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AGENDA 
Senate of the Urbana-Champaign Campus 

March 7, 2016 
3:10 – 5:15 pm 

ILLINI UNION – ILLINI ROOM A 

I. Call to Order – Interim Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and Provost Edward Feser 

II. Approval of Minutes – February 8, 2016 

III. Senate Executive Committee Report – Chair Gay Miller 

IV. Chancellor’s Remarks – Interim Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and Provost Edward Feser 

V. Questions/Discussion 

VI. Consent Agenda 
Consent Agenda items are only distributed via http://www.senate.illinois.edu/20160307a.asp. If any senator wishes to 
move an item from the Consent Agenda to Proposals and have copies at the meeting, they must notify the Senate Office 
at least two business days before the meeting.  

EP.16.37 Proposal to Establish an Undergraduate Minor in Global Markets and 
Society, College of Liberal Arts and Sciences 

Educational Policy 
(B. Francis, Chair) 

   

EP.16.41 Proposal to Revise the Clinical Concentrations in the Master of Social Work 
Program, School of Social Work 

Educational Policy 
(B. Francis, Chair) 

   

EP.16.44 Proposal to Rename the General Engineering Degree to Systems Engineering 
and Design 

Educational Policy 
(B. Francis, Chair) 

   
EP.16.48 Proposal to Establish or Modify an Undergraduate Minor in Public Relations 

(PR) offered by the Charles H. Sandage Department of Advertising, College of 
Media 

Educational Policy 
(B. Francis, Chair) 

   
EP.16.52 Proposal to Establish a Undergraduate Minor in Creative Writing, College of 

Liberal Arts and Sciences 
Educational Policy 
(B. Francis, Chair) 

   
EP.16.53 Proposal to Discontinue the Minor in the Teaching of Mathematics, Grades 

6-8, in the Department of Mathematics, College of Liberal Arts & Sciences 
Educational Policy 
(B. Francis, Chair) 

   
EP.16.59 Proposal to Revise the Bachelor of Science (BS) in Kinesiology Curriculum in 

the Department of Kinesiology and Community Health (KCH), AHS 
Educational Policy 
(B. Francis, Chair) 

   
EP.16.60 Proposal to Revise the Mathematics and Computer Science BSLAS in the 

College of LAS 
Educational Policy 
(B. Francis, Chair) 

   
EP.16.61 Proposal to Revise the Statistics and Computer Science BSLAS in the College 

of LAS 
Educational Policy 
(B. Francis, Chair) 

   
VII. Proposals (enclosed) 

CC.16.10 Nominations to the Athletic Board Committee on 
Committees 
(P. Kalita) 
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SP.16.07 Amendment to the Statutes: Nondiscrimination Statement University Statutes & 
Senate Procedures 
(W. Maher, Chair) 

3 

    
EP.16.51 Proposal to Establish a Bachelor of Science in Innovation, 

Leadership and Engineering Entrepreneurship (BS in ILEE) Degree in 
the College of Engineering. 

Educational Policy 
(B. Francis, Chair) 

5 

    
VIII. University Strategic Plan Discussion 

IX. Committee of the Whole Discussion 
SP.15.08 Proposed Revisions to the Constitution, Article II, Section 1.b – 

Faculty Representation and Article III, Section 1.b – Other 
Academic Staff Representation 

University Statutes & 
Senate Procedures 
(W. Maher, Chair) 

35 

    
X. Reports for Information (enclosed)  

EP.16.55 Administrative Approvals – February 8, 2016 Educational Policy 39 
    
EP.16.58 Administrative Approvals – February 15, 2016 Educational Policy 41 
    
EP.16.63 Administrative Approvals – February 29, 2016 Educational Policy 43 
    
EQ.16.02 Report on the Spring 2015 Diversity Climate Survey Equal Opportunity 

and Inclusion 
45 

    
SC.16.27 BOT Observer Report – January 21, 2016 A. Mixon 93 
    

XI. New Business 
Matters not included in the agenda may not be presented to the Senate without concurrence of a majority of the 
members present and voting. Items of new business may be discussed, but no action can be taken. 

XII. Adjournment 
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MINUTES 

Senate of the Urbana-Champaign Campus 
February 8, 2016 

Minutes 

A regular meeting of the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Senate was called to order at 3:12 pm in 
Foellinger Auditorium with Interim Chancellor Barbara Wilson presiding and Professor Emeritus H. George 
Friedman, Jr. and Lecturer Sara Benson serving as Parliamentarians. 

Approval of Minutes 
02/08/16-01 The minutes from December 7, 2015 were approved as distributed. 

Senate Executive Committee Report 
Gay Miller (VMED), faculty senator and Chair of the Senate Executive Committee (SEC), reported 
that the budget continues to be a topic of discussion and concern. The President will continue to 
be actively engaged with the legislature on the budget impasse. Students are now more aware of 
the lack of funding, particularly for MAP (Monetary Award Program) grants, and are engaged in 
assisting the campus to share concern with the legislature. Miller was appreciative of the student 
support. 

Application numbers are up overall for the Urbana campus by 11% for fall 2016. Questions have 
been raised over the economic downturn in China and if it will influence student attendance or 
housing on the Urbana campus. 

Chair Miller discussed what it means to be a leader or team member on this campus.  At times we 
are leaders and at times we are followers. Leaders are individuals working with others to create 
positive change. There are four key elements that followers need from leaders: trust, compassion, 
stability, and hope. We should work with leaders to ensure these key elements are provided. 

Chair Miller also noted that senators will be receiving information about serving on Senate 
committees soon.  

02/08/16-02 Tellers for the meeting were faculty senators Prasanta Kalita (ACES) and Rolando Romero (LAS), 
and student senator Calvin Lear (GRAD). 

Chancellor’s Remarks 
Interim Chancellor Barbara Wilson stated that the state continues to be at a standstill in regards 
to a budget. President Killeen continues to talk to the legislature about the importance of higher 
education in our state and is planning to propose a three year compact. The compact would 
provide a more stable budget for three years instead of going through the budget process on a 
yearly basis. President Killeen has been working on the compact with the Illinois caucus. Wilson 
encouraged senators to advocate the importance of higher education.  

Wilson invited Interim Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and Provost Edward Feser to 
comment further on the budget process. Feser commented that normally a current budget for 
FY16 budget would be in place and work would begin on a FY17 budget. The budget plan this year 
will encompass the short-term and long-term budget plan. The 3%, 5%, and 7 % reduction 
exercises are a short-term solution. There also must be a plan to proactively think about how the 
campus needs to adjust over the long-term with continued reduced state support. The reduction 
percentages are not across the board reductions. Everyone is asked to plan in this manner, but 
action is not being taken at the time. This approach is to give everyone time to develop a plan.   

This year the CBATF (Campus Budget Advisory Task Force) has been formed and CBOC (Campus 
Budget Oversight Committee) will not be constituted. A modified budget process will be used for 
this year and the CBATF has been asked to make recommendations on changes to the budget 
model and process. Budget Sessions are also planned in March. Additional information will be 
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distributed to the campus when dates and times are confirmed for the Budget Sessions. Wilson 
thanked Feser for the additional budget information. 

Wilson reported that Notice of Admissions letters were recently sent to applicants. Applications 
have now passed 37,000 including an increase in Latino/a and African American applications. A lot 
of hard work has been done on recruitment and increased recruitment efforts will continue. 

Wilson shared that the search for the College of Medicine Dean is underway and anticipates that 
a dean will be named by summer. The curriculum committee is hard at work along with a chief 
planner in order to meet the goal of admitting the first class of students in 2018. 

Wilson thanked Matthew Wheeler for chairing the Athletic Director search committee. The 
committee is making great progress and attention has been attracted from some really good 
candidates. 

The search for a Vice Chancellor for Diversity will begin soon. This position was previously held by 
Menah Pratt-Clarke. Wilson continues to meet with students to discuss diversity issues and 
inclusion in a more expansive way.  

Questions/Discussion 
Faculty senator Weech (LISC) requested the Senate be more actively involved in the budget 
process. Wilson noted that there is Senate representation on the CBATF. Feser added that once a 
draft budget plan has been created, the next step would be meeting with the Dean’s Budget 
Committee. There will be several groups reviewing and commenting on the proposed budget 
plan. Feser stated that the Senate and SEC will continue to be informed about the budget process. 

Student senator Mosely (GRAD) asked for more detailed information on underrepresented 
student applicants and the majors those students were applying to. Wilson replied that the 
requested data was available, but did not have that level of detailed data on-hand at today’s 
meeting. 

Consent Agenda 
Hearing no objections, the following proposals were approved by unanimous consent. 

02/08/16-03 EP.16.38* Proposal to Revise the Bachelor of Fine Arts in Dance (BFA in Dance) 

02/08/16-04 EP.16.40* Proposal to Revise the Undergraduate Minor in Art and Design, College of Fine and 
Applied Arts 

02/08/16-05 EP.16.43* Proposal to Revise the Teacher Education Minor in Secondary School Teaching in the 
College of Education 

02/08/16-06 EP.16.45* Proposal to Establish a Graduate Concentration in Computational Science and 
Engineering 

02/08/16-07 EP.16.47* Proposal to Revise the Requirements for the Master of Music Education Degree 

02/08/16-08 EP.16.49* Proposal to Revise the Computer Science B.S. Degree in the College of Engineering 

Proposals 
02/08/16-09 CC.16.09* Nomination to the State Universities Retirement System Members Advisory Committee 

(SURSMAC) 

As Chair and on behalf of the Senate Committee on Committees, Kalita moved approval of Professor 
Emeritus John Kindt to serve on SURSMAC. There were no nominations from the floor and 
nominations were declared closed.  

02/08/16-10 By voice, Professor Emeritus Kindt was approved as a SURSMAC representative. 
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02/08/16-11 SP.16.04* Student Electorate Apportionment and the Election Procedures 

As Chair and on behalf of the Senate Committee on University Statutes and Senate Procedures 
(USSP), Maher introduced and moved approval of the student apportionment plan in proposal 
SP.16.04. Maher noted that the Senate is tasked with regularly reviewing the apportionment of 
senators. No discussion followed. 

02/08/16-12 By voice, the motion to adopt proposal SP.16.04 was approved. 

02/08/16-13 SP.16.07* Recommendations in Response to Proposed Revisions to the Non-Discrimination 
Statement 

As Chair and on behalf of the USSP, Maher introduced proposal SP.16.07. Maher noted that 
Proposal 1 is offered for final approval at today’s meeting. 

02/08/16-14 By voice, the motion to adopt Proposal 1 of SP.16.07 was approved. 

USSP Chair Maher introduced Proposal 2 and noted Proposal 2 is offered for a first reading at 
today’s meeting with a second reading and final approval at the March 7, 2016 Senate meeting. The 
floor was opened for discussion. 

USSP Chair Maher was asked to describe the process for proposing additional amendments to the 
Nondiscrimination Statement (NDS). USSP Chair Maher responded that all Statutes changes require 
two readings. As long as changes made to the proposal after the first reading are not of a 
substantive nature, the proposed amendment to the Statutes can be acted upon at its second 
reading during the subsequent Senate meeting.  

Faculty senator Oberdeck (LAS) requested criminal background checks also be added to the NDS. 
The USSP will take the advice of the Senate into consideration when preparing the proposal for a 
second reading.  

Current Benefits Issues 
John Kindt, Chair of Faculty and Academic Staff Benefits, reminded those present that employees 
can contact representatives, but University resources cannot be used in support of any political 
activities and any political activities must not interfere with employment obligations to the 
University.  

Kindt noted the following resources for additional information on employee and retiree benefits 
and pension issues: the State University Annuitants Association website http://suaa.org, the State 
University Retirement System website http://surs.com, and Nessie 
https://nessie.uihr.uillinois.edu/cf/index.cfm.  

Illinois Senate Bill 2043 is currently being considered by the legislature. SB 2043 would provide 
funding for universities, community colleges, and grants for low-income students.  

Form 1095c showing employer-provided health insurance is not currently required to file taxes.   
Reports 

02/08/16-15 EP.16.50* EPC Administrative Approvals through January 25, 2016   
    

New Business 
None. 

Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 pm. 

 

Jenny Roether, Senate Clerk 
*Filed with the Senate Clerk and incorporated by reference in these minutes. 

http://suaa.org/
http://surs.com/
https://nessie.uihr.uillinois.edu/cf/index.cfm
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CC.16.10 
March 7, 2016 

 
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 

URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE 
Committee on Committees 

(Final;Action) 
 

CC.16.10 Nominations to the Athletic Board  
 
Background 
The Athletic Board consists of seven faculty members, appointed by the Chancellor from nominations by the 
Senate, and two students appointed by the Chancellor from a slate of four candidates from the Illinois student 
government.  
 
Terms of faculty ordinarily shall be four years; terms of students ordinarily shall be one year, with the 
possibility of reappointment for an additional year. Continuing faculty members of the Athletic Board and the 
expiration of their terms are as follows: 
 

James D Anderson EDUC 2017 
Kathryn Clancy LAS 2018 
Kelly Bost ACES 2019 
Adrienne Dixson EDUC 2016 
Michael LeRoy LER 2018 
Michael Raycraft AHS 2019  
Thomas Ulen LAW 2017 
 

The Committee on Committees recommends approval of the following slate of nominees.   
(Subbmitted interest statements from nominees are attached.) 
 
Nominations 
The following faculty are nominated to fill one faculty position for a four-year term expiring in 2020. The two 
(2) candidates receiving the highest number of votes will be forwarded to the Chancellor for selection of one 
faculty member to fill the faculty vacancy. 

Matthew Allender  VMED 
Antonio Sotomayor  LIBR 
Arlette Ingram Willis  EDUC 
 
 
 

 

COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES 
Prasanta Kalita, Chair 

Tim Flanagin 
George Gross 

Randy McCarthy 
Lisa Monda-Amaya 

Nancy O’Brien 
Marissa Roberson 

Jenny Roether, ex officio 
 
 

Nominations from the floor must be accompanied by the nominee's signed statement of willingness to serve if 
elected, and a statement of interest. The statement shall be dated and include the name of the position to be 
filled. If present, the nominee's oral statement will suffice.
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FACULTY NOMINEES 
 
ALLENDER, Matthew (VMED) 
I am a 2000 graduate of the U of I with a BS in Ecology, Ethology, And Evolution. I went on to complete a DVM 
in 2004, MS in 2006, and PhD in 2012 all from the U of I. I was the resident veterinarian at the Knoxville Zoo 
and University of Tennessee from 2009-2012 and became board certified in Zoo and Wildlife Medicine in 2011 
from the American College of Zoological Medicine. I am currently an Assistant Professor in the Department of 
Veterinary Clinical Medicine where I teach, perform research, and provide clinical service. 
 
SOTOMAYOR, Antonio (LIBR) 
Antonio Sotomayor is Assistant Professor, Historian, and Librarian of Latin American and Caribbean Studies at 
the University Library at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, with faculty appointments in the 
Departments of Spanish and Portuguese, Recreation, Sport, and Tourism, and a faculty affiliate at the Center 
for Latin American and Caribbean Studies. His book, The Sovereign Colony: Olympic Sport, National Identity, 
and International Politics in Puerto Rico (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2016), studies the political 
process of Puerto Rico’s entry into the Olympic movement. His work also appears in journals such as 
Caribbean Studies, CENTRO Journal (Puerto Rican Studies), and Journal of Sport History. He is currently 
working on a study of religion, sport, and imperialism through the YMCA in Cuba and Puerto Rico, and an 
anthology on Latin American Olympic Movement. 
 
WILLIS, Arlette (EDUC) 
Arlette Ingram Willis, Ph. D., is a full professor at the University of Illinois (1991 - ); Fulbright Scholar (2014); 
University Scholar (2000); University Distinguished Teacher/Scholar (2002-2003); Campus Awardee for 
Excellence in Guiding Undergraduate Research (2001); and a Fellow in the Center on Democracy in a 
Multiracial Society (2004), Committee on Institutional Cooperation, Academic Leadership Program, Center for 
Advanced Study (1997-1998). She has won numerous scholarship and teaching awards in the College of 
Education and served on University and College of Education committees, e.g., Campus Budget Oversight, 
NCAA Athletics Certification, College Executive, and CI Faculty Advisory. Willis’ professional service includes, 
Co-Editorships and the presidency of the Literacy Research Association (2014-2015) and the National 
Conference on Research in Language and Literacy (2008-2009). Willis is married to a former Illinois assistant 
football coach, the current Director of Sports Facilities, and she has two sons (Lenny and Jacob) who played 
football for Illinois. 

22



SP.16.07 
March 7, 2016 

 
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 

URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE 
 

University Statutes and Senate Procedures 
 

SP.16.07 Amendment to the Statutes: Nondiscrimination Statement 
 
BACKGROUND 
In October 2015, Vice President for Academic Affairs Christophe Pierre forwarded several revisions to 
the “University of Illinois Nondiscrimination Statement” (NDS) to the University Senates’ Conference 
(USC) for advice prior to the November 2015 meeting of the Board of Trustees. The USC forwarded 
these revisions to the Chairs of each Senate for action. The Senate Committee on University Statutes 
and Senate Procedures (USSP) began consideration of the revisions at its October 22 meeting. 
 
Upon consideration, the USSP came to two – possibly conflicting – conclusions: 

1. That the revisions to include “genetic information”, “order of protection”, “pregnancy”, and 
“sex” are noncontroversial. In fact, revisions to include “genetic information” and “sex” 
received prior approval from the Senate during the 2014-2015 Statutes amendment process. 

2. That the NDS is not simply a separable aspirational statement or a preamble, but a fundamental 
part of the Statutes, and requires the same amendment process as the articles which it precedes. 
This point was particularly troubling to the USSP, because revisions to Article IX, Section 1 
(“Criteria for Employment and Promotion”) during the 2014-2015 Statutes amendment process 
were made with the understanding that the NDS, to which nondiscrimination clauses were 
moved, received the same weight and protections as any other section of the document. 

 
The Statutes specify two possible procedures for their amendment.  The one most often utilized is 
found in Article XIII, Section 8a (“Initiation by a Senate”).  The other is found in Article XIII, Section 
8b (“Initiation by the Board of Trustees”).  Neither of these procedures has been followed in this case. 
 
Rather than embark on legislative journeys to move the NDS into the articles proper or to withdraw 
this Senate’s advice on pending revisions to Article IX, the USSP has chosen to recommend a two-
pronged approach: stating the Senate’s position on the issue; and beginning the Article XIII, Section 8a 
sanctioned process to propose amendments to the Statutes. 
 
Since the February 8, 2016 meeting of the Senate, at which Proposal 2 below was given a first reading 
and discussed, several suggestions have been made for additions to the list of conditions in the NDS.  
USSP has considered these suggestions, and has decided to recommend that the Senate adopt the text 
of the NDS unchanged from the presentation of February 8 (Proposal 2 below). 
 
The suggestions made include the following: 

• That “sexual orientation including gender identity” be replaced by “sexual orientation, gender 
identity, gender expression”. 

• Add “judicial status”. 
• Add “family responsibility”. 
• Add “criminal conviction in matters unrelated to University operations”. 
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USSP finds that the phrases “gender expression”, “judicial status”, and “family responsibility” are 
undefined legal phrases, and their inclusion would make the NDS ambiguous and subject to a variety 
of interpretations. 
 
USSP finds that the phrase “criminal conviction in matters unrelated to University operations” is 
covered by applicable Illinois state law and Federal guidelines. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Senate Committee on University Statutes and Senate Procedures recommends approval of the 
following proposals, with text to be added underscored and text to be deleted indicated by strikeout 
(e.g., sample text for deletion).  
 
Proposal 1 – Statement of Position 

This proposal was presented and approved at the 8 February 2016 meeting of the Senate. 

It is the position of the Senate of the Urbana-Champaign Campus that the “University of Illinois 1 
Nondiscrimination Statement” (NDS) is a fully official and binding portion of the University Statutes, 2 
regardless of its placement within the Statutes. Any suggestion or process to the contrary is damaging 3 
to the legitimacy of the Statutes, of the NDS, and of the Senates’ authority to propose and advise on 4 
amendments to those Statutes. This Senate objects to attempts to revise the NDS outside the set 5 
amendment processes for the Statutes and urges our colleagues in the Senates of the Chicago and 6 
Springfield Campuses and on the Board of Trustees to join us in this position. 7 

 
Proposal 2 – Amendment to the Statutes, Nondiscrimination Statement, Paragraph 2 

This proposal was offered for first reading at the 8 February 2016 meeting of the Senate, with 

second reading and final approval at the 7 March 2016 meeting. 

The University of Illinois will not engage in discrimination or harassment against any person because 8 
of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, ancestry, age, order of protection, marital status, genetic 9 
information, political affiliation, disability, pregnancy, sexual orientation including gender identity, 10 
unfavorable discharge from the military or status as a protected veteran and will comply with all 11 
federal and state nondiscrimination, equal opportunity and affirmative action laws, orders and 12 
regulations. This nondiscrimination policy applies to admissions, employment, access to and treatment 13 
in the University programs and activities. 14 
 

UNIVERSITY STATUTES AND SENATE PROCEDURES 
William Maher, Chair 

H. George Friedman 
Shawn Gordon 
Wendy Harris 

Calvin Lear 
Anna-Maria Marshall 

Mark Roszkowski 
Gisela Sin 

Sandy Jones, Ex officio (designee) 
Marilyn Marshall, Observer 

Jenny Roether, Ex officio 

44



5

rlpark
Typewritten Text
EP.16.51 Final



6



7



8



9



10



11



12



13



14



15



16



17



18



19



20



21



22



23



24



25



26



27



28



29



30



31



32



33



. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

. 

34



SP.15.08 
March 7, 2016 

 
 

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 
URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE 

 
University Statutes and Senate Procedures 
(For Committee of the Whole Discussion) 

 
SP.15.08 Proposed Revisions to the Constitution, Article II, Section 1.b – Faculty 

Representation and Article III, Section 1.b – Other Academic Staff Representation  
 
BACKGROUND 
Following the 2014 issuance of Provost Communication #25 relating to Specialized Faculty, the 
Senate Committee on University Statutes and Senate Procedures (USSP) discussed the 
Communication’s creation of new titles for non-tenure system faculty and the resultant 
implications for the role of specialized faculty in the Senate.  Because the existing Constitution 
does not fully address the role that specialized faculty have played in representing some units or 
their relation to tenure system faculty and Other Academic Staff representation in the Senate, 
USSP has not been able to obtain clarity on the best course forward to address multiple related 
concerns.  To help develop the best recommendation, USSP recommends that the Senate hold a 
Committee of the Whole discussion of the apparent options available.  This document provides 
the information necessary for that discussion. 
 
Article II of the Constitution defines the members of the faculty electorate as “those members of 
the academic staff who are directly engaged in and responsible for the educational function of 
the University; ordinarily this will involve teaching and research.” Specifically, according to 
Section 1(a)-(c) of Article II, the faculty electorate consists of: 
 

all persons of the campus non-visiting academic staff, other than persons 
holding administrative appointments in excess of one-half time (the 
exception to this exclusion are executive officers of departments or similar 
units, and assistant or associate executive officers of such units, who are 
otherwise eligible), who: 
 
a.  Are tenured or receiving probationary credit toward tenure or in the 
preceding year have received probationary credit toward tenure or hold the 
unmodified academic rank or title of professor, associate professor, or 
assistant professor without tenure, have at least a one-half time 
appointment, and are paid by the University; or 
 
b.  Hold the academic rank or title of instructor or lecturer, have a full-
time appointment, are paid by the University, are not candidates for a 
degree from this University, and are designated by their voting unit for 
inclusion in the faculty electorate; or 
 
c.  Are retired members of the campus academic staff with the title of 
emeritus, and would otherwise be eligible for inclusion in the faculty 
electorate. 
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Article III of the Constitution defines the “Other Academic Staff” electorate.  One at-large 
senator is elected by academic staff who: 
 

A.  Hold the academic rank or title of professor, associate professor, or 
assistant professor modified by the terms “research,” “adjunct,” or 
“clinical;” or 
 
B.  Hold the academic rank or title of instructor or lecturer and are not 
included in the faculty electorate by designation of their voting unit; or 
 
C.  Hold the unmodified academic rank or title of teaching associate, 
research associate, or clinical associate;… 

 
This section of the electorate is referred to as the ABC electorate. 
 
In April 2014, the Provost issued Provost Communication #25 which outlined employment 
practices for a category of employees defined in the University Statutes as “other academics.” 
(University Statutes, Art. IX, Section 3c). According to Provost Communication #25, these 
“positions are often singularly focused on either the teaching or the research mission of the 
University.  These individuals perform specialized functions and their scope of work is more 
specific than their tenure-system peers.  In recognition of the specialized nature of these 
positions, and the contributions made by this group of employees, we will refer to this group of 
employees as ‘specialized faculty.’”  Communication #25 describes new job titles, promotional 
tracks, hiring procedures and other aspects of the “specialized faculty’s” employment 
relationship with the University.  Some of these job titles are teaching, research, and clinical 
assistant, associate, and full professors. 
 
USSP notes that this creates an anomaly: full time instructors and lecturers can be included in the 
faculty electorate at the option of their unit, but teaching, research, and clinical assistant, 
associate, and full professors cannot. 
 
For reference, the representation of faculty and academic professionals within the Senates of the 
other campuses is shown below.  USSP notes that these definitions partly reflect the nature of the 
operations of each campus and their size: 
 

Springfield: The Faculty Electorate is defined as all persons holding full-time faculty 
appointments who devote fifty percent or more of their time to instruction, 
research, and/or public service, excluding faculty with administrative titles 
of Dean or above.  A separate electorate exists for all academic 
professionals defined in the Statutes. 

 
Chicago: The Faculty Electorate is defined as academic staff members with rank of 

lecturer, instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, or professor, 
including clinical, research, adjunct or emeritus titles.  Not included are 
teaching and research associates, teaching and research assistants, and 
visiting faculty members.  All other academic staff are in a separate 
academic professionals electorate. 

 
USSP intends to draft a proposal for amending the UIUC Constitution’s definition of the faculty 
electorate in light of this new category of “specialized faculty.”  Before drafting this proposal, 
USSP is requesting that the Senate have a discussion about any proposed changes as a committee 
of the whole.  USSP will rely on that discussion to draft its proposal. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
In its deliberations, USSP identified 4 different possible strategies for addressing the issue of 
including “specialized faculty” in the electorate.  Those strategies are outlined below. 
  
Option A:  Minimal Changes to the Constitution 1 
 2 
Simply adding the “teaching” modifier to the description of the ABC electorate in the 3 
Constitution would assign all “specialized faculty” to that electorate.  Thus, a single at-large 4 
senator would represent the existing Other Academic Staff, as defined in Article III, as well as 5 
the members of the new category of “specialized faculty.” 6 
 7 
Option B:  Increase the Number of Senators Representing the ABC Electorate 8 
 9 
By increasing the number of senators that represent the ABC electorate, the composition of the 10 
Senate would more accurately reflect the numbers of academic staff at the University engaged in 11 
research and teaching.  Pursuing this option may require that the size of the Senate be adjusted.  12 
Serious consideration of this option would also need some indication of the range by which the 13 
ABC electorate would be increased, e.g., should it be raised from one to two, or five, or ten, or 14 
some other number? 15 
 16 
Option C:  Add the Specialized Faculty to the Faculty Electorate 17 
 18 
Adding the specialized faculty to the faculty electorate would include specialized faculty for 19 
purposes of deciding the number of senators allotted a unit and would allow specialized faculty 20 
to represent units in the Senate. 21 
 22 
Option D:  Create a Separate Electorate for Specialized Faculty 23 
 24 
The specialized faculty constitute a group of academic staff whose interests are sufficiently 25 
different that they may require separate representation in the campus Senate.  Pursuing this 26 
option may also require that the size of the Senate be adjusted and would also have to resolve the 27 
question of number of such senators, similar to Option B above. 28 
    29 

UNIVERSITY STATUTES AND SENATE PROCEDURES 
William Maher, Chair 

H. George Friedman 
Shawn Gordon 
Wendy Harris 

Calvin Lear 
Anna-Maria Marshall 

Mark Roszkowski 
Gisela Sin 

Sandy Jones, Ex officio (designee) 
Marilyn Marshall, Observer 

Jenny Roether, Ex officio 
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EP.16.55 
March 7, 2016 

 
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 

URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE 
(Final; Information) 

 
EP.16.55 Report of Administrative Approvals at the February 8, 2016 meeting of the EPC. 
 
Undergraduate Programs 
 
BSLAS in Geography and GIS – Remove the footnote in the Academic Catalog page for this program that 
states “Students in the Physical Geography Concentration may fulfill the core by completing ATMS 100 and 
GEOG 103 and one of the five courses: GEOG 101, GEOG 104, GEOG 105, GEOG 106 and GEOG 110, with 
GEOG 371 or GEOG 379 not required.” The footnote was mistakenly left within the major during its last 
approved update, which was effective Fall, 2014. The Department always intended for all students to take 
GEOG 371, Spatial Analysis (4 hours) or GEOG 379, Intro to GIS Systems (4 hours). This revision does not 
alter the overall required hours for the concentration or for the major.  
 
BSLAS in Integrative Biology – Revise the statistics requirement in the Integrative Biology concentration. 
The current requirement is “Statistics (an approved introductory statistics course). See the IB website for a 
course list: http://sib.illinois.edu/IB_Major.” The School of Integrative Biology has requested the 
requirement be changed to “STAT 212, Biostatistics (3 hours).” STAT 212 uses examples and homework 
assignment used by biologists and teaches students the beginnings of R-programming, a skill used 
increasingly by biologists in their statistical analyses. This revision does not alter the overall required hours 
for the concentration or for the major. 
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EP.16.58 
March 7, 2016 

 
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 

URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE 
(Final; Information) 

 
EP.16.58 Report of Administrative Approvals at the February 15, 2016 meeting of the EPC. 
 
Undergraduate Programs 
 
Minor in Mathematics – Require completion of two courses, MATH 241, Calculus III (4 hours) and one 400-
level Math course from the options listed for the minor (3-4 hours) prior to acceptance into the minor. Both 
of these courses count as part of the minor’s 19 hours; there is no change to the courses required to 
complete the minor nor to the overall hours required for the minor. The change is intended to enable 
students to experience more advanced Mathematics courses before they actually declare their intent to 
pursue the minor and to help Math advisors gauge a students’ level of preparation for the minor at time of 
declaration.  
 
Minor in Speech and Hearing Science – In the list of Speech and Hearing Science courses from which 
students are to choose a total of 8-9 hours, remove SHS 171, Evolution of Human Communication (3 hours); 
410, Stuttering: Theory & Practice (3 hours); 450, Introduction to Audiology & Hearing Disorders (4 hours); 
and 470, Neural Bases of Speech and Language (4 hours); add SHS 150, Hearing Processes and Disorders (3 
hours); SHS 280, Communication Neuroscience (3 hours); SHS 380, Communicative Competence and 
Disorders (3 hours). The revisions were necessary due to a revision of the curriculum for the major and the 
associated changes to the courses of instruction and do not alter the overall required hours for the minor. 
 
Graduate Programs 
 
All Ph.D. programs in the College of Education (Educational Psychology; Education Policy, Organization 
and Leadership; Curriculum and Instruction; Special Education) – Revise the “Research Specialization” 
requirement for Ph.D. programs in the College of Education. The new “Research Requirement” is that Ph.D. 
students take a minimum of 16 to 20 hours of research methods courses chosen from course lists published 
in the College of Education’s Graduate Student Handbook. To maintain the total hours required at 64, the 
thesis research hour maximum is reduced accordingly such that a maximum of 20 hours can be applied 
toward the degree.   
 

In response to questions that arose from presentation of this item at the Jan. 25, 2016 EPC 
meeting, the College of Education has elaborated as follows: 
Question: Is nearly an entire year spent on research methods? Response: In each of the courses for 
the Research Requirement, there are embedded projects that require students DO research in 
addition to learning ABOUT methodology. We are also counting only 20 hours of thesis credit to 
encourage students to complete their dissertations in a timely way; counting only 20 hours is a 
time-to-degree issue. They can take more thesis hours, but only 20 will count. 

 
Question: Which requirements actually overlap (research/elective/thesis)? Response: We have 
taken out the “elective hours” since that was confusing. Research coursework is part of the 
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EP.16.63 
March 7, 2016 

 
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 

URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE 
(Final; Information) 

 
EP.16.63 Report of Administrative Approvals at the February 29, 2016 meeting of the EPC. 
 
Undergraduate Programs 
 
BA in Dance –Expand the options for courses from which students may choose to fulfill the 
Technique/Practice Category. Eighteen total hours are required in this category, with 8 of these specifically 
prescribed courses, and the remaining 10 hours selected from a list of appropriate courses. The change 
would be to add DANC 210, Int Jazz Technique (1 hour); DANC 211, Int Hip Hop Technique (1 hour); DANC 
215, Int Tap Dance Technique (1 hour); DANC 410, Advanced Jazz Technique (1 hour); and DANC 411, Adv 
Hip Hop Technique (1 hour) to that list of appropriate courses from which students may choose. This 
change does not alter the total hours required for the degree. 
 
Minor in Social Work—Revise the current “Choose Two” list from which students are required to take 6 
hours to remove SOCW 427, Social Work Research Methods (3 hours). This means that students will be 
required to take the two remaining courses on that current list, SOCW 410, Social Welfare Pol and Svcs (3 
hours) and SOCW 451, HBSE I: Human Development (3 hours). To the second “Choose Two” list from which 
students are also required to take a total of 6 hours, expand the options from which students may choose 
to include SOCW 310, UG Research Assistance (0-3 hours); SOCW 475, Undergrad Research Abroad (1-4 
hours); and SOCW 480, UG Research Project (0-3 hours). Neither of these changes alter the total hours 
required for the minor. 
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required coursework of 32 hours, which is clarified now in the listing of how this will appear in the 
Academic Catalog: 

 
 Current requirement: 

Competence in one of four research specialization areas. These courses are required, but hours do 
not count toward the degree. (The number of hours needed varies, but typically 16-20 hours are 
needed to complete this requirement.) 

 Elective Hours:         60 
 Minimum Hours Required in Education:      32 
 General Coursework Required:       28 
 Research/Project/Independent Study Hours (min/max applied toward degree): 0-12 
 Thesis Research (min/max applied toward degree):    4-32 
 Total Hours:         64 
 
 Revised requirement: 
 Completion of at least 64 hours beyond the master’s degree including:     
 Major Subject Coursework (minimum)      32 
 Thesis Research (min/max applied toward degree)    4-20 
 Independent Study (min/max applied toward degree)    0-12 
 Research Coursework        16-20 
 Total Hours:         64 
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Senate Committee on Equal Opportunity and Inclusion 
Report on Spring 2015 Campus Diversity Climate Survey  

 
Executive Summary 

 
In late Spring 2015, the Senate Committee on Equal Opportunity and Inclusion surveyed 
University of Illinois faculty concerning their perspectives on campus diversity climate.  As 
explained in the email distributing the survey: 
 
“The Senate Committee on Equal Opportunity and Inclusion (EQ Committee) is charged to 
‘develop and support programs and guidelines promoting equitable and welcoming campus 
environment for members of any underrepresented, historically disadvantaged, or marginalized 
groups.’” 
 
“In fulfillment of this charge, the EQ Committee is circulating this survey to faculty regarding 
their observations of campus diversity climate over the last year.  We are interested in diversity 
climate affecting those groups institutionally defined as historically underrepresented…. As well 
as the general commitment affirmed in our Diversity Values Statement to a ‘pluralistic learning 
and research environment’ n which ‘we respect the varied perspectives and lived experiences of 
a diverse community and global workforce.’  Given the importance of recruitment and retention 
of faculty to these objectives, we seek faculty perspectives on relations between campus climate 
and faculty retention over the last year.  We also ask about campus effectiveness in maintain a 
community welcoming to faculty and students with various backgrounds as well as varied 
perspectives on issues of diversity.  Additionally, we are examining faculty observations about 
shared governance structures supporting these goals.” 
 
 
The survey was not conducted until the end of the semester, at which time it garnered a limited 
response.  Formulated at a time of intense controversy, moreover, the survey was complex and in 
parts difficult for respondents to grasp. 
 
The current EQ committee has reviewed the survey and its results.  This summary offers 
highlights that the committee feels address issues of diversity that currently occupy center stage 
in current University initiatives, agendas, and discussions.   
 
1.  Regarding their confidence in expressing opinions about diversity on campus, 28% of those 
responding reported themselves completely or very confident, while 17% were slightly confident 
and 36% not at all confident.  46% expressed declining confidence over the last year, 6% 
increasing confidence, and 48% no change.  Those expressing less confidence overall were more 
likely to also report a decrease in confidence.  This sense of vulnerability with regard to open 
discussions of diversity issues represents an important challenge for the campus to focus on. 

 
2.  Faculty responding reported perceiving that underrepresented faculty received decreasing 
respect from colleagues and students than in the recent past, another diversity challenge to 
address. 
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3.  While only about 40% of respondents reported an awareness of underrepresented faculty 
seeking employment elsewhere, 72% of those believed more of their underrepresented 
colleagues were seeking outside employment than in previous years.    
 
4.  Regarding retention, 57% of respondents indicated they themselves were seeking outside 
employment.  They were asked to indicate the most important factors motivating these efforts by 
choosing from up to five pre-worded answers and/or adding additional reasons in their own 
words.  Individual answers revealed issues related to salary, family, and professional satisfaction 
were the most frequently mentioned, but derogatory comments from colleagues and a sense of 
not belonging were next.  Analysis of the combination of factors listed by individuals reveals 
43% combined personal, professional and diversity climate issues, another 43% focused on 
either personal, professional, or a combination of the two, while 12% were motivated primarily 
by issues of diversity climate. 
 
5.  Regarding the role and effectiveness of shared governance in addressing diversity issues, 
respondents expressed high awareness of how shared governance could enhance diversity, 
though relatively low rates of participation in shared governance structures of this kind.  Faculty 
also expressed a relatively high confidence that shared governance structures enhanced various 
campus diversity goals.  These results represent strengths on which to build.  However, asked to 
elaborate the most effective ways that shared governance structures enhanced or hindered 
diversity, 41% of those responding these structures as hindering or negatively impacting 
diversity through ineffectiveness, administrative disregard, or lack of campus commitment to 
diversity.  In contrast, 30% described them as enhancing or positively impacting diversity by 
encouraging dialogue and discussion among different parts of campus and articulating shared 
goals.  Other respondents offered mixed responses, suggestions for improvement or doubts about 
diversity goals themselves.  These contributions provide useful departures for understanding the 
distinctive perspectives animating our current discussions. 
 
6.  Responding faculty were relatively balanced in perspectives as to whether the promotion of 
“civility” as a norm of discourse improved or obstructed discussions of diversity in department 
meetings and classrooms.  This balance tilted toward seeing the promotion of “civility” as 
hindering effective discussions of diversity in college-level meetings and the Senate.  In these 
venues it appeared a slight majority looked for vigorous and robust discussions. 
 
A complete report of our analysis of the survey results follows.  Graphic representations of 
frequencies of responses are rendered for each question along with commentary and refinements 
of the WebTool summary results, which are included as an appendix to the report.  
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Senate Committee on Equal Opportunity and Inclusion 
Report on Spring 2015 Campus Diversity Climate Survey  

 
In May 2015, the Senate Committee on Equal Opportunity and Inclusion (EQ Committee) 
conducted a survey of faculty in order to get a grassroots sense of how recent employment 
controversies had affected the campus climate for underrepresented faculty and students, as 
faculty perceived them.  For a variety of reasons involving legal limitations on discussion of the 
controversies inspiring the survey and differences of opinion between EQ Committee and Senate 
Executive Committee members about the most effective structure of the survey, the survey was 
not conducted until the end of the semester and garnered a limited response.  The current EQ 
committee has reviewed the survey and results and offers this report, along with the report 
generated by the Web Tools providing the numeric results of the survey.  Recognizing the limits 
of the sample as well as the survey tool itself, we offer our analysis of the results with the 
following general observations: 
 
 A.  The survey netted 400 responses, approximately 15% of the tenured and specialized 
faculty invited to respond.  Though not a response that would pass muster in a refereed social 
science journal, this was also not unusually small for an e-mail survey of its type.  Among 
faculty who answered a question concerning ethnic identity, 19% reported identifying with a 
historically underrepresented group, while 11% of respondents did not indicate any specific 
ethnic identity.  The gender break down was 55% male, 43% female, and 2% alternative gender 
identity. 
 
 B.  Formulated at a time of deep campus controversy, a sense of urgency about the 
consequences of that controversy, and Senate divisions related to the controversy, the survey 
turned out to be complex and therefore difficult for some respondents to grasp.  The WebTools 
used, which was dictated by committee understandings of budgetary issues, also turned out to 
impose limitations on its clarity.  As requested by some members of the SEC, members of EQ 
sought guidance from the ATLAS Survey Research Support consultants to revise and construct 
the survey to be as open as possible to diverse views. 
 
 C.  Taking the contingencies addressed above into account, the survey provides a 
snapshot of an important historical moment in campus relations.  Moreover, it does so by 
capturing the perspective of everyday experiences of rank and file faculty willing to take the 
survey at a busy time.  These experiences were what the committee had set out to survey, having 
observed that efforts to engage faculty about ongoing controversies tended to focus on specific 
groups of prominent professors.  Particularly as issues of diversity and the experiences of 
underrepresented students and faculty continue to occupy center stage in University discussion, 
this snapshot deserves attention, inquiry, and discussion regarding some of the challenges and 
perspectives it reveals. 
 
 D.  Quantitative data reported through the WebTools report were revealing but also rather 
misleading because the WebTools survey tool reports quantitative results for each question in 
terms of percentages of everyone who responded to the survey as a whole.  The ATLAS survey 
consultant with whom we worked recommended using “skip logic” questions that asked about 
respondents’ awareness of certain trends before surveying their views on those trends, and then 
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skipped individuals who indicated lack of awareness of some trends past questions that asked for 
perspectives on those trends.  Because the sample size for these questions was smaller than the 
total N of 400 that the WebTools sample used to compute percentages, some of the percentages 
reported by WebTools are misleading.  More accurate calculations are provided in the graphic 
and written results for each question provided in the report.  The report on quantitatively 
analyzable answers that was produced by the WebTools survey tool follows our graphic 
representations as an appendix. 
 
 E.  In addition to the check-box answers that the WebTools results and EQ committee 
quantitatively analyzed, there were several opportunities for respondents to write comments on 
or additions to the response options provided in the survey.  These generated some of the most 
useful and most delicate, information that the survey revealed regarding the perspectives of 
respondents on the character of academic freedom and shared governance as they related to 
issues of diversity in the context of University controversies last year.  Some of what was 
revealed in these responses highlighted the sense of vulnerability among faculty while at the 
same time illuminating their concerns.  In order to guard anonymity as completely as possible, 
EQ committee has produced graphic representations of the main concerns revealed in these 
questions in order to convey their content, and where appropriate has included elaborations to of 
the variety of perspectives included in the categories we used to analyze these comments.      
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QUESTIONS, GRAPHIC DISPLAY OF RESPONSES, AND COMMENTARY 
 
Q1: What is your University role? 
 

 
 
 
 
Q2: Are you aware of underrepresented faculty in your unit seeking alternative employment 
opportunities outside the University in the last academic year? 
 

 

Admin
3%

Dept Head
4%

Full Professor
30%

Associate 
Professor

27%

Assistant Professor
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Specialized Faculty
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Other
6%

Q1
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Q2

Yes No
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Q3: Compared to previous years, how many underrepresented faculty members in your 
department appear to be seeking employment offers outside the University? 
 

 
 
 

Percentages reported in the WebTools results were based on total surveys (400), but only 
148 answered this question.  Based on this response (e.g. of those who actually perceived 
changes) the percentages are as follows, showing 72% of those who answered perceived 
significantly or slightly more faculty in their unit seeking outside employment than in 
previous years: 

 Significantly more:  42% 
 Slightly More 30% 
 No Change from Previous Years 26%  
 Significantly fewer 2% 
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Q4: Have you considered seeking or accepting a position at another institution? 
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Q5: Please indicate the most important factors motivating you to seek a position at another 
institution.  You may include up to 5. 
 

 
These frequencies represent the number of times each item was checked.  Again, the percentages 
provided in Web Tools are misleading as they used the N of 400 to calculate percent, whereas 
the actual number of checked responses for all respondents was 230 (one respondent left 
Question 4 blank and then provided answers in Questions 5 and 6).  The total number of 
responses is 606 and appropriate percentages for each response are: 
 Spousal/family considerations 13% 
 Region 12% 
 Research Opportunities 14% 
 Teaching Opportunities 8% 
 Colleagues’ derogatory comments related to diversity 10% 
 Students’ derogatory comments related to diversity 6% 
 Sense of not belonging because of underrepresented Status 11% 
 Salary 18% 
 Offer of endowed chair 2% 
 Offer of Administrative position 3%  
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Q6:  If you have other important reasons for considering positions off campus not mentioned 
above, please briefly describe: 
 

 
 
 
There were 110 responses to Q6.  Most responses fell under a single category but some 
mentioned multiple issues and so fell under more than one category in the pie chart above.  Of 
interest is that 6 responses directly mentioned “academic freedom” and 18 responses mentioned 
Salaita by name.  Salaita was mentioned as the sole reason in only 7 responses as indicated in the 
pie chart, the remaining 11 responses typically used his name for criticism of administration, for 
instance the Salaita decision as it relates to faculty governance, or transparency, or institutional 
climate, or poor administrative decision making.  No comments were positive.   
 
Each category above was made up of responses that were similar in spirit if not outright 
verbiage.  For instance, “Administration” was comprised of a wide array of responses that 
revolved around similar themes with regards to administration and/or campus leadership.  These 
responses ranged from statements about administration being disrespectful of faculty and 
diversity to a lack of transparency to not being supportive of faculty and diversity to being 
indifferent and uncaring towards multiple issues including structural and systemic racism.  Lack 
of support and no respect were the single two largest subcategories within the “Administration” 
category as a whole.  In another example, the category “Institutional Climate” was a bit more 
structured in that the bulk of the respondents used the terms climate and hostile together, 
sometimes breaking that down further to delineate hostile colleges, departments, deans, and 
colleagues.  Other indicators for “Institutional Climate” category included faculty caste system, 
poor morale, willful institutional blindness, unequal opportunities, discrimination, undervalued 
and undercompensated. 
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Q 5 and 6 combined as these questions were related 
 

 
 
 
This graph depicts the range of types of combined factors identified by each respondent who 
answered Q5 and Q6.  Choices in Q5 were grouped into “diversity climate,” “personal” and 
“professional” categories and Question 6 comments were similarly coded in order to ascertain 
the number of respondents for whom diversity climate reasons for seeking other employment 
were predominant, those for which such issues were mixed with personal and professional 
concerns, and those for whom personal and/or professional reasons were paramount.  A separate 
category was made for respondents who indicated that “climate” not having to do with diversity 
was a factor in motivating their efforts to find alternate employment (one of whom also 
mentioned personal and professional issues).  This analysis indicates that personal issues were 
included in the highest number of total responses to the two questions (186, or 81%), academic 
the next highest (158, 71%), and diversity issues the third highest (127) which still accounted for 
over half (55%) of those responding.  Climate issues not dealing with diversity (but instead such 
issues as “angry colleagues” or “uncivil, dogmatic personalities,” combined with other issues or 
not, accounted for 3, or 1% of responses. 
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Q7: In the past year, have you observed changes in the level of respect shown to 
underrepresented faculty by faculty colleagues?  
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Q8: In the past year, how much change have you observed in the level of respect shown to 
underrepresented faculty by faculty colleagues?  [Qs 8 and 9 were asked only of those who 
answered “yes” to Q7.] 
 

 
 
Again the total responses for this question are those who answered Yes on Question 7, not the 
full 400 counted by WebTools.  Only 111, or 28% of survey respondents reported observing 
changes in the level of respect shown to underrepresented faculty by colleagues, so only they 
were asked for further details about these changes.  Using the total of 111, their responses 
regarding the degree of change would be as follows: 
 
 A Great Deal of Change 29% 
 A Lot of Change 21 % 
 A Moderate Amount of Change 32% 
 A Little Change 14% 
 No change 5% 
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Q9: Have you perceived more or less respect shown to underrepresented faculty by colleagues? 
 

 
 
Of those who perceived a change in respect, the following percentages saw the changes trending 
toward more or less respect for underrepresented faculty, with 19% of those responding seeing 
more respect to various degrees, and 69% seeing less. 
 
 Much More 9% 
 Moderately more 3% 
 Slightly more 8% 
 Neither more nor less 11% 
 Slightly less 22% 
 Moderately less 15% 
 Much less 32% 
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Q10: In the past year, have you observed changes in the level of respect shown toward 
underrepresented faculty colleagues by undergraduate students? 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Few respondents—61, or 15%--answered that they had perceived change in the amount of 
respect shown by students to underrepresented faculty.   
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Q11: In the past year, how much change in the level of respect show to underrepresented faculty 
by undergraduate students have you observed? [Qs 11 and 12 were asked only of those who 
answered “yes” to Q10.] 

 
A greater number of those who had perceived change perceived a moderate to a great deal of 
change than the WebTools reported percentages for Question 11 imply:  16% of those 
responding to the question saw a great deal of change, 25% saw a lot, and 35% saw a moderate 
amount.  As Q12 revels, most of those perceiving change saw students showing less respect to 
underrepresented faculty than in previous years. 
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Q12: Have you perceived that undergraduate students are showing more or less respect to 
underrepresented faculty this year as compared to previous years? 

 
 
Q13: In the last year, how often have you perceived that underrepresented undergraduate 
students are experiencing academic stress? 
 

 
The percentages reported for these counts are slightly low in the WebTools report, as the total 
respondents for this question was 391, not 400.  But the general trend is the same—33% or 1/3 
saw underrepresented students experiencing stress often or all the time and another 40% 
perceived underrepresented students experiencing academic stress sometimes. 
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Q14: In your opinion, how much has academic stress experienced by underrepresented 
undergraduate students changed over the last year? 
 

 
 
As one anonymous respondent pointed out, these results regarding changes in the amount of 
stress faculty perceived among underrepresented students are limited and scope and very 
possibly do not give a full picture of the stress experienced among underrepresented students.  
Because Qs 14 and 15 asked about change in levels of stress and not objective level of stress, 
they do not capture whether underrepresented students were already experiencing a high level of 
stress.   The committee appreciated this feedback.  We had asked about changes because we were 
interested in the impact of controversies over diversity, free speech and shared governance 
current at the time of the survey.  As the anonymous respondent indicated, however, the results 
should be interpreted in terms of the narrow frame of the question, and thus understood 
potentially to under-record overall levels of stress among underrepresented students over time, 
which was not what the question was seeking to measure.  Responses to Q15 suggest that for 
those who faculty perceived change in the degree of stress among underrepresented students, it 
was in the direction of more stress, but that more respondents saw no change. 
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Q15: In your opinion, have underrepresented undergraduate students experienced more or less 
academic stress in the last year? 
 

 
 
For 41% of the 321 respondents to this question, there was an increased amount of stress 
perceived among underrepresented students.  55% saw no change, and 31% saw less stress. 
The high proportion of respondents to Q 14 and Q 15 answering that they see little change and 
neither more nor less stress suggests that stress is not increasing in the view of half the people 
who responded.  But, as the respondent who suggested the limits to this question implied, it 
could also mean that underrepresented students were previously under considerable stress and 
remained so last year, since the survey did not register a baseline of overall stress.   
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Q16: As a faculty member, how confident are you in your freedom to express potentially 
controversial perspectives on issues of diversity? 
 

 
Q17: Has your level of confidence in your academic freedom to express controversial positions 
on diversity issues changed in the last year? 
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Q18: Have you experienced more or less confidence in your freedom to express controversial 
perspectives on issues of diversity? 
 

 
 
 
Note:  Qs 16-18 surveyed respondents’ confidence in expressing potentially controversial views 
on diversity, and self-reported changes in this confidence over the last year.  28% of respondents 
reported themselves completely or very confident, and over half of these had experienced no 
change in their confidence about expressing controversial views during the last year, while only 
7% had experienced a great deal or a lot of change.  At the other end of the scale, 36% of 
respondents reported being not at all confident about expressing controversial views regarding 
diversity, among whom 23% reported experiencing no change and about 50% a great deal of 
change.  Among those who had experienced change, those more confident in expressing 
controversial views were more likely to indicate that their confidence had increased, while those 
less confidence were more likely to report that their confidence had decreased.  These trends 
indicated a sense of vulnerability regarding the expression of potentially controversial views 
about diversity among at least a third of respondents, and a growing concern among those who 
felt the most vulnerability. 
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Q19: What factors do you experience as accounting for changes in your confidence in academic 
freedom to express controversial views on diversity? 
 

 
211 respondents answered this question, each checking as many answers as they considered 
appropriate.  WebTools misrepresented the number of respondents who provided “other” 
responses, registering a mysterious total of 229 though only 41 provided “other” reasons in the 
provided comment box.  
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Q19 This question invited respondents to use a comment box to add “other factors not listed” 
that accounted for changes in their level of confidence in academic freedom with respect to 
diversity.  The WebTools results reports “229” “other” responses though only 41 respondents 
actually entered text in the “other” comment box. Their comments have been categorized and 
represented in the pie chart below.  For respondents who commented, the unhiring of Steven 
Salaita figured prominently. 
 
 
 

 
 
Answers counted in specific categories sometimes meant different things by, for example, a 
“hostile climate” or concerns about diversity.  The particular concerns addressed in each 
category broke down as follows: 
 
Hostile Climate of Discussion:  threats or retaliations 3; open hostility in unit 1; loud opinions 1; 
political correctness 1 
 
Salaita—treatment and free speech:  direct relationship seen between treatment of Salaita and 
threats to free speech 6; reference to treatment of Salaita or Salaita case without further 
explanation 11 
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Concerns about Discussion of Diversity on Campus:  disregard of diversity issues by 
administration in university or unit 4; statements about race by senior faculty 1; 
misrepresentations of the “diversity” actualized for underrepresented faculty in a given unit 1 
 
Administrative disregard for freedom of expression:  Chancellor’s disregard of Senate shows 
frighteningly unchecked power 1; Chancellor has contempt for free expression 1 
 
Miscellaneous (10 answers that did not directly relate to other individual answers, except for five 
with rather different concerns about Administration):  Administration issues, 5 (Anti-union 
perspective of administration; Administrative tolerance of the Chief; Use of mass media to 
promote administration’s perspective; Administration unethical; Administration too 
technologically oriented and money conscious); Specialized faculty unprotected 1; Having 
greater protection through promotion and wanting to combat the “civility” standard 1; Nothing 
left to lose 1; National press about lack of academic freedom at University of Illinois 1; National 
news reports of faculty elsewhere loosing jobs 1 
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Qs 20-24: Please indicate the degree to which you see the promotion of "civility" as a norm of 
academic discourse on campus enhancing or hindering the University's commitment to 
enhancing diversity in the following contexts…   
 
Q20:  In department meetings? 
 

 
 
Q21: In classroom discussions? 
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Q22: In college-level committee meetings? 
 

 
 
Q23: In public town-hall type meetings?   
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Q24: In Academic Senate meetings? 
 

 
 
 
 
As noted in the executive summary, opinions about the impact of “civility” as a norm of 
discourse on discussions of diversity differed depending on the venue of discussion.  
Respondents were evenly divided as to whether this norm enhanced or hindered discussions of 
diversity in classroom and departmental meeting contexts.  A larger number of respondents saw 
the “civility” norm hindering rather than enhancing wider discussions of diversity in college-
level committees, town-hall meetings and the Senate.  This provides some indication that in these 
college and campus-wide venues, a substantial number of the faculty surveyed would welcome 
vigorous and robust discussion of differing views. 
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Q25: Are you aware of the existence of shared governance structures such as Senate committees 
and discussions or administrative committees that address issues of diversity? 
 

 
These responses indicate that nearly three-quarters—74%--of respondents are at least moderately 
aware of the existence of shared governance structures addressing issues of diversity, though 
only 19% participate frequently in these structures as revealed in Q26. 
 
 
Q26: How often do you participate in shared governance structures designed to address issues of 
diversity, such as the senate or administrative committees? 
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Qs 27-32:  To what extent do you see shared governance structures such as the Senate and 
administrative committees enhancing or hindering the following campus diversity goals:   
 
Q27: Recruiting and retaining underrepresented faculty 
 

 
 
 
Q28: Promoting a welcoming climate on campus for underrepresented students and faculty 
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Q29: Demonstrating appreciation of the perspectives and contributions of the wide spectrum of 
people reflected in our community 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Q30: Supporting learning environments that expose students to multiple perspectives including 
contributions of groups across social and economic identities 
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Q31: Providing opportunities for students, faculty, staff, and administrators to establish 
meaningful relationships across differences 
 

 
 
 
 
Q32: Actively encouraging campus community to participate in programming and events to 
create, develop and sustain relationship across social and economic identities 
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Note:  Questions 27-32 were presented in a matrix that asked respondents to consider the degree 
to which shared governance structures enhanced or hindered diversity goals.  The goals selected 
are those stated in a Diversity Values Statement formulated by Provost Fellow Helen Neville, 
endorsed by the Chancellor, and adopted by the Senate through a resolution passed November 5, 
2012.   
 
Answers regarding many of the dimensions of diversity goals featured in the matrix followed the 
pattern in the first graph, for Q27, with roughly the same percentage of respondents (in this case 
about 25%) seeing shared governance structures enhancing diversity goals substantially or 
significantly as saw these structures enhancing the goal slightly.  Another 33% saw the goal 
neither enhanced nor hindered by shared governance structures, while about 15% saw the goal 
being hindered. 
 
An additional question presented graphically below, Q33, asked respondents to “Briefly state 
what are the most effective ways shared governance structures enhance or hinder the diversity 
goals listed in the previous question.”   This question produced a certain amount of confusion, as 
expressed by respondents, but also useful information as to faculty confidence in shared 
governance structures.  The specific perspectives on shared governance expressed in Q33 are laid 
out in a chart derived from these answers below.   
 
With regard to the relation between Q33 and the questions about shared governance that 
preceded them, it is interesting to note that respondents who included comments reflecting 
negative perspectives on the impact of shared governance on diversity did not necessarily view 
shared governance as uniformly hindering diversity goals.  While many of these responses 
reflected disillusionment with shared governance structures because they did not advance 
diversity goals, faculty voices were not taken seriously, or time was wasted on what seemed 
inconsequential arguments, even respondents expressing these views indicated that shared 
governance structures could enhance diversity goals if they involved meaningful dialogue.  
While respondents whose comments reflected a negative view of shared governance in relation 
to diversity also indicated that it hindered campus diversity goals in 40% of their responses to 
Questions 27-32, 26% of their responses to these questions noted that shared governance could 
enhance such goals.  Such combinations indicate that some of those critical of current shared 
governance structures as they affect diversity goals continue to see them as potentially effective 
for some of these goals. These results suggest that repair of these processes is possible through 
substantive dialogue and discussion. 
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Q33  Briefly state what are the most effective ways shared governance structures enhance the 
diversity goals listed in the previous question 
 
 

 
 
Asked to elaborate the most effective ways that shared governance enhanced or hindered 
diversity, 41% saw them as hindering or negatively impacting diversity through ineffectiveness, 
administrative disregard, or lack of campus commitment to diversity while 30% described them 
as enhancing or positively impacting diversity by encouraging dialogue and discussion among 
different parts of campus and articulating shared goals.  Other respondents offered mixed 
responses, suggestions for improvement or doubts about diversity goals themselves.  
 
Answers included in the Positive/Enhance category indicated a variety of ways shared 
governance enhanced diversity goals, including:  promoting diversity principles and goals, 
providing venues for sharing diverse viewpoints and incorporating democratic faculty 
participation in decision making; providing checks, balances, accountability and monitoring for 
administrative initiatives and correcting questionable ones; and setting common goals around 
which various faculty can unite. 
 
Answers included in the Hinders/Negative/Irrelevant category indicated a variety of ways shared 
governance hindered or failed to advance diversity goals, including:  administrators’ failure to 
heed faculty concerns, efforts to limit of academic freedom and debate among faculty, and/or 
rejection of recommendations of shared governance committees; exclusion of increasing 
numbers of specialized faculty; administrators not taking seriously diversity issues (especially 
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with regard to and gender); an overly hierarchical or authoritarian structure dominated by the 
Board of Trustees, upper administration, and compliant Senate leadership; insufficient attention 
to communities outside the university, locally and more broadly, who suffer the consequences of 
inequality; insufficient racial diversity among University and Senate leadership and failure to 
cultivate leadership among underrepresented faculty; an adversarial or preachy climate not 
conducive to productive discussions of diversity; and the negative impact of administrative 
decisions in the case of Stephen Salaita on shared governance and diversity objectives. 
 
Mixed answers tended to emphasize that shared governance was more effective at articulating 
diversity ideals than affecting climate; that diversity goals required effective top-down leadership 
that was only partially present; that shared governance raised important questions but produced 
timid solutions that hindered diversity goals; that shared governance could enhance diversity by 
promoting discussion and engagement but was too often dominated by people with dogmatic 
opinions unwilling to entertain a diversity of opinion. 
 
Suggestions included addressing institutional racism at the University; better reflection of faculty 
and student voices; more effort to comprehend the perspectives of the disenfranchised; more 
diversity in shared governance structures; a broader definition of diversity categories (especially 
with regard to LGBTQ identities); more advocacy for diversity hiring and support of 
underrepresented faculty; more education of faculty in diversity issues (Kognito at-risk tool was 
recommended); and a reference to a potentially useful op-ed piece about attracting women to 
engineering http://www.nytimes.com/2015/04/27/opinion/how-to-attract-female-
engineers.html?_r=0 
 
A few answers that raised questions about diversity goals and priorities suggested that diversity 
goals interfered with excellence or other university goals; implied that diversity goals involved 
special privileges; suggested that discussions of diversity involved angry exchanges that 
inhibited questions about diversity committee approaches; noted that assumptions about 
University demographics often did not apply on the North end of campus; raised concerns about 
quotas that are set by diversity-related committees; or raised concerns about the discussion of 
microaggressions inhibiting certain groups’ (especially international students) participation in 
discussions of race. 
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DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS:   This section was highlighted as optional and information is 
incomplete. 
 
Q34: College: 
 

 
 
Hurried final revisions to the survey resulted in an incomplete list of colleges being included in 
Q34.  The University Library and GSLIS were missing.  A second mailing about the survey 
asked faculty from these units to indicate their College in a comment box provided in Q1 if they 
wished.  Two faculty members from the Library did so; another indicated affiliation with the 
Library in the “Country of Origin” comment box.  Only 329 respondents indicated a College in 
Q34; it is likely that others among the 71 who did not specify a college were faculty in GSLIS or 
the Library.  
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Q35: Are you Hispanic/Latino? 
 

 
 
Q36: Race/Ethnicity 
 

 
 
44 respondents (11%) did not indicate a race or ethnicity. 
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Q37: If foreign national, please indicate country of origin 
 

 
 
Identified Countries of Origin--reported here in regional groups to avoid revealing identities of 
individual respondents:  Canada 3; Central America:  3; East Asia 6; Europe 11: Middle East:  1; 
South America 2; South Asia 3; UK 4; Unidentified 6. 
 
Q38: Gender 
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REPORT ON SPRING 2015 DIVERSITY CLIMATE SURVEY 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AND INCLUSION 

 
 
 
 

Appendix 
 
 

WebTools Presentation of Quantitative Survey Results 
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Senate Committee On Equal Opportunity and
Inclusion Diversity Climate Survey
Total submissions: 400
Status: terminated

1. What is your University role? Percent Count

Dean, Director or
Administrator

3% 13

Department Chair/Head 5% 18

Faculty: Full Professor 31% 123

Faculty: Associate
Professor

28% 110

Faculty: Assistant
Professor, tenure track

19% 75

Specialized Faculty 12% 47

Other, please specify: 6% 23

2. Are you aware of underrepresented faculty in your unit seeking
alternative employment opportunities outside the university in the last
academic year?

Percent Count

Yes 39% 156

No 61% 243

3. Compared to previous years, how many underrepresented faculty
members in your department appear to be seeking employment offers
outside the University?

Percent Count

Significantly more 16% 62

Slightly more 11% 45

No change from
previous years

10% 38

Slightly fewer 1% 3

Significantly fewer 0% 0

4. Have you considered seeking or accepting a position at another
institution in the last year?

Percent Count

Yes 57% 229

No 42% 169

83



Reporting provided by Web Services at Public Affairs | University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign Page 2

5. Please indicate the most important factors motivating you to seek a
position at another institution. You may include up to 5.

Percent Count

Spousal/Family
Considerations

20% 80

Region 19% 77

Research Opportunities 22% 87

Teaching Opportunities 13% 50

Colleagues' derogatory
comments related to
diversity issues

16% 63

Students' derogatory
comments related to
diversity issues

9% 37

Sense of not belonging
at institution because
of underrepresented
status

17% 69

Salary 27% 108

Offer of endowed chair 4% 15

Offer of administrative
position

5% 20

6. If you have other important reasons for considering positions off campus not mentioned
above, please briefly describe:

Count

Answered 110

Skipped 290

Please run a Full Report to see the answers.

7. In the past year, have you observed changes in the level of respect
shown to underrepresented faculty by colleagues?

Percent Count

Yes 28% 111

No 72% 288

8. In the past year, how much change have you observed in the level of
respect shown to underrepresented faculty by faculty colleagues?

Percent Count

A great deal of change 8% 32

A lot of change 6% 23

A moderate amount of
change

9% 35

A little change 4% 16
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No change at all 1% 5

9. Have you perceived more or less respect shown to underrepresented
faculty by colleagues?

Percent Count

Much more respect 3% 10

Moderately more
respect

1% 4

Slightly more respect 2% 9

Neither more nor less
respect

3% 12

Slightly less respect 6% 24

Moderately less respect 4% 17

Much less respect 9% 35

10. In the past year, have you observed changes in the level of respect
shown toward underrepresented faculty colleagues by undergraduate
students?

Percent Count

Yes 15% 61

No 84% 334

11. In the past year, how much change in the level of respect shown to
underrepresented faculty by undergraduate students have you observed?

Percent Count

A great deal of change 3% 10

A lot of change 4% 16

A moderate amount of
change

6% 22

A little change 4% 14

No change at all 0% 0

12. Have you perceived that undergraduate students are showing more or
less respect to underrepresented faculty this year as compared to previous
years?

Percent Count

Much more respect 1% 3

Moderately more
respect

0% 1

Slightly more respect 2% 7

Neither less nor more
respect

1% 4

Slightly less respect 4% 16

Moderately less respect 4% 16

Much less respect 4% 15
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13. In the last year, how often have you perceived that underrepresented
undergraduate students are experiencing academic stress?

Percent Count

All the time 8% 33

Often 26% 104

Sometimes 39% 157

Rarely 11% 44

Never 13% 53

14. In your opinion, how much has academic stress experienced by
underrepresented undergraduate students changed over the last year?

Percent Count

A great deal of change 5% 21

A lot of change 4% 16

A moderate amount of
change

16% 64

A little change 17% 69

No change at all 39% 157

15. In your opinion, have underrepresented undergraduate students
experienced more or less academic stress in the last year?

Percent Count

A lot more stress 8% 31

Moderate more stress 9% 35

Slightly more stress 17% 67

Neither more nor less
stress

45% 178

Slightly less stress 1% 4

Moderately less stress 1% 5

A great deal less stress 0% 1

16. As a faculty member, how confident are you in your freedom to
express potentially controversial perspectives on issues of diversity?

Percent Count

Completely confident 14% 58

Very confident 13% 50

Moderately confident 19% 77

Slightly confident 17% 69

Not at all confident 36% 143
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17. Has your level of confidence in your academic freedom to express
controversial positions on diversity issues changed in the last year?

Percent Count

A great deal of change 24% 95

A lot of change 11% 44

A moderate amount of
change

13% 50

A slight amount of
change

6% 23

No change 46% 185

18. Have you experienced more or less confidence in your freedom to
express controversial perspectives on issues of diversity?

Percent Count

Much more confidence 1% 5

Moderately more
confidence

2% 8

Slightly more
confidence

3% 11

Neither more nor less
confidence

3% 10

Slightly less confidence 10% 40

Moderately less
confidence

9% 37

Much less confidence 26% 102

19. What factors do you experience as accounting for changes in your
confidence in your academic freedom to express controversial views on
diversity? Please check all that apply, and/or provide additional factors not
listed.

Percent Count

Concern about
consequences for
career advance

34% 134

Encouragement from
unit, college, campus or
university leaders

8% 33

Warnings from unit,
college or university
leaders or authorities

16% 62

Groups expressing
pressure in public
meetings through
applause or
acclamation

11% 43

Discussions with
colleagues

22% 89
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Positive reactions from
students

3% 11

Negative reactions from
students

7% 27

Changes in campus
conversation norms
through the promotion
of "civility" as a norm

40% 159

Other factors: 57% 229

20. In department meetings? Percent Count

Significantly enhances 16% 64

Slightly enhances 14% 54

Neither enhances nor
hinders

34% 137

Slightly hinders 13% 52

Significantly hinders 20% 80

21. In classroom discussions? Percent Count

Significantly enhances 18% 71

Slightly enhances 17% 66

Neither enhances nor
hinders

28% 113

Slightly hinders 14% 57

Significantly hinders 21% 82

22. In college-level committee meetings? Percent Count

Significantly enhances 15% 59

Slightly enhances 12% 49

Neither enhances nor
hinders

29% 117

Slightly hinders 14% 55

Significantly hinders 24% 94

23. In public town-hall type meetings? Percent Count

Significantly enhances 16% 65

Slightly enhances 12% 48

Neither enhances nor
hinders

24% 97

Slightly hinders 14% 54
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Significantly hinders 27% 108

24. In Academic Senate meetings? Percent Count

Significantly enhances 15% 60

Slightly enhances 10% 41

Neither enhances nor
hinders

29% 117

Slightly hinders 10% 40

Significantly hinders 25% 99

25. Are you aware of the existence of shared governance structures such
as Senate committees and discussions or administrative committees that
address issues of diversity?

Percent Count

Extremely Aware 20% 78

Very aware 22% 88

Moderately aware 32% 126

Slightly aware 17% 67

Not aware 10% 39

26. How often do you participate in shared governance structures
designed to address issues of diversity, such as the Senate or
administrative committees?

Percent Count

Never 37% 146

Occasionally 36% 143

Frequently 17% 66

27. Recruiting and retaining underrepresented faculty Percent Count

Enhance substantially 8% 32

Enhance significantly 13% 51

Enhance slightly 23% 90

Neither enhance nor
hinder

28% 110

Hinder slightly 6% 22

Hinder significantly 4% 16

Hinder substantially 4% 14

28. Promoting a welcoming climate on campus for underrepresented
students and faculty

Percent Count
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Enhance substantially 11% 42

Enhance significantly 12% 48

Enhance slightly 23% 91

Neither enhance nor
hinder

25% 99

Hinder slightly 6% 23

Hinder significantly 4% 17

Hinder substantially 4% 14

29. Demonstrating appreciation of the perspectives and contributions of
the wide spectrum of people reflected in our community

Percent Count

Enhance substantially 9% 37

Enhance significantly 14% 57

Enhance slightly 19% 75

Neither enhance nor
hinder

26% 102

Hinder slightly 6% 22

Hinder significantly 4% 17

Hinder substantially 5% 21

30. Supporting learning environments that expose students to multiple
perspectives including contributions of groups across social and economic
identities

Percent Count

Enhance substantially 9% 35

Enhance significantly 12% 48

Enhance slightly 21% 82

Neither enhance nor
hinder

27% 108

Hinder slightly 7% 28

Hinder significantly 3% 13

Hinder substantially 4% 16

31. Providing opportunities for students, faculty, staff and administrators to
establish meaningful relationships across differences

Percent Count

Enhance substantially 9% 36

Enhance significantly 14% 54

Enhance slightly 17% 69

Neither enhance nor
hinder

29% 116

Hinder slightly 6% 22

Hinder significantly 4% 15

Hinder substantially 5% 18
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32. Actively encouraging campus community to participate in programming
and events to create, develop and sustain relationship across social and
economic identities

Percent Count

Enhance substantially 8% 30

Enhance significantly 13% 51

Enhance slightly 21% 84

Neither enhance nor
hinder

26% 104

Hinder slightly 5% 21

Hinder significantly 5% 18

Hinder substantially 5% 19

33. Briefly state what are the most effective ways shared governance structures enhance
or hinder the diversity goals listed in the previous question.

Count

Answered 161

Skipped 239

Please run a Full Report to see the answers.

34. College: Percent Count

Applied, Consumer and
Environmental Sciences
(ACES)

8% 30

Applied Health
Sciences (AHS)

5% 18

Business (BUS) 2% 7

Education (EDU) 4% 16

Engineering (ENG) 14% 55

Fine and Applied Arts
(FAA)

9% 37

Liberal Arts and
Sciences (LAS)

34% 137

Media (COM) 2% 9

Medicine (MED) 0% 1

School of Nursing
(NUR)

0% 0

School of Social Work
(SSW)

1% 2

School of Labor and
Employment Relations
(SLER)

0% 1

Veterinary Medicine
(VETMED)

4% 16
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35. Are you Hispanic/Latino? Percent Count

Yes 7% 26

No 85% 340

36. Race/Ethnicity Percent Count

American Indian or
Alaska Native

2% 9

Asian 8% 31

Black or African
American

8% 32

Native Hawaiian or
Other Pacific Islander

1% 3

White 73% 291

37. If a foreign national, please indicate country of origin. Count

Answered 39

Skipped 361

Please run a Full Report to see the answers.

38. Gender Percent Count

Male 50% 200

Female 40% 158

Alternative Gender
Identification

2% 6
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SC.16.27 
March 7, 2016 

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 
URBANA-CHAMPAIGN SENATE 

Urbana Senate Observer  
(Final; Information) 

 
SC.16.27 Report on the January 21, 2016, Meeting of the Board of Trustees of the University of Illinois 

at the Chicago Campus 

 

The meeting was formally called to order by BOT Chairman McMillan at 9:40am after executive session.   

A mariachi band played the state song. Afterwards, the Chairman introduced the band. The band sang 
happy birthday to President Killeen. Killeen thanked the band and Chairman wished Killen a happy 64th 
birthday. 
 
President Killeen provided introductions and welcome 
 
Report by Chairman McMillan: 

Key messages:  
1. Provided the update for strategic plan process 

a. Freeze for 2nd year 
b. Freeze mandatory fees  
c. Focus on twin missions, budget impasse for 7months and counting 
d. Continue to act aggressively proactively for students 
e. Dollars that have been redirected for student programming 
f. Ramp up efforts for newly formed alliances with the Springfield campus 
g. Proposal to look at enrollment and expand opportunity for students 
h. $14 B into the state annually 
i. Financial stewardship that will build on that legacy 
j. Discussed the roadmap the university's future 

 
Report by VP Michael Amiridis provided Welcome to Chicago campus: 

1. Conferred 1100 degrees (Dec); #29 in the country and #6 in research institutions 
2. Report on financial aid: 3 highlights - state budget/political impasse, has real life consequences, 

trying to find creative ways to cover shortfall, restructuring of summer tuition and fees with a 
decrease, over 32 million dollars and 8,000 students use MAP grants UIC; $23,000 student debt 
($29,000 national), default rate 3.2% (7.5% national) 

3. Susan Poser new VC of Student Affairs was welcomed  
 
Report by VP/CFO Walter Knorr 

• Day 200 without a state budget; FY2016 unbilled state reimbursement vouchers now exceed 
500 million; State grants have been frozen 

• $7 B in unpaid vouchers at Jan 1 2016; no pension payments in Nov and Dec; 
Medicare/Medicaid claims have slowed 

• Fire Training Institute received special revenue (on Urbana campus) 
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• Standard & Poor's affirmed A rating with stable outlook; Moody is wrestling with the rating 
differential between Illinois campuses and state rating (UI campus higher rating) 

• $671 M including $31 M in current/unbilled FY16 appropriation has not been enacted and no 
billings have been submitted 

• Tuition revenue $1.174 B; over 80, 200 students 
• State of Illinois Unfunded Pension Liability $111 B Asset/Liability Ratio 41.9% (our share is $9B of 

the liability) 
o Ratings for academic achievement/student demand: 
o UIC record enrollment 
o UIS enrollment increased 
o UIUC 6th consecutive year of record enrollment and 6-year grad rate 85%, avg ACT score 

29 
• Diversity of Revenues continue to be strong  
• Topped research again: Ranked #9 
• Omnibus budget for all 12 of the research areas saw increases with NSF 7.46, NIH 32.1 DOE; 

USDA  /NIFA/ AFRI= 350 M 
  
Report by Chair of ABFF - Ray Cepeda, meeting held on Jan 11 

• Draft board items, VP Pierre presented 
o Blakenhorn additional Urbana capital projects be funded 
o Blakenhorn to finance UIS student union project 
o Bass fiscal year 2016 services management 
o Bass informed committee for approval purpose 
o March 7th at 1pm next meeting 

• Governance, Personnel, and Ethics Committee: outside agency stated that [Background Check 
Policy] was not in violation of state or federal law with respect to discrimination 

o March 3rd at 1pm next meeting  
  
Report by Karen Hasara, Academic and Student Affairs, meeting held on Jan 30 3pm  

o Approve tuition and student fees; approve rate changes for housing 
o Presented tenure process (Pierre) 
o Training to prevent sexual violence/harassment 
o Gave the floor to VP Pierre: recommendations for tuition fees/house for AY2016-2017 

 no increase for new IL resident undergraduate student 
 1.7%increase in base tuition for non-resident undergrad at Urbana 
 New international undergrad tuition rate and new reduced grant rate for select 

nonresident domestic students at Chicago 
 Selective increases between 0.4 and 6.1 in graduate program differentials and 

for certain professional programs 
 Proposed room and board rate for undergrad housing increase (%): 

• 2.7 Urbana 
• 2.2 Chicago 
• 0.5 Springfield 

o Next meeting: March 15th 
  
University Healthcare System Committee: Tim Koritz 

o Joint research projects underway with Urbana and Chicago 
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o Hospital finances: precarious; first 5 months will break even; 3 significant funding is a 
challenge: Medicaid routed through managed care organizations now rather than direct 
from state, claim denied or delayed; state has agreed to another $7.5M emergency 
fund; serious financial trouble 

o Next meeting: March 3rd 215pm 
  
Report by Drs. Novak, Mohammadian, Burbules: Online Degree Programs for Each Campus 
Novak: Springfield: 1997 (launched); 12 UG degrees; 11 Grad degrees; Grad certificates  

o 1500 UIS online majors, 47 states, 70 counties in IL, 7 countries and Puerto Rico; also 
includes UIS on campus students 

o 34.2% Grad students are online; 25.6% UG are online 
o 50.3% are on campus/ 38.8 online /10.8 blended 
o 2016 #1 affordable colleges online in the nation; Ranked Top 20 for business Grad 

programs; 33 national grants; 33 national awards; 30 book chapters/articles/etc 
  
Mohammadian: Chicago, Online 1999 (launched); 39 programs; 15 degree programs; 24 certificate 
programs 

o 9 UIC colleges offer online programs; 1000+ enrolled in online-only programs 
o 500+ during the summer in online-only programs 
o MS in Health Informatics is top program for enrollment 
o Ranked #2 by US News and World Report for Best Bachelor's programs and #1 for 

student engagement in 2015; Ranked #29 by US News and Report for Best Online 
Graduate Engineering program 

o Students coming from 43 states and 9 foreign countries (expand and attract non-
traditional working adult students) 

  
Burbules: Urbana, fully online programs; 37,000+ students 65% increase since 2010 

o 75 degree programs; 496 courses; 35 MOOCs offered Coursera 
o 2.6 million enrolled in MOOCs 
o $1.4 M with new specializations (and others) 
o iMBA a unique national leader 
o Reducing time to completion with at least one online course  
o Online winter session began in 2014; filled/now offering 17 Winter courses session  

 
Chairman turned over the meeting to President Killeen to give a brief report on new website going live 
for U of I 
 
Next BOT meeting will be March 16, 2016 in Urbana.  May 18*-19, 2016 meeting will be in Springfield.  
Meeting adjourned ~ 12:10pm   

Respectfully submitted by Anita Mixon, Senate Executive Committee Graduate Student Representative 
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