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I. Call to Order and Approval of Agenda 

A. Chair H. Rayl called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m.   
B. C. Blevens moved, and S. Hardin seconded, approval of the agenda.  

 
II. Approval of Minutes 

A. Skipped. 
 

III. Chair’s Announcements/Reports 
A. None. 

 
IV. Old Business 

A. None. 
 
V. New Business 

 
A. Statement on peer reviewed documentation (attached) 

1. This document will be added to section 3 (currently p. 29) of the tenure and 
promotion document.   

2. S. Arvin said only the first part will be added.   
3. M. Miller said the plan is not to replace anything, only to revise the verbiage.     
4. B. Bunnett noted the phrase “reviewing facility” in the second-to-last sentence 

should read “reviewing faculty” or “reviewers.”   
5. E. Campbell said the change is that those under the tenure review process will 

have to submit documentation that their material is peer-reviewed.  If you’re 
currently in the process, do you have the option to be grandfathered in or go 
with new rules? H. Rayl said she believes materials submitted earlier would not 
require it, but materials submitted after the enactment of this policy will require 
it.  E. Campbell asked what precipitated the need to document whether 
something is peer-reviewed?  It almost takes away from the rigor.  It looks 
almost like a faculty member is padding his/her material.  Faculty are forced to 
spend a lot of time putting things in that don’t add to the quality of the dossier.  
What has happened that we’re suddenly not trusting our peers?  We need to 
trust our colleagues.  S. Arvin said in her experience there was confusion on 
whether Indiana Libraries was peer reviewed or not.  Some people said yes, 
some no.  She wasn’t required to add documentation, but she did.  She also 
noted the Medical Library Association used to survey nursing journals and ask 
them about their peer review process; they got back conflicting information.  
That could be challenging too.  Establishing whether something is peer 
reviewed is not a simple matter.  She is concerned wither this places an undue 
burden on untenured librarians.  C. Blevens said she concurred about Indiana 
Libraries.  K. Siddell said she made a presentation which was accepted with 
comments.  Is that considered peer-review?  M. Miller said she thought so.  C. 
Blevens said this question came up earlier; there was a lack of documentation 
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on the Charleston Conference’s web site about whether it was peer reviewed.  
S. Arvin said just because it’s not peer reviewed, it doesn’t mean it’s without 
value.  But you can’t count it toward peer-reviewed publications or 
presentations.  E. Campbell remarked she thought the group was getting hung 
up on peer-review.  A peer-reviewed article may have a much lower impact 
than something else, but right now we’re stuck with peer-reviewed articles and 
presentations to count toward tenure.  She thinks we need to consider whether 
peer review is all that important.   We’ve not gotten into social networking.  She 
has about 1000 followers on her blog, for example.  We developed a summer 
reading list.  The day before the list was posted, the blog received 50 hits.  The 
day of the posting, it received 2000 hits.  It’s building my reputation as an 
expert in children’s lit.  But we’re still stuck in peer-reviewed mode.  We have to 
look at how info is used, shared and controlled.  S. Arvin added that one of her 
favorite journals is not peer reviewed.  But it still gives me value.  However, our 
requirements do require that you have at least one peer-reviewed article or 
presentation, which gets your name out in front of a different audience.  E. 
Campbell responded that the situation is changing.  M. Miller said a future 
charge for next year’s LFAC would be to consider Appendix C and how to 
include appropriate things in social media.  R. Crumrin added that part of the 
issue is that when LFAC was discussing this, there was concern that a specific 
list not be created that gave the impression that those are the only titles 
librarians can publish in.  Purdue has such a list.  She thinks that takes away 
from the creativity that libraries are able to demonstrate.  Personally, she thinks 
the academy needs to move out of the peer-reviewed model; ultimately peer-
reviewed will either go away or be held in less esteem.  It’s up to the library 
faculty to determine ultimately what goes into those guidelines.  H. Rayl said 
that to summarize: E. Campbell made the point that peer-review isn’t the only 
way to measure influence and success as a librarian.  But according to others, 
we’re still stuck with peer-review.  This is a slippery slope of lots of 
documentation justifying everything we do.  M. Miller said that unless you’re 
doing 400 articles/presentations a year, the documentation requirement won’t 
be unduly burdensome.  H. Rayl asked: if we start doing it for this, what other 
areas will be affected?  E. Campbell said our experience with travel forms 
indicates documentation does bleed into other areas.  K. Siddell said her 
biggest confusion whether there’s a gold standard for proof of peer-reviewed 
status.  S. Arvin said if the publication’s/conference’s web site states it, it would 
be acceptable.  E. Campbell said but then we’re back to the problem with the 
Ulrich’s database saying Indiana Libraries is peer-reviewed.  H. Rayl said she’s 
comfortable with a statement saying the information can be supplied by the 
publication or conference in question.  M. Miller said the Assembly is going in 
circles.  LFA is doing this because LFA got upset with the Personnel 
Committee for not requiring more rigorous proof of peer reviewed status.  B. 
Bunnett said it gets back to due diligence.  H. Rayl calls the question.  She 
moved that we accept the section to be added as stated to our current tenure 
and promotion document, with changing “factors” to “reviewers” and that 
“document consists of…” that we add a screen shot or statement from a 
conference or publication web site.  S. Arvin seconded.  The motion passed 4-
1-0.  The document will go to the Dean for her approval/non-approval. 

B. Revised release time for library faculty research 
1. H. Rayl said this document is intended to make the leave a little more flexible 

than it currently is.  M. Miller said the first part is clean copy; the second part is 
the current copy with revisions, and third part is the old language. 

2. C. Blevens recommended that in 3-L-1-2, the last sentence, language should 
be changed from passive to active.  “An application submitted less than 10 
working days…” S. Arvin said in 3-l-5 a word was omitted.  The text should 
read “30 working days.”   
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3. E. Campbell said in the approval section, L-3, it seems like there’s a lot of back 
and forth there.  She’s unsure the process is clear on what needs to be done.  
M. Miller said it permits the filing of a formal grievance if the chair and the dean 
both deny the request.  H. Rayl said the flow is that the faculty member applies, 
the chair approves/disapproves, and then the Dean approves/disapproves.  
The faculty member can file a grievance if Dean denies the request.  E. 
Campbell said she feels like this is tightening up the leaves process that 
already exists.  

4. B. Bunnett said, looking at first sentence of the policy, that he wondered if it’s 
too narrow.  M. Miller said the Assembly could eliminate “for publication” to 
broaden its utility.  So delete “internally or externally.”   

5. K. Siddell said 3-L-5.  Should include “if applicable.”   
6. E. Campbell asked if a chair wants to take leave, is that case covered here?  

M. Miller responded that it goes to the chair’s immediate supervisor, the Dean.   
7. K. Siddell noted a faculty member can take 10 days at a time, with a total of 15 

days per calendar year.   
8. The motion to approve the document with the corrections listed above passed 

5-0-0.  M. Miller can make the changes, and then H. Rayl can send the 
document to the Dean.  

C. Post-tenure biennial review.   
1. H. Rayl said we need to vote on this ASAP.  It’s very hard to schedule a 

meeting during this last part of the summer. 
2. M. Miller said the drop-dead to input everything date is 9/20.  You can print the 

document to make sure everything is correct.  You will then input it back into 
the database, and it will travel to the supervisors/dean.  We’re still solidifying 
the process.  S. Arvin asked if it will have working links.  M. Miller responded 
that any hyperlink you create should appear there as a hyperlink.   

3. B. Bunnett asked if you do opt out as a pre-tenured faculty member, are you 
ineligible for a raise?  H. Rayl said you could still get a cost-of-living increase 
but would not be eligible for exceptional performance raises.  S. Arvin noted 
this is all predicated on money being available for raises.   

4. B. Bunnett notes this is information you want to keep current anyway, like 
keeping your CV up to date.   

5. K. Siddell said under this “improvement plan” you’d get only a 1% increase, 
assuming there’s money available to fund it.   

6. M. Miller said other than biennial report, all you have is your CV.  We can just 
print things out for two years at a time.   

7. H. Rayl asked if the Assembly has had enough time to look this over and vote 
on it.  E. Campbell said in fairness to our absent colleagues, this vote should 
be delayed.  H. Rayl said she will send it out to the faculty, and ask Bev to try 
to schedule another meeting.   

8. A. Moorhead said she would leave the improvement plan alone: that’s too 
individual.   

9. S. Hardin suggested the matter can be discussed electronically.  The Assembly 
decided to conduct the discussion on Blackboard, with a deadline of two 
weeks.   

 
VI. Remarks of the Dean of Library Services  

A. None. 
 

VII. Remarks from Library Support Staff 
A. None. 

 
VIII. 15-Minute Open Discussion 

A. None. 
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IX. Committee Reports 
 

A. LAAC 
1. No report. 

 
B. LFAC  

1. No report. 
 
C. Personnel 

1. No report. 
  
D. Grievance 

1. No report. 
 
E. Reports from University Committees  

1. No reports.  
 

X. Remarks of the Faculty Senator 
A. None.   

 
XI. Adjournment 

A. A. Moorhead moved, and S. Arvin seconded, adjournment.  The meeting was adjourned 
at 2:23 p.m.   

.   
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Steve Hardin 
Secretary 

 
 


