
 

 

 

TO:   Faculty Senate.  
SUBJECT:  3_25_2026 Senate Minutes. 

 
Present: Professors Alexis, Auguste,  Bai, Bhutta, Bloom, Bormann, Carr, Chiou, Desnoyers, DiBattista, Di 
Credico, Eckelman, Godoy-Carter, Hamandi, Hodeghatta, Homan, Ingemi, Ivanova, Kevoe-Feldman, Lorette, 
Lykourinou, Magowan, Maheswaran, McGivney, Musselman, Muzny, Passas, Rejtar, Shrivastava, Sivak, Sobral-
Campos, Spahr, Spencer, Stefanik, Un, Walker J., Walker L., Young-Hong. 
 
Administrators: Winkelstein, Alshawabkeh, Auclair, Dyal-Chand, Isaacs, Jackson, Tsai. 
 
Absent: (Professors): Hand, Hill, Hinerman, Lamin, Orr-Skirvin, Parameswaran, Tjiptowidjojo. 
 
Absent: (Administrators):  
 
Call To Order: 11:45 a.m. 

 
I.     The minutes for the March 11, 2026 Senate meeting were approved. 

II.    SAC REPORT (The SAC report has been posted to the Senate website. 
Senate Chair Spencer noted:  

• The Belonging Committee that presented at the 3_11_26 Senate meeting decided to table their 
resolution. The committee will meet with Richard O’Bryant-Chief Belonging Officer, Dean Tsai, CSSH and 
Sr. Vice Provost Franko to continue their work.  

• SAC has met twice as a committee since the last Senate meeting. 

• SAC met twice with the provost. 

• SAC representatives gave a presentation to the Board of Trustees Academic Affairs Committee on March 
19. Topics included the NU Writing Program, development of a global dashboard and artificial 
intelligence initiatives at the university. 

 
QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION.  
There were no questions.  

 
III. PROVOST REPORT 

• The provost commended SAC’s recent presentation to the Board of Trustees. She said the presentation 

was well received and highlighted ways faculty are thinking about innovating in the classroom and in 

supporting students.  

• Progress continues on the university’s strategic planning process. Faculty participation has been strong 

in recent focus groups, including a research and PhD education session attended by approximately 94 

participants. 

• Faculty were encouraged to continue providing input through the strategic planning website, 

Strategicplan.northeastern.edu,  and to participate in upcoming sessions. 
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• The provost also acknowledged faculty and staff who were celebrating service milestones (service in 

increments of 5 years) today with recognition awards. 

QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION: 

• Faculty had questions around financial concerns, the current energy crisis and resulting inflation and 
budget transparency.  

• Faculty asked why overhead accounts were frozen and why the licensing revenue distribution for faculty 

was moved into the overhead accounts. Many faculty members who are between grants survive on their 
overhead accounts.  

• Faculty asked for more transparency around the budget and if they could have a presentation on how 
the budget allocation process works particularly now that the administration is working on the budget 
for the coming year. Faculty would like to understand the framework for making decisions about the 
University’s values and priorities in terms of budget allocations 

• A faculty member noted students would like some level of student representation on the Policy 
Oversight Committee.  

• There were concerns about the new summer term scheduling structure.  
  

The provost noted that licensing is a function of how the WorkDay accounting was set up and she 
is looking into this. She noted that the largest revenue sources are indirect cost recovery, graduate 
enrollments, as well as undergrad enrollments. Those numbers are declining and are projected to 
continue to decline. We need to recognize that the entire business model of higher education is 
changing.  
 

IV. PRESENTATION 
 
TRACE COMMITTEE REPORT 
(The report and presentation have been posted to the Senate website.) 
 
AMY BRYZGEL, CAMD. 
MIKE GONYEAU, BCHS. 
STEVE LUSTIG, COE, CHAIR. 
TALIA VESTRI, CSSH. 
SUSAN WANG, MCNU. 
JOANNA WEAVER, COS.  
 
Professor Steve Lustig presented the TRACE Committee report. 

The committee reported that the current TRACE system does not fully align with best practices in teaching 
evaluation and noted that several previously approved Senate recommendations have not yet been 
implemented. 

Key concerns include the use of a single overall “teaching effectiveness” rating, evidence of bias in student 
evaluations, and the reliance on TRACE in high-stakes personnel decisions. The committee also noted that both 
faculty and students have expressed concerns about survey clarity and the use of results. 

The committee recommended revising the survey to include more behavior-based questions, eliminating the 
single effectiveness rating, reducing reliance on TRACE as a stand-alone metric, and improving mechanisms for 
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faculty to respond to feedback. Additional recommendations included increasing participation rates and 
clarifying survey language. 

Implementation has been delayed due to administrative and vendor-related constraints, and discussions with 
the Provost’s office are ongoing. 
 
QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION:  

• The Student Government Association representative to the faculty senate, Madelynne Murray, voiced 
the SGA’s support for the committee’s recommendations.  

 

• Discussion focused on implementation timelines and administrative responsibility. 
 

In regards to steps forward and timeline, Prof. Lustig noted that the committee is meeting with 
the Provost April 6, 2026 and the committee look forward to the Provost’s feedback. 

 

• Prof. Desnoyers, Khoury, said the report was great. He added the redaction process for TRACE is 
very limited and my understanding is there's currently no way to request redaction of factually incorrect 
comments.  

 
Prof. Lustig, COE, said the committee has the ability to make resolutions before the end of the 
academic year. He asked Prof. Desnoyers to help the committee formulate a resolution to that 
effect.   

 
V.   PRESENTATION 
 

REPORT OF THE FACULTY HANDBOOK COMMITTEE.  
 
PETER DESNOYERS, KHOURY. 
OYINDA OYELARAN, COS, CO-CHAIR. 
COSTAS PANAGOPOULOS, CSSH. 
MARKETA REJTAR, BCHS, CHAIR. 
KRISTIN STANKARD, BCHS. 
LANEY STRANGE, KHOURY.  
 
(The report and presentation have been posted to the Senate website.) 
 

Professors Marketa Rejtar and Laney Strange presented proposed updates to grievance procedures. 
 
The committee proposed reorganizing the procedures to improve clarity and usability, including clearer 
definitions, structured process steps, and more explicit timelines. 
 
Recommended changes include clarification of roles for mediation committees, Human Resources, and 
the Senate Agenda Committee, as well as the addition of provisions addressing cases involving faculty who 
are on leave or off-contract. 
 
The proposal also introduces a defined process for grievances involving the Provost, including a potential 
role for SAC and the creation of a senator-led grievance subcommittee. 
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The revisions are intended to improve transparency, consistency, and alignment with shared governance 
principles. 
 
The proposal was presented for discussion only and will be reviewed by the Office of General Counsel 
prior to further Senate consideration. 
 
Prof. Strange read the following:  
 

RESOLUTION - FOR DISCUSSION ONLY. 
 

Resolution: Faculty Handbook Grievance Procedure Process, Timeline, and Exceptions to Timeline and 

related updates 

WHEREAS The Faculty Handbook’s timeline for the Full-time Faculty Grievance Procedure is cumbersome, 

and the section is in need of improved flow and clarity. 

WHEREAS The Faculty Handbook does not specifically address how to manage grievances that are submitted 

when faculty are not on contract or they are on an approved leave. 

WHEREAS The role of the ad hoc Mediation Committee appears clear; however, there is an opportunity to 

improve contextual wording for better clarity and flow. 

WHEREAS Human Resources (HR) Department involvement in the grievance process is not explicitly 

mentioned in the FH, but its possibility can be inferred. FH should be inclusive but not limiting in who should 

be included in the grievance proceedings, and such an opportunity and support should be offered fairly to 

both sides.  

WHEREAS The Senate Agenda Committee liaison is not specifically mentioned in the Full-time Faculty 

Grievance Procedure of the FH. 

WHEREAS Faculty-related grievances filed specifically against the Provost, an administrator within the 

Provost’s Office, or the Office of the Provost, are infrequent; they may happen, and as such, the FH should 

have a process in place for such instances, ensuring accountability at all levels of the University.  

BE IT RESOLVED THAT The Full-time Faculty Grievance Procedure in the Faculty Handbook should have four 

distinct subsections: (1) Definitions and Eligibility, (2) Grievance Process and Details, (3) Typical Grievance 

Process Timeline, and (4) Grievance Process Timeline Exceptions, and shall be updated and amended as follows: 

[clean version] 

 

Full-time1 Faculty Grievance Procedure2 

 
From time to time within the University community, disputes may arise between a faculty member and a 
department chair (or equivalent), Dean, Provost, or other administrator in which there are allegations of 
inequitable treatment, violation of academic freedom, or violation of University policy or procedures in some 
action that affects the faculty member. Administrators should work carefully to avoid such situations and, 
should they occur, make every effort to resolve them before they become formal grievances. Similarly, faculty 
should understand that mediating a formal grievance will involve a major investment of their colleagues’ time, 
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and should use the procedure only to resolve important issues. When such a dispute arises, it is important that 
the parties work in good faith to resolve the situation informally, as quickly as possible. The aggrieved faculty 
member should attempt to meet with the person whose action is the focus of the dispute in order to discuss and 
resolve the situation. If resolution is not achieved, they should attempt to meet first with the Dean and, if the 
Dean is unable to resolve the dispute, then with the Provost (or Provost’s representative) to make them aware 
of the situation and discuss paths to resolution. If, after making these attempts at informal resolution, the 
faculty member is not satisfied, they may proceed formally within the regular grievance procedure, including the 
option for Early Provostial Review.3 
 
1. Definitions and Eligibility 

a. Definition of “Grievance” 
A grievance is defined as a complaint by a faculty member that they: 

1. had been subject to a violation, misinterpretation or inequitable application of the provisions of 
the Faculty Handbook or other published University or unit policies or procedures; or 

2. had otherwise been treated unfairly or inequitably. 
b. Eligibility and Applicability 

This procedure is available to all full-time faculty. This grievance procedure does not apply with respect 
to tenure or early tenure decisions, nor does it apply to a Dismissal Proceeding or any final action 
pursuant to it. If a grievant makes a claim of discriminatory acts prohibited by law or by University 
policy, the grievance shall first be pursued through the Office of University Equity and Compliance and 
its procedures. When this has been completed, any aspects of the grievance which remain unresolved 
may then be brought to the grievance procedure.  
 

2. Grievance Process and Details  
a. Step One: Filing a Grievance  

1. A formal grievance is filed in writing with the Senate Agenda Committee (SAC). Copies of the 
grievance will be sent to the Department Chair (or equivalent), Dean, Provost, and (if not one of 
these) the person whose action occasioned the grievance. SAC may appoint a Senate Agenda 
Committee member to serve as a Liaison for each grievance. Normally, the SAC Secretary shall 
serve as the liaison to the grievance committee. Another SAC member shall be appointed as the 
liaison to the grievance committee when the SAC Secretary is unable to serve in this role, for 
example, due to a conflict of interest. 

2. In a formal grievance, the grievant will state the exact nature of the grievance, against whom it is 
filed, and the remedy sought. At this point, they may request resolution through the Early 
Provostial Review Option (see 4.e).  

3. When a grievance is filed specifically against the Provost, an administrator within the Provost’s 
Office, or the Office of the Provost, another party must replace the role of the Provost’s Office 
within the typical grievance procedure (see 2.e for the process). 

  
b.  Step Two: Mediation by an ad hoc Faculty Committee  

1. The Senate Agenda Committee shall appoint an ad hoc Mediation Committee composed of three 
faculty members, with at least one member from the same faculty category.4 In appointing this 
Committee, the Senate Agenda Committee will normally appoint faculty members not involved with 
the grievant or their department.  

2. The ad hoc Mediation Committee shall be neutral and impartial as it attempts to mediate the 
dispute. During this phase of the procedure, the committee may suggest ways to resolve the 
dispute, but the Committee shall make no formal findings with respect to the grievance other than 
to determine whether the grievance falls within the definition of a grievance, and/or whether it is 
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insubstantial or frivolous. The ad hoc Mediation Committee shall conduct the meetings in Steps Two 
and Three.  

3. At any meeting where the grievant is present, the grievant may be accompanied by a member or 
members of the Northeastern University community.  

4. After an initial meeting with the grievant, the ad hoc Mediation Committee may at any point, by 
majority vote, determine whether the grievance meets a threshold for mediation: that it is neither 
insubstantial nor frivolous and falls within the definition of a grievance.  

i. If the Committee rules that the entire grievance does not meet this threshold, it shall so 
inform the grievant, the other relevant parties, the Provost (or another party in cases of 
Grievance against the Provost, an administrator within the Provost’s Office, or the Office of 
the Provost), and the Senate Agenda Committee.  

ii. If the Committee rules that only some of the issues raised in the grievance do not meet this 
threshold, it shall so inform the grievant, the other relevant parties, the Provost (or another 
party in cases of Grievance against the Provost, an administrator within the Provost’s Office, 
or the Office of the Provost), and the Senate Agenda Committee, also stipulating the issues 
which remain to be mediated. In this circumstance, mediation will proceed with respect to 
the remaining issues. Neither mediation nor arbitration will remain available for the issues 
deemed non-grievable.  

5. As the mediation process continues, if the Committee deems it advisable, it may require the 
attendance of the person whose action occasioned the grievance and any other persons who might 
be of aid in resolving the grievance, including but not limited to the Director of the Office for 
University Equity and Compliance, or the Director of the Disability Resource Center.  

6. If mediation is unsuccessful without the participation of the Dean, the Committee may require the 
attendance of the Dean for at least one meeting to attempt to reach a resolution.  

7. If the grievant wishes to pursue the grievance at the end of Step Two, the Chair of the ad hoc 
Mediation Committee shall arrange a meeting with the Provost or their designee (or another party 
in cases of Grievance against the Provost, an administrator within the Provost’s Office, or the Office 
of the Provost), the grievant, and the ad hoc Mediation Committee for the purpose of resolving the 
grievance. If the ad hoc Mediation Committee considers it advisable, it may request the attendance 
of and/or input by the party whose action occasioned the grievance and/or other involved 
individuals, who may help resolve the grievance. The grievant may be accompanied by a member or 
members of the Northeastern University community.  

8. If, after this meeting, no resolution has yet been reached, the ad hoc Mediation Committee may 
submit to the parties a proposed resolution to the grievance.  

9. Unless the grievance has been resolved, withdrawn or otherwise terminated, the ad hoc Mediation 
Committee shall make no formal findings or report before the end of Step Two. 
 

c. Step Three: Request for Arbitration  
1. When determining, by a majority vote, if the grievance shall be arbitrated, the ad hoc Mediation 

Committee will not determine whether or not the grievance shall be upheld, but only whether the 
grievance shall be arbitrated. The ad hoc Mediation Committee shall determine if (a) the claim falls 
within the definition of a grievance, b) the remaining issues beyond any settlement currently offered 
by the Provost (or another party in cases of Grievance against the Provost, an administrator within 
the Provost’s Office, or the Office of the Provost), are neither clearly insubstantial nor frivolous, and 
(c) the remedy sought is within the power of an arbitrator. If these conditions are met, the ad hoc 
Mediation Committee shall decide in favor of arbitration.  

2. If the ad hoc Mediation Committee decides that the grievance does not meet the criteria for 
arbitration, the grievance is closed.  
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3. If the ad hoc Mediation Committee believes that the grievance has revealed needed improvements 
in policies, practices, or procedures in the University, it shall recommend such changes to the Senate 
by forwarding such recommendations to the Senate Agenda Committee or to the appropriate 
supervisory unit.  

4. If the ad hoc Mediation Committee decides that the grievance shall be arbitrated, the Committee 
will instruct the Provost’s Office to institute arbitration proceedings.  

  
d. Step Four: Arbitration  

1. If the grievance is to be arbitrated, the arbitrator shall be chosen from a list of arbitrators 
maintained by the American Arbitration Association, or a comparable arbitration agency acceptable 
to the grievant and the University. The arbitrator must be qualified for academic arbitration by 
virtue of current or previous service as a faculty member or academic administrator of a college or a 
university. The conduct of the proceedings shall be governed by the rules of the American 
Arbitration Association.  

2. The decision of the arbitrator, within the scope of their jurisdiction, shall be final and binding on the 
parties to the dispute and the University; however, the arbitrator shall be without power to:  

i. make a decision which requires the commission of an act prohibited by law,  
ii. substitute their judgment on the professional qualifications of a faculty member for the 

judgment of the relevant academic committee, or  
iii. add to, subtract from, or modify provisions of the Faculty Handbook or other relevant 

University policies and procedures.  
3. The costs of the services of the arbitrator or arbitrator’s associate shall be borne as follows:  

i. If the arbitrator upholds the grievance (whether or not the remedy sought by the grievant is 
granted), these costs will be borne by the University. 

ii. If the arbitrator denies the grievance, the grievant will pay 1/3 of the fees of the American 
Arbitration Association (or comparable arbitration agency acceptable to the grievant and 
the University) and its arbitrator, and the University shall bear the remainder of such costs.  

iii. Each party will pay for its own expenses, services, and fees other than the costs of the 
American Arbitration Association (or comparable arbitration agency acceptable to the 
grievant and the University) and the arbitrator.  

iv. To assure that the conditions of section (b) can be met, the grievant will place into a non-
interest bearing escrow account in the Northeastern University Federal Credit Union, a sum 
equal to one-half of the American Arbitration Association (or comparable arbitration agency 
acceptable to the grievant and the University) processing fee plus one-half of one day’s 
arbitrator’s fee. Specific instructions for establishment of the escrow account are set by the 
Senate Agenda Committee and are available in the Faculty Senate office. The escrow 
account will be controlled by the Chair of the Senate Agenda Committee. Upon completion 
of the arbitration, with the signature of the Agenda Committee Chair and a copy of the 
arbitrator’s decision, the deposited funds will be returned to the grievant if the grievance is 
upheld or transferred to the University if the grievance is denied. If the arbitrator reaches a 
split decision on a multi-element grievance, the arbitrator will determine the proportional 
distribution of the AAA/Arbitrator costs and the distribution of the deposited funds.  

4. Copies of the arbitration decision shall be sent to the grievant, the Provost (or another party in cases 
of Grievance against the Provost, an administrator within the Provost's Office, or the Office of the 
Provost), and the Chair of the Senate Agenda Committee. 
 

e.    Grievance against the Provost, an administrator within the Provost’s Office, or the Office of the 
Provost  
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1. If a matter rises to the level of a grievance against the Provost, an administrator within the 
Provost’s Office, or the Office of the Provost, then it is the responsibility of the Elected Senators 
as the representatives of the whole faculty body to officiate the grievance process (to decrease 
the possibility of appointing biased parties).  

2. The Senate Agenda Committee (SAC) shall serve as the Mediation Committee.  
3. A three-member Elected Senator Grievance Subcommittee shall be appointed after a nomination 

and vote by the Elected Senators.  
4. Each Elected Senator Grievance Subcommittee member shall be from a different College, and 

none shall be from the grievant’s College(s).  
5. SAC members are not eligible to serve on the Elected Senator Grievance Subcommittee, but they 

retain voting rights in the nomination process. 
6. The remainder of the process is the same as for 2.a-d. 

 
f.    General Provisions 

1. No outside counsel (for the grievant or any other party to the grievance) may be present in any 
of the Step Two mediation meetings. However, all parties may be represented by counsel in 
arbitration proceedings. 

2. The University shall make available to the grievant relevant materials pertaining to the case. 
However, documents developed in tenure and promotion proceedings with the understanding 
that they are confidential do not have to be made available to the grievant.5 

3. The Senate Agenda Committee will, upon request, provide the grievant and/or the person whose 
action occasioned the grievance with the names of faculty members or others who may be of 
assistance in preparation and presentation of their case in the grievance procedure. 

4. It is important that testimony and deliberations, which take place under this procedure, shall be 
kept confidential by the parties and by those involved in the resolution of the grievance. 

5. If at any point the grievant determines to withdraw the grievance, they shall do so in writing to 
the Senate Agenda Committee. 

6. If, during the course of a grievance, the grievant’s University employment terminates for any 
reason, the grievance shall be discontinued, except that when the grievance involves non-
renewal of contract, the grievant may request, in writing to the Senate Agenda Committee, that 
the grievance be continued. 

 
3. Typical Grievance Process Timeline  

a. Step One: Filing a Grievance  
1. A grievance is filed within 3 months after the faculty member became aware of the grievable event. 

During this period, the grievant attempts to resolve the matter informally.  
 

b. Step Two: Mediation by an ad hoc Faculty Committee  
1. As soon as possible after Step One has completed, the Senate Agenda Committee shall appoint an 

ad hoc Mediation Committee, which shall conduct the meetings in Steps Two and Three.   
2. As soon as reasonably possible after the establishment of the ad hoc Mediation Committee, its Chair 

shall arrange for one or more meetings with the relevant parties in an effort to resolve the 
grievance.  

3. The ad hoc Mediation Committee may at any point during Step Two, by majority vote, determine 
whether the grievance meets a threshold for mediation. Unless the grievance has been resolved, 
withdrawn or otherwise terminated, the Committee shall make no other formal findings or report 
before the end of Step Two (see 2.b.9). 
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4. If no resolution has been formalized within 10 working days of the last Step Two meeting, or if the 
ad hoc Mediation Committee feels that no resolution is forthcoming, and if the grievant wishes to 
pursue the grievance, the Chair of the ad hoc Mediation Committee shall arrange a meeting with the 
Provost or their designee (or another party in cases of Grievance against the Provost, an 
administrator within the Provost’s Office, or the Office of the Provost), the grievant, and the ad hoc 
Mediation Committee for the purpose of resolving the grievance.   
 

c. Step Three: Request for Arbitration  
1. If the grievance is not resolved in Step Two, the grievant may file a written request for arbitration to 

the Chair of the ad hoc Mediation Committee by the end of 30 working days after the Step Two 
disposition and/or meeting, or the transmittal of the Committee’s proposed resolution.   

2. The ad hoc Mediation Committee will, within 10 working days after receipt of the request for 
arbitration, decide by a majority vote if the grievance shall be arbitrated.  
 

d. Step Four: Arbitration  
1. If the grievance is to be arbitrated, the ad hoc Mediation Committee will notify the Provost and the 

grievant, as per section 3.c.2.  
2. Within 15 calendar days after the notification of the Provost, the Provost (or their designee) shall 

meet with the grievant for the purpose of explaining the process of filing a demand for arbitration 
with the American Arbitration Association.   

3. The University must file such a demand within 15 calendar days after this meeting, as long as the 
escrow requirement has been met, or within 5 days after University Counsel receives notice that the 
grievant has met the escrow requirement, whichever comes later.  

  
4. Grievance Process Timeline Exceptions  
  
The time limits specified may be extended by mutual agreement if it is difficult to form an ad hoc Mediation 
Committee. Consent to the agreement shall not be unreasonably withheld.  
  
If a grievance is submitted when the faculty grievant is not on contract, or they are on an approved leave, the 
timeframe for Step Two and subsequent steps should proceed as written in the Grievance Procedure unless the 
faculty grievant is unable to fulfill such a commitment. In such a case, the faculty grievant shall provide a written 
statement to the Senate Agenda Committee, and the Grievance Procedure should be paused (except for the 
formation of the ad hoc Mediation Committee) and resumed when the faculty grievant is back, but no longer 
than 15 weeks.  
A grievant shall have 2 weeks to respond after each grievance step. If they fail to respond by the end of 2 weeks, 
the grievance will be considered waived. An involuntary delay such as illness shall not be construed as waiving 
the grievance.  
 
If, in the course of processing the grievance, there is a dispute over whether a grievance has been waived, the 
parties will continue to follow the procedure, and if the grievant proceeds to arbitration, the arbitrator will 
decide whether or not the grievance has been waived. 
 

  
a. Step One Timeline Exceptions  

1. The grievant may request resolution through the Early Provostial Review Option at the time that 
they submit their grievance to the Senate Agenda Committee (see 4.e).  
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2. The time limit for filing a grievance, as specified, may be extended beyond 3 months with a written 
agreement of the Provost (or another party in cases of Grievance against the Provost, an 
administrator within the Provost’s Office, or the Office of the Provost), the grievant, and the Senate 
Agenda Committee grievance officer.  
 

b. Step Two Timeline Exceptions  
1. In the event that informal steps to resolve the situation are ongoing, the grievant may request, in 

writing, that the Senate Agenda Committee automatically grant a postponement for initiating Step 
Two for an additional 2 months. At any time that the grievant is dissatisfied with the progress of 
informal steps, they may, in writing, rescind this request and resume the normal grievance process. 

2. Because it is difficult to form an ad hoc Mediation Committee during the summer months, the clock 
for Steps Two and Three will normally be suspended during summer terms.  

3. The inability of a member of the ad hoc Mediation Committee to attend meetings during Steps Two 
and Three shall in no way change any prescribed time limits.  
 

c. Step Three Timeline Exceptions  
1. If the grievant does not file a request for arbitration within 30 working days after the Step Two 

disposition and/or meeting, or the transmittal of the Committee’s proposed resolution, then the 
grievance is closed.  

2. If the grievant files a request for arbitration and the ad hoc Mediation Committee decides that the 
grievance does not meet the criteria for arbitration, the grievance is closed.  
 

d. Step Four Timeline Exceptions  
1. If the grievant has not met the escrow requirement within 90 calendar days of the demand for 

arbitration, the grievance will be deemed to have been withdrawn.  
 

e. Early Provostial Review Option 
1. At the time a grievance is filed as defined above, the grievant may request this option of early 

review by the Provost. In this event, the timeliness provisions for further steps of the Regular 
Grievance Procedure are suspended until the grievant receives written notice of the results of this 
optional procedure. 

2. The grievant and a representative of the Senate Agenda Committee will confer with a representative 
of the Provost within 10 working days. If the Provost’s representative recognizes merit in the 
grievance, they shall so notify the Provost. Otherwise, they shall inform the grievant in writing that 
the request for Early Provostial Review is denied. 

3. If the Provost recognizes merit in the grievance, the Provost shall delegate a representative to work 
with the appropriate Dean or Chair toward correcting the defective procedures. This process, which 
may involve any steps up to and including a full reconsideration of the original decision upon which 
the grievance is based, utilizing corrected procedures, should be completed within 2 weeks. At that 
time, the grievant will be informed of their status by the Dean or Chair. 

4. Whatever the outcome of this Early Provostial Review procedure, the grievant shall still have access 
to the standard faculty grievance procedure. 

 
For other circumstances under which a grievance may be terminated or continued outside the normal timeline, 
see Section 2.f, including written withdrawal of a grievance (2.f.5) and the effect of employment termination on 
a pending grievance (2.f.6). 
 

 



11 
 

 

1. Full-time faculty includes the two categories – Tenured/Tenure-track faculty and Non-Tenure-track faculty. For a description of the positions covered in each 

category, see the General University Faculty and Bylaws. 

2. Passed by the Faculty Senate 2/15/17; passed by the Board of Trustees 4/14/17. Approved by the Faculty Senate on 11/2/1992 and by the Board of Trustees on 

6/11/1993. Amended by the Faculty Senate on 6/7/1994 and approved by the Board of Trustees on 6/10/1994. The original Faculty Grievance Procedure on which 

this is based was adopted by the Board of Trustees in 1973. Current language approved by the Faculty Senate on 2/15/2017 and approved by the Board of Trustees 

on 4/14/2017. 

3. See section 4.e below for Early Provostial Review. 

4. See footnote 1 for the two faculty categories. 

5. In an arbitration decision dated November 11, 1974, the following guideline relating to confidentiality was established: 

“Documents developed in the tenure procedure involving … the understanding and expectation that they were confidential do not 

have to be made available to [the grievant] by the University. Included in such documents are letters of recommendation, 

evaluation forms, and the minutes of the Promotion and Tenure Committee … 

 
QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION: 
 
Discussion addressed procedural clarity and governance roles. 
 
 

VI.  NEW BUSINESS 
 

There was no new business. 
 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 1:25 p.m. ET. 

 
 Respectfully submitted by Professor Heidi Kevoe-Feldman 

 


