If BW detects plagiarism from a legitimate source, it 
pops up a window for a citation populated by the information it has found. Students can 
also change citation style on the fly. BW will suggest synonyms. BW is also able to 
detect so-called “spun text,” which is text rewritten by the student or software to replace 
words with synonyms in an attempt to disguise plagiarism. 
 
The database used to detect plagiarism comes from the following sources: 

• Internet search of publicly available documents 
• Indexed version of Wikipedia 
• Corpus of academic papers available on-line (such as the ArXiv) 
• Essays scraped from essay resale sites on the internet 

 
BW does not check against other essays uploaded to BW by students. 
 
Chair Grimm asked the guests from Barnes & Noble if they could join a future Executive 
Committee meeting to discuss the issues with integrating Flashbooks with both LMSs 
during the transition. The guests said that they would be able to do so. 

 
4.  Meet with President Diacon and Provost Tankersley 
 

Provost Tankersley confirmed that she will give remarks at the May 10 Faculty Senate 
meeting. 
 
The committee asked the provost about the use of off-campus space for classrooms in 
Fall 2021. She said that the Kent State University Hotel and Conference Center will be 
used for some hospitality management classes. The university is still rooming classes for 
the fall and will look at other space in downtown Kent as needed. 

 
The committee asked for an update on the email to students and faculty regarding 
academic integrity. Provost Tankersley said that instead of an email, the message will be 
posted on Flashline as a pop-up later that day. Everyone logging into Flashline will have 
to acknowledge reading the message before they can proceed. The message is signed by 
Provost Tankersley and Vice President Lamar Hylton. She felt that it was important that 
the message came from both Academic Affairs and Student Affairs. Chair Grimm said 
that she envisioned an ongoing campaign to promote the value of academic integrity to 
change the culture of the university. 

 
The committee asked the president whether students will be required to get a COVID-19 
vaccine before returning to campus in the fall. President Diacon said that it is not being 
considered at this time. Further, there is opposition in the state legislature to such a 
requirement while the vaccines still have only provisional approval. When the approval is 
no longer provisional, the university may revisit the issue. 

 
The committee asked the president and provost whether it would be possible for the 
university to take back operation of the bookstore from Barnes & Noble, similar to how 
we are taking back operation of food services from Aramark. One particular concern is 
the inability of the bookstore to integrate Flashbooks with both Blackboard and Canvas 
during the LMS transition. Chair Grimm noted that the mark-up on Flashbooks is high, 
considering the bookstore provides no service delivering them.  
 



President Diacon said that he was unfamiliar with the bookstore contract, but would bring 
the issue up with Vice President Hylton. 
 
Provost Tankersley said that Barnes & Noble has another vendor to keep track of which 
students use Flashbooks and that that vendor cannot integrate Flashbooks with two 
different LMSs at the same university. She has been pushing hard to get a solution to this 
problem and believes that it will be solved by the fall semester. 
 
Provost Tankersley began her remarks on the fall schedule by asking the committee to 
pause to reflect on the “heroic work” that members of the Kent State community have 
been doing to schedule classes for the fall semester. The number of in-person sections on 
the Kent campus in Fall 2021 will be about 70% of the pre-pandemic level. The level at 
the regional campuses will be lower, but that is in part due to student demand for remote 
offerings. This is related to the fact that many regional campus faculty are delivering 
remote classes synchronously. In the fall, no major that is not normally an on-line 
program will be 100% remote. The provost’s goal is to have 50% or more of classes in 
each program in person, and most programs will meet that goal. Provost Tankersley 
reiterated that her office would fund part-time instructors to teach in person to help 
programs meet her goal. 
 
President Diacon debriefed the committee on several state initiatives affecting Kent State 
University, including the state budget recently passed by the House and Senate Bill 135. 
The budget includes $100,000 per year for the Rising Scholars program started by 
Columbiana Campuses Dean David Dees. The president also discussed the extent to 
which staff at Kent State University may continue to work remotely after the pandemic. 
He expressed a preference for a simple policy with guardrails to ensure we adhere to our 
“students first” philosophy. 

 
The president and the provost updated the committee on the status of on-going 
administrative searches. They noted that since the pandemic began there have been five 
cabinet-level searches. 

 
5.  Approval of the Executive Committee Meeting Minutes of March 24, 2021 

 
A motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes (Kracht/Zullo). The minutes 
passed unanimously with two corrections. 

  

6.  Adjournment 

 Chair Grimm observed that the allotted meeting time had expired, but that several agenda 
items remained. The committee agreed to reconvene on Thursday, April 22 at 2:00 p.m. 
 
Chair Grimm adjourned the meeting at 5:06 p.m. 

  
Respectfully submitted by Darci Kracht 
At-Large, Faculty Senate 



 

Faculty Senate Executive Committee 
Minutes of the Meeting 

April 22, 2021 
 

Present: Pamela Grimm (Chair), Tracy Laux (Vice Chair), Darci Kracht (At-Large), 
              Ann Abraham (Appointed), Melissa Zullo (Appointed) 
 
Not Present:  
 
Guests Present:  

 
1. Call to Order 
 
 Chair Grimm called the meeting to order at 2:04 p.m. on Microsoft Teams. 
 
2. EPC Items and Committee Description 

The Executive committee approved Item #1 (a moratorium on new ELR courses) from 
the EPC transmittal and decided to send the other two items to the full Faculty Senate for 
a vote. There was a motion and second to approve the slate of decisions 
(Dauterich/Kracht). The motion passed unanimously. 

 
3. Nominate Senate and Non-Senate Members for the Committee on Administrative 

Officers to Be Elected at the May Faculty Senate Meeting 
 

Members were nominated by the Executive Committee. 
 
4. Ohio Faculty Council Representative for 2021-2022 Chair’s Appointments (Delegate and 

Alternate) 
 
 Senator Dauterich will serve as the delegate to the council. Senator Kracht will serve as 

the alternate. 
 
5. Faculty Senate Budget Advisory Committee (FaSBAC) Membership 
 

FaSBAC members will be sought for nomination for elected positions. Chair Grimm also 
appointed Senator Deborah Smith and Teraneh Meshkani to the committee after 



consultation with the Executive Committee. Senator Darci Kracht and Senator Oana 
Mocioalca will serve as alternates. 

 
6. SSI Final Decision Consider Bad Behavior 
 

Our current language regarding the use of SSIs will expire. The committee moved and 
seconded (Kracht/Laux) to allow the former distribution of SSIs to resume after the 
expiration. The motion passed unanimously. The committee will also ask that a 
committee be formed to look at department handbooks to see how they use SSIs and 
encourage departments to remove language that encourages bad behavior from their 
handbooks. 

 
7. Faculty Ethics Committee Elections Update 
 
 The election information has been distributed. 
 
8. The changed language for the survey will be forthcoming shortly. 
 
9. Academic Dishonesty and Integrity Committee Update 
 

Senator Kracht reported that she has met with Assistant Dean Todd Kamenash 
concerning the committee. The first meeting will be held soon. 

 
10. Reasonable, Flexible, and Equitable Considerations for Faculty Regarding Student 

Absences 
 
 This item was postponed until the next meeting. 
 
11.  Additional Items 

 There were no additional items. 

12.  Adjournment 

 Chair Grimm adjourned the meeting at 3:02 p.m. 
  
Respectfully submitted by Edward Dauterich 
Secretary, Faculty Senate 



 

Faculty Senate Executive Committee 
Minutes of the Meeting 

April 26, 2021 
 

Present: Pamela Grimm (Chair), Tracy Laux (Vice Chair), Edward Dauterich (Secretary), Darci 
Kracht (At-Large), Ann Abraham (Appointed), Melissa Zullo (Appointed) 

 
Not Present:  
 
Guests Present: Ken Ditlevson (Director of the LGBTQ+ Center), AJ Leu (Diversity and Career 
Development Director in the College of Communication and Information), Jeff Ciesla, David 
Kaplan 

 
1. Call to Order 
 
 Vice Chair Laux called the meeting to order at 3:21 p.m. on Microsoft Teams. 
 
2. Approval of Minutes: 

a. Executive Committee Meeting Minutes of April 21, 2021 

A motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes (Dauterich/Abraham). 
The minutes were approved unanimously. 

b. Executive Committee Meeting Minutes of April 22, 2021 

A motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes (Laux/Kracht). The 
minutes passed unanimously as written. 

3. (3:30) Meet with Director Ken Ditlevson and Director AJ Leu to Discuss the University 
Need for Strategy Surrounding Pronoun and Preferred/Chosen Name Processes 

 
 Director Leu began with an explanation of the chosen name system. Many members of 

trans and non-binary communities refer to names they do not like as “dead names,” and 
their chosen name is how they identify in the world. Both preferred names and gender 
pronouns are important in a “students first” environment. Students do not want to be 
“dead named.” Director Ditlevson added that pronouns are also important and that 
students are advocating for them. Director Leu supported Director Ditlevson’s suggestion 



about sharing pronouns at the head of a conversation, and they wish that there will be a 
systemic solution to add pronouns to chosen names as a preference for students. 
They/them/their can be a safety net for faculty/staff addressing large classes. Chair 
Grimm brought up that some university programs address people without knowing their 
preferences and suggested data governance needs to be involved in the future to make 
things work more smoothly. Director Ditlevson agreed that it would help if training and 
integration could work with the different systems. Director Leu said that the default 
recommendation for mass communication is to be generic in the greeting and not work 
with any gender related terms (e.g., “Hi students, faculty, or staff” rather than a name, 
gender, etc.) Both also offered many options for future training for faculty/staff. They 
also both agreed to come to senate as a whole to discuss the issue. Chair Grimm asked 
whether there were resources to help students be resilient when their desire to be called 
by a name or pronoun is not met. Director Ditlevson said that we need to make sure 
students feel valued and supported; he talked about resilience with students and about 
making sure they are connected with faith groups, mental health, and other support 
groups if they feel disrespected. Vice Chair Laux asked whether administration supported 
the changes. Director Ditlevson said yes, but IT and Education will need to move in to 
help facilitate the change. The Executive Committee agreed to invite them to speak to the 
full senate in the fall. 

  
4. (4:15) Meet with Senators Jeff Ciesla and David Kaplan (Professional Standards 

Committee Members) Regarding Faculty Pursuing Doctorate 
 
 There were concerns about a poorly written policy that does not clearly identify what a 

non-tenured faculty member is and uses terms that are out of date (e.g., “instructor”). 
Vice Chair Laux said that the Professional Standards Committee (PSC) should rewrite the 
policy to make language accurate. Senator Kaplan asked where places that could be 
changed or made clear in line with what current terminology and policy are. Vice Chair 
Laux pointed out that the language was written in 1977 and does not reflect the existence 
of NTTs. The policy needs to be changed to reflect the changes that have occurred in the 
last 40 years. The PSC members agreed that most of the policy needs to be rewritten from 
the ground up. Senator Ciesla added that the policy is about faculty pursuing doctorates 
(maybe not a second one); it applies to everyone and is vague and not helpful. It is time 
to rewrite it. PSC would like to bring it to senate to get a full sense of what limitations 
and stipulations are seen before moving forward. There should also be language about 
faculty pursuing a doctorate in their own departments. There will be discussion of the 
issue at the May senate meeting with some suggestions from PSC and room for feedback 
from senate. Senator Ciesla will lead a discussion on eligibility of faculty to pursue 
doctorates within their own departments. 

 
a. Confirm RTP Updates for May Faculty Senate Meeting 
 
The updates will be ready at the May meeting for a full senate vote. 

  



5. Finalize the Agenda for the May 10 Faculty Senate Meeting 
 

The agenda was finalized. 
 
6.  Additional Items 

 There were no additional items. 

7.  Adjournment 

 Chair Grimm adjourned the meeting at 5:03 p.m. 
  
Respectfully submitted by Edward Dauterich 
Secretary, Faculty Senate 
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