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University of Washington 
Faculty Council on Faculty Affairs 

November 13, 2018 
11:00 a.m. – 12:30 p.m. 

Odegaard Undergraduate Library 320 
 
Meeting Synopsis 

 
1. Call to order 
2. Review of the minutes from October 30, 2018 
3. Update on the work of the faculty discipline and dispute resolution task force (Zoe Barsness) 
4. Task Force on course evaluations (Jack Lee) 
5. Brief updates from subcommittees: 

o Equity & Inclusion (Purnima Dhavan) 
o EFCs (Aaron Katz) 
o Lecturer Issues (Jack Lee) 

6. Review Faculty Code language around non-departmentalized tenure & promotion process (Jacob 
Vigdor)   

7. Good of the order 
8. Adjourn 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1. Call to order 
 
The meeting was called to order at 11:00 a.m. 
 
2. Review of the minutes from October 30, 2018 
 
The minutes from October 30, 2018 will be reviewed by the council members and voted on during the 
next meeting (November 27, 2018). 
 
3. Update on the work of the faculty discipline and dispute resolution task force (Zoe Barsness) 
 
Zoe Barsness, Associate Professor at UWT Business and Chair of the Values and Principles Committee, 
updated the council on the work of the faculty discipline and dispute resolution task force. She provided 
a document to the council that outlines the ladder of dispute resolutions (Exhibit 1). She noted that once 
the code language is drafted the council (and other bodies) will be called upon to review before it is put 
forward for a vote.  
 
A member asked for the definition of a brief adjudication. Barsness responded that there are already 
some instances in the code similar to brief adjudication. Brief adjudication may involve bringing together 
a group of peers at the local level or a subset of the faculty panel at the University level. The task force is 
still mapping out the details. The Administrative Procedures Act (APA) is constraining in terms of what 
types of disputes are amenable to the employment of a brief adjudication procedure. The idea of a brief 
adjudication procedure is to provide recourse beyond the administrative officer and the individual 
having a discussion with the option of an appeal, but overall it enhances the timeliness from the 
perspective of the individual and the institution. The chair noted that the APA has been interpreted by 
the courts to say there are two types of adjudication (full and brief) with some constraints. Because of 
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this, the University cannot have three types. The University has to follow the APA and the court’s 
decision.  
 
Mike Townsend, Secretary of the Faculty, further commented that APA for a full adjudication looks like a 
trial. The brief adjudication process only requires the each party is given an opportunity to be informed 
of the agency’s view of the matter and an opportunity to explain the party’s view of the matter. In the 
current procedures there are two forms (centrally and unit based). The centrally based process is 
outlined in Chapter 28. This approach involves a hearing officer that the Faculty Adjudication Panel 
appoints and is subject to review by faculty panel. In Chapter 25 there is a unit based procedure where 
the relevant supervisor provides a notice and opportunity to be heard.  
 
A member further asked if the accused would have a say in what level of adjudication they would be 
placed under. Barsness responded that the task force is still working on this, but the level of recourse 
depends on the situation. The task force is trying to map the general pathways of recourse. A fraught 
area within the ladder is discrimination equity and inclusion because procedures to follow are more 
complex than other violations, such as grading. 
 
Townsend further noted that compared to a regular court system this approach reduces the parties’ 
ability to choose what form of recourse is taken. Barsness noted that there will be more opportunities to 
facilitate early intervention and resolve disputes without a full adjudication. The Values and Principles 
committee has a subgroup that is conducting a peer review of other systems/models. 
  
Another member asked who is responsible for deciding what bucket in which a dispute is placed. The 
task force is still working on this. Currently, there are multiple pathways. The task force is considering 
how to streamline this.  
 
4. Task Force on course evaluations (Jack Lee) 
 
The chair shared that the Senate leadership is forming a task force to discuss student course evaluations 
in regards to design and utility. This falls under the council’s purview as the task force will likely discuss 
the appropriateness of requiring course evaluations in promotion and tenure. 
 
Mary Pat Wenderoth, Principal Lecturer in Biology, volunteered to represent the council on the task 
force. 
 
5. Brief updates from subcommittees: 

o Equity & Inclusion (Purnima Dhavan) 
 Dhavan mapped what organizations have done work on this issue. The 

subcommittee will work with The Faculty Council on Multicultural Affairs and the 
chair, Brenda Williams, as well as the Faculty Council on Women in Academia. The 
chair recommended Dhavan reach out with George Sandison, Senate Chair, and 
potentially coordinate efforts.  

o EFCs (Tom Hazlet) 
 Hazlet provided a document (Exhibit 2). They are looking at Section 23-45 of the 

Code and are now trying to determine an administrator pathway from a faculty 
pathway and the boundaries of shared governance. 

o Lecturer Issues (Jack Lee) 
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 Going to go ahead with a proposal to change titles to Teaching associate/assistant 
and professor. “Teaching” is preferred over “Instructional.” This is parallel to 
research and clinical titles. 

 Follow the suggestion of a council member and not change procedures or 
requirements for promotion and merit raises. The aim is just to change the titles 
so that they more accurately reflect the faculty role. There is a section in the code 
about ranks that will need to be altered. This change will include a section about 
teaching professors so that they do not vote on merit, promotion, or tenure for 
tenure-track faculty. This is in line with code language for Research Professors. 
There will be no change in who is eligible to apply for tenure.  

 Also discussed an interim title for lecturers. This is not ready yet but will come 
soon.  

 
6. Review Faculty Code language around non-departmentalized tenure & promotion process (Jacob 

Vigdor)   
 
Jacob Vigdor, Professor in the Evans School, presented a memo (Exhibit 3) which provides alternatives 
that the council could explore as a viable option for non-departmentalized tenure and promotion 
processes. 
 
Vigdor noted that option 2 was clearly favored among the non-departmentalized Elected Faculty Chairs; 
however, the council was not in favor of this option last year.  
 
A member suggested that the Minnesota version was preferable and easy to implement. Another 
member asked if there was a place in the Minnesota version to include an advocate rather than saying 
“Any member of the campus-wide committee who is also a member of the candidate’s college or school 
shall be excused.” The intent is that it may be helpful in the process. Vigdor responded that it not 
guaranteed that a representative on one of these committees would be an advocate for the candidate.   
 
A member expressed concern that a Dean is the last person to check off on a candidate’s dossier. The 
chair commented that there may be pushback because we are creating yet another elected committee. 
He further suggested that EFC’s sending representatives may be a better option rather than electing 
new members. Townsend commented that the EFCs are not part of this process because the EFCs are 
meant to focus on procedure rather than substance. Cheryl Cameron, Vice Provost for Academic 
Personnel, further noted that depending on the college they may have different structures to the EFCs.  
 
Vigdor will reach out to representatives from Minnesota for additional questions about oversight. He 
will provide revise the language (including input from Townsend) and provide a new draft at the next 
meeting. 
 
7. Good of the order 
 
Nothing was stated. 
 
8. Adjourn 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 12:30 p.m.  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Minutes by Lauren Hatchett, lehatch@uw.edu, council analyst 

Present: Faculty: Jack Lee (chair), Steve Buck, Purnima Dhavan, Jacob Vigdor, Kamran 
Nemati, Dan Jacoby, Tom Hazlet, Miceal Vaughan, Lauren Montgomery, James 
Gregory, Mary Pat Wenderoth 
Ex-officio reps: Padmaja Vrudhula 
President’s designee: Cheryl Cameron  
Guests: Mike Townsend, Zoe Barsness 

Absent: Faculty: Margaret Adam, Aaron Katz, Joseph Janes, Dawn Lehman 
Ex-officio reps: Bryan Crockett, Judith Henchy, JoAnn Taricani  

Exhibits 
Exhibit 1 – DisputeBuckets ValuesPrinciples Framework 20180425.pdf 
Exhibit 2 – efc cleanup.docx 
Exhibit 3 – tenure process-draft code revisions.docx 
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Dispute Type Available 
Processes/Procedures 

Outcomes/Resolutions RECOURSE 

Bucket #1:  Interpersonal Conflict 

Broad Types 
Faculty work relationships with fellow faculty, 
leadership, staff, students and trainees etc. 

Specific Example 
Colleagues haven’t gotten along for years and snipe 
at each other in faculty meetings, now won’t speak 
and are spreading malicious rumors 

Applicable written policies, standards or code 
(within UW) 
Principles of Conduct for UW Community 
EO 31, 51, 54 
Faculty Code: Chapter 24, 27 

Offices/Entities likely to be involved: 
Peers 
Chair, Dean 
Ombud 

Add’l Offices/Entities that may be involved 
Academic Personnel/HR, Colleagues, POD, Sec Fac, 
Provost, Graduate School, Student Life 

Goals/Interests 
Education and reconciliation; reduction of 
disruption; promotion of community health and 
well-being; early intervention; mitigation and 
reduction of fear of retaliation; 
training/coaching/mentoring for faculty, chairs and 
deans 

Non-Disciplinary in Nature 
1. Facilitation (e.g., by peer,

chair, or ombud) 

Non-Disciplinary in Nature 
• Any appropriate mutually acceptable negotiated settlement or resolution between 

the individuals having interpersonal conflict 
• Possible resolutions may include apology, commitment to different behaviors and 

interactions, mutually determined form of reconciliation or restitution (e.g. payment
for damage due to individuals or the institution) 

Recourse:   
Mediation (between 
conflicting parties) 

Corrective Focus/Informal 
Disciplinary (i.e., dispute 
involves violation of 
community/unit/institutional 
norms, rules, policies or 
procedures) 
1. Discussion between faculty

member & appropriate 
administrative officer(s) 
(e.g., chair, Dean) 

Corrective Focus/Informal Disciplinary (i.e., dispute involves violation of 
community/unit/institutional norms, rules, policies or procedures) 
1. Informational discussion (e.g., educational focus, enhance awareness of community or

institutional norms, rules, policies or procedures that may have been violated) 
• Assumes individual has the ability to self-correct given adequate situational 

understanding 
• Possible resolutions may include apology, some form of reconciliation or restitution

(e.g. payment for damage due to individuals or the institution), other corrective 
behavior or appropriate negotiated settlement 

2. Oral warning 
• Assumes individual needs help but can’t self-correct
• Possible resolutions may include training, coaching/mentoring, reconciliation or 

restitution (e.g. payment for damage due to individuals or the institution), other
corrective behavior or appropriate mutually acceptable negotiated settlement 

Recourse:   
Mediation (between 
faculty member and 
administrative officer) 

Formal Disciplinary (minor) 
1. Discussion between faculty 

member & appropriate 
administrative officers (e.g.,
Dean, chair) 

2. Mediation (between faculty 
member and administrative 
officer) 

Formal Disciplinary (minor) 
3. Recorded warning (i.e., oral warning/reprimand reduced to writing
4. Written reprimand

Recourse:  
Brief Adjudication (BAP) 

Commented [ZB1]: Numbers in this column indicate 
sequence of alternative dispute resolution ladder rungs 

Commented [ZB2]: Numbers in this column indicate 
sequence of progressive discipline 

Commented [ZB3]: Should mediation be required, if
requested by one of the parties, before recourse to any formal 
disciplinary action (e.g., recorded warning or written 
reprimand) is allowed? 

Commented [ZB4]: Should mediation be required, if
requested by one of the parties or regardless of any request, 
before recourse to BAP is available? 

Exhibit 1
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Dispute Type Available 
Processes/Procedures 

Available Resolutions/Sanctions RECOURSE 

Bucket #2:  The “In-Between”  

Broad Types 
Related to Buckets 1 & 3 but details may be nebulous 
and/or context dependent. Types are too numerous to 
describe here.  

Specific Example 
Faculty publicly berates a professional staff member in a 
hostile and denigrating manner 

Applicable written policies, standards or code (within UW) 
Principles of Conduct for UW Community  
EO 31, 51, 54 
Faculty Code: Chapter 24, 25, 27, 28  
[Note: 25-71 = “Standard of Conduct”]   
UW Medicine Professionalism Policy 
Workplace Violence Policy, Domestic Violence Policy (APS 
11.7) 

Offices/Entities likely to be involved: 
Chair, Dean 
Ombud/Conciliation 
Academic Personnel/HR 

Add’l Offices/Entities that may be involved 
UCIRO, Title IX, Safe Campus, Colleagues, Sec Fac, Provost, 
Office of Research Misconduct Proceedings, Graduate 
School, Student Life 

Goals/Interests 
Education, reconciliation and mitigation; ensuring health 
and safety; reduction of disruption; promotion of 
community health and well-being; upholding university 
policies and standards; commitment to early intervention 
and exhaustion of interest-based approaches before 
recourse to formal grievance/discipline procedures 

Corrective Focus/Informal 
Disciplinary (i.e., dispute involves 
violation of community/ 
unit/institutional norms, rules, 
policies or procedures) 

1. Discussion between 
faculty member & 
appropriate 
administrative officer(s) 
(e.g., chair, Dean) 

Corrective Focus/Informal Disciplinary (i.e., dispute involves violation of 
community/unit/institutional norms, rules, policies or procedures) 
1. Informational discussion (e.g., educational focus, enhance awareness of community or

institutional norms, rules, policies or procedures that may have been violated) 
• Assumes individual has the ability to self-correct given adequate situational 

understanding 
• Possible resolutions may include apology, some form of reconciliation or 

restitution (e.g. payment for damage due to individuals or the institution), other
corrective behavior or appropriate negotiated settlement 

2. Oral warning 
• Assumes individual needs help but can’t self-correct
• Possible resolutions may include training, coaching/mentoring, reconciliation or 

restitution (e.g. payment for damage due to individuals or the institution), other
corrective behavior or appropriate mutually acceptable negotiated settlement 

Recourse:   
Mediation (between 
faculty member and 
administrative 
officer) 

Formal Disciplinary (minor) 
1. Discussion between 

faculty member & 
appropriate 
administrative officers
(e.g., Dean, chair) 

2. Mediation (between 
faculty member and 
administrative officer)

Formal Disciplinary (minor) 
3. Recorded warning (i.e., oral warning/reprimand reduced to writing
4. Written reprimand

Recourse:   
Brief Adjudication 
(BAP) 
Local/unit-based or 
Central/university 
level? 

Formal Disciplinary (minor+) 
1. Brief Adjudication (BAP) 

Local/unit-based or 
Central/university level? 

Formal Disciplinary (minor+) 
5. Fine 
6. Suspension from service for a stated period without other prejudice 
7. Suspension with pay 
8. Loss of prospective benefits for a stated period (e.g., suspension of “regular” or “merit

increase” in salary or suspension of promotion eligibility) 

Recourse:  
Full adjudication 

Formal Disciplinary (major) 
1. Full Adjudication 

Formal Disciplinary (major) 
9. Reduction in salary for a stated period
10. Suspension without pay (for any period of time) 
11. Non-renewal/Dismissal

Recourse:  
Courts/legal 
remedies 

Commented [ZB5]: Should mediation be required, if
requested by one of the parties, before recourse to any formal 
disciplinary action (e.g., recorded warning or written 
reprimand) is allowed? 

Commented [ZB6]: Should mediation be required, if
requested by one of the parties or regardless of any request, 
before recourse to BAP is available? 

Exhibit 1
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Dispute Type Available 
Processes/Procedures 

Available Resolutions/Sanctions RECOURSE 

Bucket #3B:  Violation of Standards (Non-Title IX) 

Broad Types 
Research Misconduct, Financial fraud, other policies and 
regulatory violations, etc. 

Specific Example 
Faculty member accused of fabricating data.  

Applicable written policies, standards or code (within UW) 
Principles of Conduct for UW Community  
EO 45, 57, 61 
Faculty Code: Chapter 24, 25, 27, 28  
[Note: 25-71 = “Standard of Conduct”]   
UW Medicine Professionalism Policy 

Offices/Entities likely to be involved: 
Provost 
Academic Personnel/HR 
Chair, Dean 
UCIRO/Title IX/Office of Research Misconduct Proceedings  
Secretary of Faculty 
Adjudication Panel 

Add’l Offices/Entities that may be involved 
Ombud/Conciliation, Safe Campus, Office of Research, 
Graduate School, AG’s Office 

Goals/Interests 
Upholding university policies and standards, safeguarding 
academic freedom and integrity; ensuring health and 
safety; assuring timely, clear, equitable, fair and 
transparent and ethical procedures; imposition of 
proportional discipline; mitigating/reducing institutional 
risk; taking appropriate corrective action. 

Non-Disciplinary Research 
Indiscretions (e.g., authorship 
dispute, data access/ownership, 
etc.) 

Facilitation (e.g., by peer, 
chair, or ombud) 

Non-Disciplinary Research Indiscretions (e.g., authorship dispute, data access/ownership 
etc.) 

• Any appropriate mutually acceptable negotiated settlement or resolution
between the individuals engaged in conflict 

Recourse:  
Mediation (between 

conflicting 
parties) 

Corrective Focus/Informal 
Disciplinary i.e., dispute 
involves violation of 
community/unit/institutional 
norms, rules, policies or 
procedures but does not rise 
to level of research 
misconduct) 
1. Discussion between 

faculty member & 
appropriate 
administrative officer(s) 
(e.g., chair, Dean) 

Corrective Focus/Informal Disciplinary i.e., dispute involves violation of 
community/unit/institutional norms, rules, policies or procedures but does not rise to 
level of research misconduct) 

1. Informational discussion (e.g., educational focus, enhance awareness of community or
institutional norms, rules, policies or procedures that may have been violated) 
• Assumes individual has the ability to self-correct given adequate situational 

understanding 
• Possible resolutions may include apology, some form of reconciliation or restitution

(e.g. payment for damage due to individuals or the institution), other corrective 
behavior or appropriate negotiated settlement 

2. Oral warning 
• Assumes individual needs help but can’t self-correct
• Possible resolutions: training, coaching/mentoring, reconciliation or restitution (e.g. 

payment for damage due to individuals or the institution), other corrective behavior
or appropriate mutually acceptable negotiated settlement 

Recourse:   
Mediation (between 
faculty member and 
administrative 
officer) 

Formal Disciplinary (minor) 
1. Discussion between faculty

member & admins (e.g., 
Dean, chair) 

2. Mediation (between faculty 
member and admin)

Formal Disciplinary (minor) 
3. Recorded warning (i.e., oral warning/reprimand reduced to writing
4. Written reprimand

Recourse:   
Brief Adjudication 
(BAP) 
Local/unit-based or 
Central/university 
level? 

Formal Disciplinary (minor+) 
1. Brief Adjudication (BAP) 

Local/unit-based or 
Central/university level? 

Formal Disciplinary (minor+) 
5. Fine 
6. Suspension from service for a stated period without other prejudice 
7. Suspension with pay 
8. Loss of prospective benefits for a stated period (e.g., suspension of “regular” or “merit

increase” in salary or suspension of promotion eligibility)

Recourse:  
Full adjudication 

Formal Disciplinary (major) 
1. Full Adjudication 

Formal Disciplinary (major) 
9.Reduction in salary for a stated period; 10.suspension without pay;11.non-renewal/dismissal 

Recourse: Courts & 
legal remedies 

Commented [ZB7]: STILL AWAITING OUR INITIAL 
REVIEW & DISCUSSION 
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Dispute Type Available 
Processes/Procedures 

Available Resolutions/Sanctions RECOURSE 

Bucket #3B:  Violation of Standards (Equity, Discrimination 
& Harrassment) 

Broad Types:  Equity Violations, Harassment, Sexual 
Harassment, Retaliation, Discrimination 

Specific Example:  Faculty member made sexually charged 
comments toward and then touched a graduate student 
who had previously made it clear she wasn’t interested  

Applicable written policies, standards or code (within UW) 
Principles of Conduct for UW Community  
EO 31, 51, 54 
Faculty Code: Chapter 24, 25, 27, 28  
[Note: 25-71 = “Standard of Conduct”]   
Workplace Violence Policy, Domestic Violence Policy (APS 
11.7) 
UW Medicine Professionalism Policy 

Offices/Entities likely to be involved: 
Provost 
Academic Personnel/HR 
Chair, Dean 
UCIRO/Title IX/Office of Research Misconduct Proceedings  
Secretary of Faculty 
Adjudication Panel 

Add’l Offices/Entities that may be involved 
Ombud/Conciliation, Safe Campus, Ofice of Research, 
Graduate School, AG’s Office 

Goals/Interests:  Upholding university policies and 
standards, safeguarding academic freedom and integrity; 
ensuring health and safety; assuring timely, clear, equitable, 
fair and transparent and ethical procedures; imposition of 
proportional discipline; mitigating/reducing institutional 
risk; taking appropriate corrective action. 

Corrective Focus/Informal 
Disciplinary (i.e., dispute 
involves violation of 
community/institutional 
norms, rules, policies or 
procedures) 
1. Discussion between faculty

member & appropriate 
administrative officer(s) 
(e.g., chair, Dean) 

Corrective Focus/Informal Disciplinary (i.e., dispute involves violation of 
community/institutional norms, rules, policies or procedures) 
1. Informational discussion (e.g., educational focus, enhance awareness of 

community or institutional norms, rules, policies or procedures that may have 
been violated) 
• Assumes individual has the ability to self-correct given adequate situational 

understanding 
• Possible resolutions may include apology, some form of reconciliation or 

restitution (e.g. payment for damage due to individuals or the institution),
other corrective behavior or appropriate negotiated settlement 

2. Oral warning 
• Assumes individual needs help but can’t self-correct
• Possible resolutions may include training, coaching/mentoring, reconciliation

or restitution (e.g. payment for damage due to individuals or the institution), 
other corrective behavior or appropriate mutually acceptable negotiated 
settlement

Recourse:   
Mediation (between 
faculty member and 
administrative officer) 

Formal Disciplinary (minor) 
1. Discussion between faculty

member & appropriate 
administrative officers 
(e.g., Dean, chair) 

2. Mediation (between 
faculty member and 
administrative officer)

Formal Disciplinary (minor) 
3. Recorded warning (i.e., oral warning/reprimand reduced to writing
4. Written reprimand

Recourse:   
Brief Adjudication 
(BAP) 
Local/unit-based or 
Central/university 
level? 

Formal Disciplinary (minor+) 
1. Brief Adjudication (BAP) 

a. Local/unit-based or
Central/university 
level? 

Formal Disciplinary (minor+) 
5. Fine 
6. Suspension from service for a stated period without other prejudice 
7. Suspension with pay 
8. Loss of prospective benefits for a stated period (e.g., suspension of “regular” or

“merit increase” in salary or suspension of promotion eligibility) 

Recourse:  
Full adjudication 

Formal Disciplinary (major) 
1. Full Adjudication 

Formal Disciplinary (major) 
9. Reduction in salary for a stated period
10. Suspension without pay (for any period of time) 
11. Non-renewal/Dismissal

Recourse:   
Courts/legal remedies 

Commented [ZB8]: NOTE:  Disputes that do not rise to
level of EO 31, 51 or 54 would revert to bucket 2 processes 
and resolutions/sanctions ADR ladders. 

Commented [ZB9]: Is mediation ever appropriate in 
context of these types of disputes? 

Commented [ZB10]: If mediation is deemed appropriate 
for a subset of these types of disputes/situations, should 
mediation be required, if requested by one of the parties or 
regardless of any request, before recourse to BAP is 
available?  In short what should the sequence of procedures 
and criteria for access to those procedures be in this context? 

Exhibit 1
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Dispute Type Available 
Processes/Procedures 

Available Resolutions/Sanctions 

Bucket #4:  Work Performance & Professional 
Advancement 

Broad Types:  Appointment/Reappointment, Mid-
Appointment Review, Tenure and Promotion, Annual 
Review and Merit Evaluation, Teaching Evaluation, Salary 
etc. 

Specific Example:  Faculty member is denied tenure; Faculty 
argues he/she received biased annual review or evaluation 
of merit. 

Applicable written policies, standards or code (within UW) 
Principles of Conduct for UW Community  
Faculty Code: Chapter 21, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28  

Offices/Entities likely to be involved: 
Provost 
Academic Personnel/HR 
Elected Faculty Council 
Chair, Dean 
Review Committee 
Secretary of Faculty 
Adjudication Panel 

Add’l Offices/Entities that may be involved 
Ombud/Conciliation, Colleagues, AG’s Office 

Goals/Interests:  Education and mentoring; upholding 
university policies and standards, safeguarding academic 
freedom and integrity; assuring timely, clear, equitable, fair 
and transparent and ethical procedures; assuring fair and 
equitable personnel decisions; taking appropriate corrective 
action. 

Corrective Focus/Informal 
Disciplinary (i.e., dispute 
involves violation of 
community/institutional 
norms, rules, policies or 
procedures) 
1. Discussion between faculty

member & appropriate 
administrative officer(s) 
(e.g., chair, Dean) 

Corrective Focus/Informal Disciplinary (i.e., dispute involves violation of 
community/institutional norms, rules, policies or procedures) 
1. Informational discussion (e.g., educational focus, enhance awareness of 

community or institutional norms, rules, policies or procedures that may have 
been violated) 
• Assumes individual has the ability to self-correct given adequate situational 

understanding 
• Leverage of the annual planning review process.

2. Oral warning 
• Assumes individual needs help but can’t self-correct
• Possible resolutions may include training, coaching/mentoring, reconciliation

or restitution (e.g. payment for damage due to individuals or the institution), 
other corrective behavior or appropriate mutually acceptable negotiated 
settlement 

Recourse:   
Mediation (between 
faculty member and 
administrative officer) 

Formal Disciplinary (minor) 
1. Discussion between faculty

member & appropriate 
administrative officers 
(e.g., Dean, chair) 

2. Mediation (between 
faculty member and 
administrative officer)

Formal Disciplinary (minor) 
3. Recorded warning (i.e., oral warning/reprimand reduced to writing
4. Written reprimand

Recourse:   
Brief Adjudication 
(BAP) 
Local/unit-based or 
Central/university 
level? 

Formal Disciplinary (minor+) 
1. Brief Adjudication (BAP) 

a. Local/unit-based or
Central/university 
level? 

Formal Disciplinary (minor+) 
5. Fine 
6. Suspension from service for a stated period without other prejudice 
7. Suspension with pay 
8. Loss of prospective benefits for a stated period (e.g., suspension of “regular” or

“merit increase” in salary or suspension of promotion eligibility) 

Recourse:  
Full adjudication 

Formal Disciplinary (major) 
1. Full Adjudication 

Formal Disciplinary (major) 
9. Reduction in salary for a stated period
10. Suspension without pay (for any period of time) 
11. Non-renewal/Dismissal

Recourse:   
Courts/legal remedies 

Commented [ZB11]: STILL AWAITING OUR INITIAL 
REVIEW & DISCUSSION 

Exhibit 1
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MOTIVATING PROCESS/PROCEDURE DESIGN PRINCIPLES 
• Our practices, processes and procedures should facilitate parties’ ability to identify and implement solutions first, impose formal discipline as needed second.
• We want to facilitate--whenever possible--early intervention, exhaustion of interest-based processes first in service of promoting interest-based outcomes.

o Current standards, practice and dispute resolution/disciplinary approaches don’t encourage us to exhaust least costly, community oriented, interest-based approaches before escalating
to a rights-based procedure (i.e., adjudication).

o Currently, if dispute resolution is not easily facilitated, there is early migration to, and over-reliance on, legalistic approaches and procedures. 
o Looking to establish at a progressive structure that encourages/directs to lower level resolution processes with an adjudication generally reserved as a last resort.

• Amount of due process should align with the severity of the sanction; we want to avoid such a degree of process that we can’t achieve a just result.
• Processes and procedures need to be:

o Consistent 
o Equitable
o Fair
o Transparent 

LEGAL PERSPECTIVES THAT BEAR 
• Washington Administrative Procedures Act (WAPA) is the broader legal framework within which system operates
• Various cases may have implications and need to be considered: 

o Storti Decision – ruled that the faculty code is a contract (Faculty Code Chapter 29 currently provides for amendment to the code, puts faculty on notice that terms and conditions can
change) 

o Loudermill – state may determine what is a property interest but required procedures/process are constitutionally mandated
o Federal Statutes (e.g., as relate to Alternative Dispute Resolution procedures; little in APA regarding ADR)

Exhibit 1
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Proviso section 

• EFC members are elected by voting faculty of 
the unit 

• Deans, associate deans, and chairs may not 
be voting members of their respective EFCs 

• Deans, associate deans, and chairs may not 
appoint, propose, or elect members to EFCs 
or other standing committees that advise 
deans 

• If administrator is ex-officio, must be without 
vote 

 

 

Issues to be resolved: 

• Which administrators? (Definition) – 
exploring boundaries of shared governance 
 

A.  Subject to the provisions of 
Section 23-46, the faculty of each campus, 
college, or school other than the Graduate 
School shall determine its own 
organization and rules of procedure 
except as stipulated in Subsections B and 
C of this section. The organization and 
rules of procedure of a department may 
be determined by the department  
faculty,  but shall be subject to review by 
the appropriate campus, school, or 
college faculty. 

 

B.  The University of Washington 
Bothell and the University of Washington 
Tacoma shall each have an elected faculty 
council or councils that shall advise their 
respective chancellors on matters 
affecting the general welfare of their 
respective campuses, matters of faculty 
promotion and tenure, and on matters 
involving academic policy, including 
priorities, resource and salary allocation, 
and budgets. In accord with Subsection A, 
the faculty of each campus shall 
determine for itself the organization and 
structure of its council or councils and the 
procedure by which the members are 
elected. 

 

C.  Each school or college shall have 
an elected faculty council or councils 
which shall advise the dean on matters of 
faculty promotion and tenure, and advise 
the dean on matters involving academic 

     

Section 23-45   Campus, College, and 
School Faculties:  Authority to Determine 
Organization and Procedure Determine 
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Memorandum 
 
November 17, 2017 
 
To: Faculty Council on Faculty Affairs 
From: Jake Vigdor 
Re: Draft code revisions for tenure/promotion in non-departmentalized units. 
 
Note that all revisions pertain to Faculty Code Section 24-54.  Note further that this section 
describes a procedure that pertains only to “mandatory” promotion decisions, or in the 
event a faculty member requests that this procedure be followed.  
 
Note further that the term “mandatory” is not explicitly defined in Faculty Code Chapter 24.  
The term appears six times in this section of the code, in 24-49 subsections D and E 
pertaining to part-time assistant professors, and four times in 24-54 itself.  For purposes of 
this memorandum, the term “mandatory review” is interpreted to mean “the review for 
promotion from assistant to associate professor, which must occur by the time an assistant 
professor has attained a particular duration-of-service threshold.”  
 

1. ORIGINAL VERSION 
 
C. The dean shall be advised by a committee or council of the college or school. This 
advisory group, elected by the faculty of the college or school, shall consider each case 
presented to it and submit its recommendations with reasons therefor to the dean. If the 
recommendation of the committee or council is not favorable, or if it conflicts with the 
faculty vote, then the council or committee recommendation with reasons therefor shall be 
provided to the candidate. For purposes of confidentiality, specific attributions shall be 
omitted and vote counts may be omitted from this report. In a departmentalized school or 
college, when a candidate for promotion is under consideration, any member of the 
committee or council who is also a member of the candidate's department may be excused. 
 

2. OCCAM’S RAZOR VARIATION (eliminates secondary review requirement) 
 
C. In departmentalized colleges or schools, the dean shall be advised by a committee or 
council of the college or school. This advisory group, elected by the faculty of the college or 
school, shall consider each case presented to it and submit its recommendations with 
reasons therefor to the dean. If the recommendation of the committee or council is not 
favorable, or if it conflicts with the faculty vote, then the council or committee 
recommendation with reasons therefor shall be provided to the candidate. For purposes of 
confidentiality, specific attributions shall be omitted and vote counts may be omitted from 
this report. In a departmentalized school or college, when a candidate for promotion is 
under consideration, any member of the committee or council who is also a member of the 
candidate's department may be excused. 
 
In a non-departmentalized college or school, the voting faculty superior in rank and title to 
the candidate constitute a committee of the whole advisory to the dean, and the faculty 
vote described in Section 24-54, subsection B constitutes its recommendation to the dean.  
 

3. PITTSBURGH VARIATION 
 
C. The dean shall be advised by a committee or council of the college or school. This 
advisory group, elected by the faculty of the college or school, shall consider each case 
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presented to it and submit its recommendations with reasons therefor to the dean. If the 
recommendation of the committee or council is not favorable, or if it conflicts with the 
faculty vote, then the council or committee recommendation with reasons therefor shall be 
provided to the candidate. For purposes of confidentiality, specific attributions shall be 
omitted and vote counts may be omitted from this report. In a departmentalized school or 
college, when a candidate for promotion is under consideration, any member of the 
committee or council who is also a member of the candidate's department may be excused.  
The committee or council must consist of faculty superior in academic rank or title to the 
person under consideration who did not participate in the report-writing, discussion, or vote 
outlined in Section 24-54, subsection B.  
 

4. MINNESOTA VARIATION 
 
C. The dean shall be advised by a committee or council of the college or school (or a 
campus-wide committee if undepartmentalized). This advisory group, elected by the faculty 
of the college or school (or by the combined faculty of undepartmentalized units), shall 
consider each case presented to it and submit its recommendations with reasons therefor to 
the dean. If the recommendation of the committee or council is not favorable, or if it 
conflicts with the faculty vote, then the council or committee recommendation with reasons 
therefor shall be provided to the candidate. For purposes of confidentiality, specific 
attributions shall be omitted and vote counts may be omitted from this report. In a 
departmentalized school or college, when a candidate for promotion is under consideration, 
any member of the committee or council who is also a member of the candidate's 
department shallmay be excused.  Any member of the campus-wide committee who is also 
a member of the candidate’s college or school shall be excused. 
 
5. WISCONSIN VARIATION   
 
C. The dean shall be advised by a divisional committeecommittee or council of the college or 
school. This advisory group, elected by the combined faculty of the its constituent 
departments, colleges, and schoolscollege or school, shall consider each case presented to it 
and submit its recommendations with reasons therefor to the dean. If the recommendation 
of the divisional committee or council is not favorable, or if it conflicts with the faculty vote, 
then the council or divisional committee recommendation with reasons therefor shall be 
provided to the candidate. For purposes of confidentiality, specific attributions shall be 
omitted and vote counts may be omitted from this report. In a departmentalized school or 
college, when a candidate for promotion is under consideration, Any member of the 
divisional committee or council who is also a member of the candidate's department (or 
college/school if undepartmentalized) shallmay be excused. 
 
6. PROVOST COMMITTEE VARIATION (requiring revision to subsections C and D). 
 

C.  

The dean may shall be advised by a committee or council of the college or school. This 
advisory group, elected by the faculty of the college or school, shall consider each case 
presented to it and submit its recommendations with reasons therefor to the dean. If the 
recommendation of the committee or council is not favorable, or if it conflicts with the 
faculty vote, then the council or committee recommendation with reasons therefor shall be 
provided to the candidate. For purposes of confidentiality, specific attributions shall be 
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omitted and vote counts may be omitted from this report. In a departmentalized school or 
college, when a candidate for promotion is under consideration, any member of the 
committee or council who is also a member of the candidate's department may be excused. 

D. 
 
After receiving the recommendation of this committee or council the dean shall issue a 
decision or recommendation decide the matter.  
 
Prior to the issuance of a decision or recommendation by the dean that is not favorable, 
the dean shall provide the candidate with his or her initial recommendation and reasons 
therefor. In such cases, the dean or the dean's designee shall then discuss the case with 
the candidate. The candidate may then respond in writing to the dean within seven 
calendar days of the discussion.  
 
If the recommendation of the dean is favorable, or if the promotion decision is mandatory, 
the dean shall transmit his or her recommendation and the candidate's response, if it 
exists, to the candidate and to the Provost. For purposes of confidentiality, specific 
attributions shall be omitted and vote counts may be omitted from the report to the 
candidate.  
 
If the promotion decision of the dean is not favorable and not mandatory, and the 
candidate has written a response to the dean, the dean shall transmit his or her decision 
and the candidate's response to the Provost for information purposes. 
 
If the promotion recommendation is both favorable and mandatory, the Provost shall be 
advised by a campus-wide committee on academic personnel.  This advisory group, 
appointed by the Senate Executive Committee, shall consider each case presented to it and 
submit its recommendation to the Provost.  If the recommendation of the committee is not 
favorable, then the committee recommendation with reasons therefor shall be provided to 
the candidate.  For purposes of confidentiality, specific attributions shall be omitted and 
vote counts may be omitted from this report.  Any member of the committee who is also a 
member of the candidate’s department (or the candidates’ college or school if 
undepartmentalized) shall be excused.   
 
After receiving the recommendation of this committee, where applicable, the Provost shall 
decide the matter. 
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