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Statement on the Suspension of Professor Mike Shively at UVU 

 

 

 

Mike Shively training on the San Marcos River for the 

2019 Texas Water Safari 

(courtesy of the Shively family) 

 

Our colleague, Professor Michael Shively, passed away on the evening of August 19, 2019.  

 

Mike joined the UVU faculty in 1992 with advanced degrees in anatomy and veterinary science. He 

served as President of the Faculty Senate and as Department Chair. He was the Faculty Athletic Representative, 

a role he relished as he played his trumpet at many athletic events. Over the course of his teaching career he 

taught thousands of students in his anatomy and physiology classes and was honored with numerous teaching 

awards. Students found his demanding classes key components for admission into medical, dental, and nursing 

schools.  

Although “Rate My Professors” is an imperfect source, it is informative to see what students posted 

there about Mike’s anatomy class. Five recent, representative examples:  

 

AWSOME, 5 out of 5 rating 

Anatomy is the hardest class you will probably ever take, no matter who it is from. But taking it from Shively 

will probably be the best decision you make. He is extremely caring and will answer any of your questions with 

respect. He was my favorite professor of all time, and I wish I could take physiology from him next semester!! 

 

https://1.bp.blogspot.com/-j_V5EK9rJ8w/XcxRExV0owI/AAAAAAAAMnY/pvFvKk0DVLwULryHzLW2hP3LoCyvl5KTACLcBGAsYHQ/s1600/fullsizeoutput_24ce.jpeg


 

 

AWFUL, 1 out of 5 rating: 

Shively does NOT prepare you for his tests and he does not treat this course like an introductory course. I put in 

an inordinate amount of hours into this class and I haven't learned a single thing. The average score for his tests 

was 30-40% and he hardly curves it. DO NOT TAKE THIS CLASS if you don't want to waste your time and 

money.  

GOOD, 4 out of 5 rating: This is THE hardest class I've ever taken. Lab is much easier than lecture for most 

people, but not impossible. Dr. Shively seems scary because his tests are HARD, but he's hilarious, with crazy 

raccoon stories (ask him about that) and jokes. Taking him for lecture is a good idea, as he writes the lecture 

tests and is helpful. He's a genius 

 

AWESOME, 5 out of 5 rating: TAKE THE HONORS VERSION OF ANATOMY!!!!!!!!!!!!! It is the same 

material as the other anatomy classes just not a lecture hall and the average grade was an A-. This was the best 

choice I made. My class had 12 people in it and we all got super tight, even Shively. He is the smartest person 

and invited us over to his house to study for the final. 

AWFUL, 1 out of 5 rating: this was a very difficult class. When people say this class is hard, they are not 

kidding at all. I've met other students from different schools that took the same class and got A's without as 

much effort.  

 

A 2018 student wrote a long letter of gratitude to Mike that included these thoughts: 

 

You didn’t just give us a lecture; you gave us stories, hilarious jokes, deep real-life applications and 

humbling moments. . . . Yes, your class was one of the most difficult I’ve ever taken, but you taught us 

so much because of that. You taught us how to work hard, harder than we ever had before, and how to 

be self-reliant. You taught us how to push ourselves to the limit and hold ourselves to high standards. 

You taught me that I had the ability to do hard things if I was determined. But most importantly, you 

taught us all that we each had an impact and that our attention to detail would be critical in our future. . . 

. I remember being so nervous to ask you about something I didn’t understand, but you were so sweet to 

me. I realized how much you cared about our understanding then, and how much you just wanted what 

was best for us and wanted us to succeed. (courtesy of the Shively family) 

 

Over the 2019 spring break Mike was on the San Marcos River training for the Texas Water Safari, a 

260-mile canoe race he had excelled at for three decades. The day he returned he was suspended from his 

professional duties. Under the stress of allegations about his conduct as a member of the UVU faculty, over the 



course of five months of intense and inconclusive investigation, Mike found it impossible to sleep, lost twenty-

five pounds from his already spare frame, and grew increasingly anxious and despondent. The assault on his 

reputation and the possibility that he might never teach again devastated him.  

 

We mourn the loss of a respected colleague. 

 

The letter that announced the beginning of Mike’s ordeal, dated March 25, 2019, stated that he was 

suspended from his professional duties, effective immediately, because of serious charges that affected the 

public interest. Mike was required to gather what he needed from his office and to relinquish his keys, after 

which he was immediately escorted off the campus where he had worked for 27 years. He was allowed to return 

only when summoned for sessions related to the investigation. He was isolated by an order restricting contact 

with colleagues and students. In mid-semester, his students were left with substitute teachers. At some point 

during the summer, because the investigation was predicted to continue into Fall Semester, a replacement was 

hired to teach his fall classes. Mike died the first day of the new semester. 

 

The March letter listed six complaints: Mike had violated UVU policy by requiring course books for which 

he received royalties; he had intimidated and threatened students and employees in ways that caused significant 

psychological distress; his course requirements and grading were arbitrary and capricious; he had violated the 

academic freedom of colleagues; he had not adhered to accommodation policies; and he had discriminated and 

harassed members of protected classes. 

Mike had indeed collected royalties for his required book after the new policy was adopted. He turned over 

his publisher’s records to investigators, had his contract with the publisher revised, and agreed to donate 

royalties to a department fund as required. 

 

The other complaints left him dumbfounded.  

 

Who, he asked, felt intimidated and threatened so seriously that they experienced significant mental 

distress? And when did that happen? Who had complained about arbitrary and capricious course requirements 

and grading for courses he had taught successfully for decades and for which he had received teaching awards? 

Whose academic freedom, he asked, had he violated? When had he failed to follow disability accommodation 

policies and to cooperate with Accessibility Services? Whom had he harassed and discriminated against? 

Why, he asked, does a letter of suspension claiming possible serious harm to colleagues and students 

include complaints about teaching methods? How could UVU administrators and the lawyer hired by them to 

investigate the case possibly judge the quality of his anatomy teaching? Why do the allegations read like a 

prosecutor’s grab bag of charges assembled in the hope that at least one will stick? Is this simply a concerted 

attempt to end my career, he wondered? And how, he asked finally, can I possibly defend myself without 

knowing the specifics of the accusations? 



 

You will know those details only after the investigation is completed, he was told. In the meantime, you 

are required to appear when summoned and to answer whatever questions the investigator poses. 

For support, Mike contacted me, Vice President of the UVU Chapter of the American Association of 

University Professors, and Alex Simon, President of the UVU affiliate of the American Federation of Teachers. 

We agreed that I would accompany Mike to his next hearing. I recommended that Mike answer no questions 

unless he had detailed, specific information about the allegations.  

I was turned away from the meeting after a call to UVU’s General Counsel, who said that policy did not 

allow faculty support at this stage. While Mike continued to meet with the investigator and an Associate Vice 

President, I appealed that interpretation of policy, Additionally, I addressed the absence of the specific 

information Mike needed for an adequate response.  

 

As the basis of the appeal, I cited the statement on due process in policy #648 Faculty Reduction / 

Faculty Discipline: 

4.7 Due Process 

4.7.1 In all disciplinary, suspension, or termination proceedings, or proceedings regarding academic freedom, 

the faculty member shall be subject to the following policy provisions:  

1) Notice. Written notice shall be delivered personally, or by certified mail, return receipt requested, to 

the faculty member under investigation. Such notice shall contain the following:  

2) Statement of facts. A concise statement of the facts, conduct, or circumstances reported to constitute 

failure to comply with the Standards set forth in this policy, including the names of those persons making the 

charges.  

 

Professor Shively did receive a notice, I wrote, but it did not include the names of persons making 

charges and, other than the royalty question, it failed to state any specific facts to which he might respond.  

The General Counsel answered my email, explaining that “Suspensions pending action do not require 

the elements listed in Section 4.7.1. . . . When a suspension pending action is provided, this is not a disciplinary 

notice, but instead an interim measure that places the faculty member on a paid leave while the investigation 

and/or disciplinary action is pending.” 

I repeated that the policy promises due process “In all disciplinary, suspension, or termination 

proceedings . . .” and argued that the member of the faculty would certainly perceive a letter announcing 

suspension as a disciplinary notice. 

The General Counsel further informed me that prior to any suspension, “there has first been an analysis 

and conclusion by several decision makers, with my office providing legal counsel, that the allegations are 

serious and that there is a risk to public harm.” 

 



I responded that to decide there is a risk to public harm by a 73-year-old professor whose contributions 

to UVSC and UVU over many years are legion, and to do so before allowing him to address specific 

allegations, is simply not right. Fundamental fairness at each step of the process, I argued, heightens the trust we 

have in one another and provides the most likely avenue to discern the truth of allegations. 

Faculty Senator Alan Clarke joined the email exchange with the General Counsel at this point, arguing 

that “due process means ‘fundamental fairness.’ While it does have legal dimensions which you’ve focused on, 

such a perspective when applied to university procedures is unnecessarily crabbed. . . . Would it not be better 

from the university's perspective to provide as much fairness in the process as possible?”  

There was no softening of the University’s position and the investigation continued with no opportunity 

for my supportive involvement and with no revelation of specific details. It would be months before Mike was 

finally allowed to know who made the complaints and the substance of those complaints.  

 

Three months after Professor Shively received the initial letter, worried about his increasing 

anxiety and inability to sleep, I sent an email to President Tuminez, new Provost Wayne Vaught (shortly 

after his arrival on campus and several weeks before his official duties commenced), and General 

Counsel Clemes: 

 

21 June 2019 

Dear Colleagues, 

This letter is in response to the ongoing case of Professor Mike Shively. . . . 

Attached, you will find an email thread with details and arguments about what we see as violations of 

due process. Senate President Thulin and incoming President Arendt were copied on the thread and will go to 

work in the fall to produce a less ambiguous and more fair policy.  

The short version of our concern is that Professor Shively was escorted from campus as a threat to the 

public interest (this obviously has nothing to do with sales of his book) without any chance to dispute that 

decision. In subsequent meetings with an Associate Vice President and counsel, he was questioned about 

supposed violations without having [relevant] details . . . .  

How does one defend oneself against accusations lacking any detail, accusations made by unknown 

persons? How is it possible that you will issue an investigative report on Professor Shively before he has had a 

chance to give you information based on the names of the complainants and the details of their allegations? He 

can, of course, respond after he reads the report and he can appeal a negative decision, but shouldn’t your initial 

decisions be based, in part, on his responses to specific charges by specific people? Shouldn’t the decision to 

ban him from campus take into account his initial responses to the accusations, not to mention his distinguished 

career? 

It is now the 21st of June, three months since Professor Shively was escorted from campus. It seems 

unconscionable to keep him in suspense for this length of time, with no communication for weeks now. 

 



Several sleepless weeks later Mike was finally allowed to review the 31-page investigative report and 

two stacks of exhibits. His reading of the report and notetaking were limited to two hours. When he called me 

after reading the report, Mike was relieved, he said, but also astonished that he remained isolated and suspended 

after months of investigation resulting in a report that failed to substantiate the supposed threat to the public 

interest. 

On the 18th of July, Mike wrote a response to the report. He disputed the use of solicited and anonymous 

complaints. He countered the claim of arbitrary and capricious course requirements: “I have not changed the 

difficulty of the course or tests in the last 20 years, nor have my department chairs or deans ever expressed a 

need for me to do so.” He complained about the fact that his book had been sent for review by an academic 

whose work he had disputed for several decades (and why was his book in question in any case?). And finally, 

Mike wrote that he was always open to suggestions on how to improve his teaching. Mike was a teacher first 

and last.  

When we spoke after he wrote that letter, Mike wondered if he had been unwise to challenge any of the 

allegations. Perhaps he should have just agreed to anything that would have made it possible for him to continue 

teaching. I reminded him that the mismatched set of allegations had been assembled to make a case for 

termination. They call into question your ability to teach anatomy, although so many of our alumni have 

reported that your course was outstanding preparation for their careers. Complaints about your book should be 

evaluated by colleagues whose prerogative it is to control the biology curriculum. Disagreements between 

colleagues about pedagogy should be a matter for departmental deliberation, not grounds for administrative 

investigation. By policy, you have the academic freedom to teach your classes according to your best 

professional judgment. If I had written the letter, I would have requested additional information about the 

decision to declare you a threat to the public interest. They have kept you under investigative pressure for 

months. Your mild response is nothing to worry about. Whoever assembled the hodgepodge of allegations is the 

one who should be concerned.  

When he died a month later, Mike had still not received a letter from the UVU administration deciding 

his case. A negative decision would have triggered the first involvement of Mike’s faculty peers—a Faculty 

Senate-appointed Due Process Committee, whose charge would have been to evaluate whether due process had 

been afforded.  

 

How might this deeply flawed process be improved as we look forward? 

 

AAUP recommendations for termination for cause include initial steps to ensure a fair process: “(1) 

discussions between the faculty member and appropriate administrative officers looking toward a mutual 

settlement; (2) informal inquiry by the duly elected faculty committee . . . ; (3) a statement of charges, framed 

with reasonable particularity by the president or the president’s delegate.”  

 

https://www.aaup.org/report/recommended-institutional-regulations-academic-freedom-and-tenure


It seems likely that this recommended process would have led to a more reasonable outcome. Let’s 

imagine how it might have played out in Mike Shively’s case. 

 

(1)   In discussions between Mike and administrative officers, before being suspended for issues perhaps affecting 

the public interest, Mike would have a chance to clarify, to question, to defend himself. If, at this point, issues 

were still unresolved, the process could move to the second step. 

(2)   In an informal inquiry, members of the faculty committee might realize that while the other issues need 

addressing on some level, only the complaint about intimidation and threat to the public interest would require 

suspension. Investigating that question, they might find sufficient evidence of threat and recommend 

suspension. Or they might find that the complaint was unfounded and recommend against suspension. If they 

found the threat substantiated, the process could move to step three. 

(3)   At this point Mike would receive a formal list of charges listed with reasonable particularity. The question of 

suspension would hinge on his ability to explain, to question, to factually contest, and/or to accept 

responsibility. 

(4)   If he were suspended after these steps, the following formal investigation would have a legitimacy the actual 

one Mike was subjected to did not. 

 

Repeated decisions by the Holland/Olson administration, along with this case initiated by the 

Tuminez/Olson administration working on inherited principles, have caused harm to individual members of the 

faculty and have degraded our confidence that principles of fairness and due process will be adhered to. With a 

President just beginning her second year and with a new Provost, the administration of UVU is in a good 

position to rethink how its actions in termination cases might be altered to serve fundamental principles of due 

process and shared governance. 

 

            The Faculty Senate is poised to address a revised policy on faculty discipline, suspension, and 

termination that will better protect our joint interests. The new administration, if it were so inclined, could show 

a heightened commitment to shared governance by negotiating the policy with the Senate until all parties are 

satisfied. This would be an improvement on the historical practice of regarding Senate input only as 

recommendation. 

 

At a minimum, the revised policy on faculty discipline should require that from the beginning the 

administration provide anyone accused of misconduct with sufficiently specific charges to allow an informed 

response. The policy should allow the accused to be accompanied at each step of the process by a faculty 

advisor as well as a lawyer, if so desired. Complaints should be evaluated by a Senate-appointed committee 

before action is taken. Any subsequent investigation should be concluded in the shortest possible time. 

 



            Finally, the Faculty Senate would do well to investigate the investigation Professor Shively underwent. 

How was the jumbled list of charges developed and to what purpose? Most critically, what was the specific 

basis of the decision to suspend him as a threat to the public interest? Why, if the investigation revealed that 

there was in fact no threat, was the suspension not lifted at whatever time that was established? Instead, 

descending into despair, Mike was left to contemplate an investigation with no perceivable end and a fall 

semester during which he would be unable to do what he loved best: teach his anatomy class. The Shively 

family deserves, as do we all, a clear sense for our joint commitment to due process going forward. 

             

Sincerely, 

Scott Abbott  

For the David R. Keller Chapter of the AAUP at UVU 

Professor of Integrated Studies, Philosophy and Humanities 

 


