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Approved
Call to Order
Senate Chairperson Susan Kalter called the meeting to order.
Action item:

Faculty Names for Associate Vice President for Academic Fiscal Management Search Committee.

Motion by Senator Horst, seconded by Senator Haugo, to select names for the Provost’s search committee by slate. The motion was unanimously approved.
Jay Rich, ACC
April Anderson-Zorn, MIL

Nancy Lind, POL

Scott Sakaluk, BSC

Vishal Midha, ACC

Aslihan Spaulding, AGR

Yun-Ching Chung, SED

Michaelene Cox, POL

Heather Jia, MQM

Senator Kalter: The Provost is looking for non-tenure-tracks.  That's going to be another process.  We did that wrong the last time; we're going to try to do it right this time.  So that will not come to Faculty Caucus for endorsement.  It goes in a different direction there. 

Excellent.  We have a group of names to be moved to the Provost.  And as you may know, Lane Crothers is going to be chairing that search committee and I think they just put out the announcement with the official job posting a few days ago.  So please circulate that to people that you may know who may be good as our Academic Fiscal Manager.  It's obviously one of the most important positions in the Provost's office.  
01.10.19.01 Policy 3.3.5 Distinguished Professors MARK UP
01.08.19.04 Motion for DP policy_ MARK UP
01.09.19.01 Policy 3.3.5 Distinguished Professors CLEAN COPY
01.02.19.01 Email from DP Letter in Response to URC Proposal
01.02.19.02 Distinguished Professor Letter (2018)
Senator Kalter:  Okay, so we are back to our Distinguished Professor debate, and we are in Action.  The last thing that happened last time was that we had voted to change a fairly significant part of the procedures to make it so that rather than the Distinguished Professors…  So the current practice is that the Distinguished Professors see the candidates and recommend to the Provost.  We had had proposed that it would be both them and the University Research Council.  The last time we met about this, we had made a change with a fairly close vote that said that instead of that we would have the University Research Council, specifically the faculty members on it plus three Distinguished Professors, doing that process and so essentially not having all of Distinguished Professors in on it.  We ended that session by saying we don't feel comfortable moving this completely to its final action until the Distinguished Professors are informed that we moved in that direction.  And so you can see in your materials that they were informed, they did not like it at all, they wrote a letter to the President and the Provost to dissent from that move.  So we now have the policy as amended on the floor last time back as an Action Item.  We will continue debate.  Do we have any debate?
Senator Horst: In your comments you just said that you believe that the faculty members of the University Research Council are the ones that will be deciding this.  I'm not exactly sure the text says that clearly, and after I read the Distinguished Professors' letter, I did see their point that you would be involving administrators and that potentially could taint the vote.  And they also made the point about being outnumbered.  And so given their response and given sort of the direction you thought the text was going, I would like to offer a motion just to clarify the text that…

Senator Kalter: Actually I don't think…  My guess is that you're not going to have to offer that as a motion.  I think it's going to be a friendly amendment.

Senator Horst: Okay.  I'd like to offer a friendly amendment under the procedures that it say, whenever it says "University Research Council" it says "faculty members of the University Research Council," and that would be under the procedures, number three (there's two spots), and then in number four regarding the nominees forwarded by the faculty members of the Research Council and the Distinguished Professor representatives.

Senator Kalter: Yes, and actually…  So we need to change a little bit there just to have it read correctly anyway.  Cera gave me some changes in that wording that had not made it into the draft, but we may remember that sort of legislatively we had agreed, sort of our legislative intent was to have the faculty members rather than the associate deans.  So we're basically just putting into print what we had intended all along.  And so you're looking, Senator Horst, in number three.  We currently have it read, "The University Research Council and up to three representatives chosen by the current Distinguished Professors, including emeriti who choose to participate, will conduct the initial review of portfolios and forward all recommended nominees to the Provost.  The Provost may be present for, and participate in, the deliberations.  Candidates whose portfolios are not recommended by the faculty members of the University Research Council" (right – that's the wording that you would like to insert) "and the Distinguished Professor representatives serving with the Council" (right?) "to the Provost will receive feedback from the Council" (no plural) "and/or the Provost as to how their portfolio might be improved."  And I think that what you're saying is in the beginning of number three where I started with "The University Research Council and up to three representatives," we need to also add "the faculty members of."  Is that correct?
Senator Horst: Yes.

Senator Kalter: Terrific.  Did everybody follow that?

Senator Horst: And under number four.

Senator Kalter: And under number four.

Senator Horst: "The Provost shall, after seeking… regarding the nominees forwarded by the faculty members of the University Research Council."

Senator Kalter: Terrific.

Senator Pancrazio: What's the number of faculty members of that Research Council?

Senator Kalter: It was ten.

Senator Pancrazio: Okay, and it's still ten?

Senator Kalter: It's still ten and then it would be…  So the total looking at the files would be up to 13 with…

Senator Pancrazio: Okay.  And the objection that came from the Distinguished Professors was that they're still outnumbered.  Is that correct?

Senator Kalter: They basically don't want the University Research Council involved at all, in any way.  They want the status quo.  So you can read their object…  It's a two-page letter.  

Senator Pancrazio: I did read it.  I'm just double checking it with the numbers because I didn't hear that.  So this is just a clarification of what we discussed in the previous discussion but also I just wanted to know the numbers.  I did have a little bit of a concern not necessarily about how this plays out in the long run but about the message that we're sending to the Distinguished Professors about this most recent response.  First of all we said that we would have the Research Council, and correct me if I'm wrong, it was a separate kind of body, separate decision, but it would also give a different set of eyes, a new set of eyes, a fresh set of eyes, and to some extent we're responding to the criticisms of kind of the CAS identity as being predominant in that.  And I respect that.  I think that if we go to the…  And I'm concerned that we say we're going to reduce their participation to three.  It's almost like we're blaming them for being themselves because I think one of the things that I'm hearing about the Distinguished Professors is that the essential question is that is one a Distinguished Professor and not is, are you one of us?  And I think that kind of the inability to quantify what they were doing, the kind of reluctance to get into that, and they're taking that position.  And so to a certain degree I want to make sure that we're not saying, hey folks, you're the ones that are the problem, but rather that perhaps the Distinguished Professor was written very much – this notion was written very much – when the College of Arts and Sciences saw itself as the one and only representative of what a university should be, and things have changed since then.  So I'm a little reluctant to just reduce there because I don't want to send that notion of saying that they've done something wrong.  I think if they've done something wrong, they've just been themselves.  And in assuming that the DP is very much part of that CAS identity, I'm much more comfortable with having the Research Council, an extra set of eyes, and to be able to interject to that group of DPs, well, maybe you folks missed something.  We have a different perspective and we want you to look at it again.
Senator Kalter: Would you like to put a motion on the floor?

Senator Pancrazio: It was just a thought.  I didn't script any of this.  

Senator Kalter: Let me just remind everybody of some of Robert's Rules.  So there are motions to reconsider a previous vote.  That can be a motion.  Because what you're arguing is essentially that we go back to the previous draft.  That's an option, if you would like to put that kind of a motion on the table, or you can put another motion, or you can just make the argument.  
Senator Pancrazio: If I can do so, it's only based on some thought and reflection and certainly I wouldn't want to send the impression that they've done something wrong because I think they've just kind of…  They're just voting for themsel… voting for what they think is right, but at the same time I think that the university has changed a lot in the last 30 years and we should roll with those changes.  So I would at least, if I can, I would like to revisit that first proposal.  Just, hey, let's have an extra set of eyes.
Senator Kalter: So you are making the motion to reconsider the previous vote?  

Senator Pancrazio: That's right.

Senator Kalter: All right.  Do we have a second to that motion?
Motion by Senator Pancrazio, seconded by Senator Qaddour, to reconsider the pervious vote.
Senator Blum: While I'm sensitive to the remarks, I think there's two core problems.  I think in the original version it just didn't make sense to have two bodies.  It was a parallel construction, and why would they have one over the other?  And it didn't seem to offer any sensibility or rationale about why it would be that way.  And having diverse people look at it and then come to a consensus conclusion, which is how we do all kinds of award evaluations both internally and externally.  And so I don't think this is passing a judgment per se.  I mean, I don't see this as passing a moral judgment on the DPs.  There was a process set up.  There was a policy.  Some of it was followed closer than others.  Some of it had to do a lot with institutional history and the way things were just done.  I think where we are today is to craft a new policy that allows for a more cohesive look at how to do this and more well defined so we actually have a policy that is a university policy that is approved by the Senate and that we have a group of people that will adhere to that policy and make recommendations based off of that policy.  So it's not…  I mean, whether they interpret it as a slap in the face or not, I can't help their feelings.  I have undue respect for people who have accomplished this.  I have worked within the College of Education on scholarship with Distinguished Professors and have learned from Paul Baker as mentoring me as a young assistant professor here.  So I can't say anything but great things.  I mean, it was a great experience for me as a new faculty member here to interact with this really distinguished, thoughtful, productive man.  So I really value that time.  So for me this is not about them as people or even them as a group, but it's about how to form a policy that has some kind of sensible way of getting to what we want, and I think the old way led to a very kind of inbred type system.  I don't think that that was the goal.  Like, people weren't sitting around, "Let's do that," but that is in fact kind of what happens when stuff like that happens.  So I see the new policy as a way to incorporate DP thoughts and values – it doesn't exclude them – but it's also a way to bring new people into the conversation, to bring more diversity into the conversation.  The URC will rotate members.  So all of that brings, I think, a more rich, contextualized way of doing business.  And if there's anything…  I mean, few people are going to get DP’d, right?  It's a small percentage of people, but having a really meaningful effective policy that brings in multiple voices and then makes decisions in that way I think is symbolic of how the University operates.

Senator Nichols: I guess I'd be more comfortable with the idea of discounting the feelings of the DPs if there was, in fact, a significant amount of data on the other side.  There is a perception that initiated this.  We don't have data for confidentiality reasons, right?  It's not for a lack of searching.  But by and large, we've got perception on both sides.  We don't have direct evidence that there is bias in the decision makers or there's bias in the process because we don't know where the applicants came from.  So we know that there is a disproportional outcome, but that doesn't mean that the individuals or the process are biased; it means that that's the perception that we have is that something is broke.  Also, I didn't hear anything that you said that suggested that three DPs as opposed to the body of DPs was the best fit.  You could still have one body that includes any of the DPs and emeriti that choose to participate.  One of the things that struck me the most about the discussion was when the Provost mentioned that at the last round I think she said 17 of the DPs participated.  I can't remember a level of active faculty involvement in a decision-making process that comes anywhere close to that level of participation, and we're seemingly trying to put the dampers on that a little bit by saying no, you get to pick three instead of those of you who choose all be actively involved.  
I just have a large problem with making policy decisions in the absence of good information.  Information decreases the uncertainty of our actions, and we're moving down a road with a lot of uncertainty about the way that things have happened in the past and the way that they will potentially be better in the future, and I am not comfortable with that.  And just as a disclaimer, I am from Biological Sciences.  We are disproportionately represented among the DPs.  I have no intention of ever becoming…  The only new title I want from this university is "emeritus."  I think the DPs in Biology will tell you I am not friendly with any of them.  I do work with them, I do respect what they have done, but I'm not doing any of them any favors.  I am a person that is extensively motivated by process.  If you've got a good process, the outcomes over time will take care of themselves.  And I'm not comfortable with this procedurally that we are moving forward with fuzzy information.  
But if that is the direction as a body that we choose to go, that disproportional outcomes are in fact evidence of a flawed process, I look forward to getting the University Teaching Committee up here under the same pretense.  No one from Biological Sciences has won Outstanding University Teacher for two decades.  I have had multiple colleagues who are excellent who have not gotten it.  I have no information about whether in fact they were up against people with more outstanding credentials than they were.  I just know they didn't get it.  I also know there are a relatively small number of academic units who have benefited disproportionally from that awards process.  Therefore, the process for the individuals must be biased by the same criteria by which we're using for the DPs.  Now, I don't think that's true, right?  I think that's flawed logical progression through this.  I would love to get as good quality and as much information as we have.  I like the guidance that we are giving to the DPs about making sure that colleges are really promoted to submit high-level applicants.  I've talked to probably a dozen DPs in the last few months, and one of the things that they comment about – they don't disclose anything confidential – they just say that there's not good representation from all of the academic units on campus.  And, you know, if they're biased, then after we tear down the UTC, then I've got pitchforks and torches in my car.  Let's go after the voters for the Hockey Hall of Fame because they vote for one demographic only; therefore, their voting must be biased.  Right?  That's the logic that we're going down, and it's not valid logic.  So whether or not we pick 3, whether or not we pick 17, just seems silly because why are we even here making this decision?  I haven't been convinced that we know how the process is broken.  It's just that we've got a disproportionate representation at the end, and that's not the only case in which that happens on this campus.
Senator Kalter: I just want to reassure Senator Nichols that his concern about the University Teaching Awards is registered with the Senate chair and that if you like, I would be happy to pursue that question with logic and/or data.  

Senator Enriquez: This is more a question first and then I may have a comment.  Are the members of the University Research Council, are they going to be Full Professors?
Senator Kalter: Not necessarily.

Senator Enriquez: So they shouldn't be evaluating Full Professors to become Distinguished Professors.
Senator Kalter: Let me just do a point of information, and I don't remember every single detail of the letter that the DPs wrote, but it is not the case that people here at Illinois State University get promoted only by the people in the rank to which they are being promoted.  That is simply not the case.  In fact, it's quite possible for an entire department DFSC to be all Associates and to promote somebody to Full Professor.  Of course, they do that with the CFSC and the Provost, but that is possible so I just want to make that point of clarification because it sounded like that may be the direction that we're going.  I just want to clarify.  Now, we can decide that that should be a criteria, which is what they're arguing – that you should be a Distinguished Professor in order to choose Distinguished Professors or at least Full.  So, keep going, though, with your point, Senator Enriquez.  
Senator Enriquez: Well, above and beyond DFSCs or CFSCs, and this is in my department, at least in my personal case, when I applied for a promotion from assistant to associate, the outside reviewers had to be at least associate.  Therefore, I could not get an Assistant Professor to be my outside reviewer, and when I go for full, all the outside reviewers will have to be full.  Otherwise, the letter would not count in the eyes of my DFSC.  And I think that's a good thing.  I think it's easier to identify who is a Distinguished Professor if you are one.  You know what the career looks like in retrospect, in the rear view mirror.  I don't have the experience to identify a Distinguished Professor.  So, I don't know, I'm really uncomfortable with these changes.
Senator Horst: I just wanted to clarify that we're voting on a motion to rescind.  So we would go back to the previous text (I'm trying to find it), which would have the two separate committees.  That was the standing language before it was amended last time.  And the flaw with the two standing committees having simultaneous reviews was pointed out by Jim Jawahar who said you could have conflicting statements as to the merits of the application, and you would send conflicting votes to the Provost.  So that's the language…  We are voting to rescind this amendment, if I understand it correctly, and we would go back to the previous dated language.  So we're not at all rejecting the policy at this point; we're just simply voting on the motion to rescind the previous motion.

Senator Kalter: It's called a motion to reconsider.

Senator Horst: That's it.  Motion to reconsider.  Thank you.

Senator Nikolaou: I just want to clarify that when I proposed to create one common committee, it had nothing to do with perceptions that I have that there is a problem with how the Distinguished Professors are choosing new Distinguished Professors.  That's why I went to other top universities that have a Distinguished Professor and see what the process that they have.  And, I mean, I just chose randomly, and they all had one common committee and none of them was just Distinguished Professors.  Some of them, they were saying that the Provost is going to be the one who is going to decide, and some of them could be Distinguished Professors and some of them, they were saying that they are going to have one committee where some proportion is going to be Distinguished, some are going to be Non-Distinguished Professors.  And I went based on that instead of trying to have one separate one and a different separate one.  So that was the rationale for proposing, and that's why when we were voting, the three, it was more of a suggestion and that's why we asked if we wanted to do four, we wanted to do five.  So that was…  We were open to that part.  
Senator Kalter: Thank you.  

Senator Pancrazio: I don't think there's a difficulty of…  Responding to Jim Jawahar's concern, I think DFSCs and CFSCs ideally want people to come up with a very clear decision, but sometimes that isn't always the case.  So, especially in this situation, I don't know if that's…  I mean, a difference of opinion is something that they can work through and make a recommendation, and occasionally you do get split recommendations.

Senator Blum: I just want to say a couple things.  I just want to share with everyone that, you know, this is not a rank, right, and it's not a ranking process.  Okay?  And there's actually a number of letters in the DP's remarks that sort of imply that.  And so often frequently making analogies that like it is…  And so it's an honor, all right?  So I think the analogies to ASPT process are not particularly…  It's just a different thing, and it's a different animal, and I don't think it really is a good one.  The other thing is that we as Senators vote on this.  I don't know how many DPs are around the room.  So we actually do cast judgment without being a DP.  So I don't think it is just incredible or unbelievable or untenable that someone who is not a DP can look at a vita, look at a portfolio, look at a body of work and understand that work and understand…  I mean, I just don't think it does.  There are all kinds of examples of awards from Engineering to Nobel Laureates that are judged by people that have not attained that.  And so to me there's just not a credible rationale for that argument.  
And the kind of final point I wanted to make is that for me there's not evidence, clear evidence one way or another…  People have asked for data.  There's a reason why we can't get good data.  There's some generic data available, but it's not evidentiary data, that there is inherently a problem.  So I don't think we know that.  It's not a hypothesis that we have a test for and that we've proven one way or another.  But regardless of that, I do believe that having diversity of the group…  And if we need to relook…  I mean, there was a point where we asked to include more DPs in the singular…  There was a point we had that discussion already, and no one offered that at that point.  
So, anyway, for me it's not about the evidence that the DPs are doing the right or the wrong thing.  It's about creating a policy.  And my own personal rationale behind it, it's trying to create a policy that is sensible, that doesn't have two competing ideas, that has one group of people.  If we need to look at the makeup of the people, well, I think that's a worthy consideration.  But I think going back to a parallel construction, I just don't see how that serves any purpose.  I mean, if we need more DPs, let's have more DPs.  Let's have that discussion.  But let's have one committee make a decision and let's have them come together and build consensus about whatever evaluation that needs to take place.  
Senator Kalter: Any further debate on the motion to reconsider?  All right.  So let me just make sure that we're clear on how we're voting.  If you vote aye on this motion to reconsider, you're basically voting to revert the language back to two committees: The University Research Council and the Distinguished Professors.  If you vote nay, you are saying we should go with the copy that came to the floor tonight.  
The motion failed, six to fifteen with eight abstentions.

Senator Kalter: So we are now back to the motion on the floor with Senator Horst's friendly amendment that the faculty members of the University Research Council and up to three Distinguished Professors would be making these decisions.  

Senator Kalter: Up to three.  Up to three was what we voted on last time, but as Senator Blum said, we can debate that if we like.

Senator Nichols: Then I'd love to debate that.  If we're going with one committee, then I would like to see all of the DPs and emeritus DPs included in that committee.

Senator Kalter: Okay, so you're making a motion to that effect?

Senator Nichols: Please.

Senator Kalter: Okay, and do we have a second for that motion?

Motion by Senator Nichols, seconded by Senator Day, to include all DPs and emeritus DPs in the committee.  

Senator Blum: The comment I would say is that this is sort of the equivalent of making them the committee, and so to me, we could've done that already.  I would be much more open to increasing the numbers or making some kind of equitable numbers.  But simply creating a context where you alienate anyone else that are new that you brought in and then…  I mean, I just think that also is a recipe for kind of ineffectualness.  I mean, the point of bringing in new people is to allow them to have stakeholder ship, and if you eliminate that or do that, I just think you're back to the old policy.
Senator Ohler: I do have concerns with the old policy in that it does create this sort of insular environment, and I understand that we are in a position to create a better institution and a better policy, one that's maybe more reflective of what's at other universities.  And I also looked at what happens at a few other universities and it seems like they have a more comprehensive body, a more populist body, I guess, to evaluate who they have as DP.  But I also think that when developing new policies, you have to recognize the status quo.  You can't just create a new policy and say everything is different now.  That does put a sort of judgment reflection on what has happened in the past.  And so I think it's sort of…  I don't want to move in a position where we don't reflect on what has happened, what has been going on, and recognize that what you have been doing, to some degree, you know, we want to incorporate that into the policy I would think.  

Senator Nikolaou: Following up on Senator Blum that it could be that, yeah, if we do all of them it would mean that it's probably a committee of Distinguished Professors and that we have the other ten people just attending if, you know, they all come to an agreement.  An alternative could also be that since it is a committee that decides to give out an award, we could have something along the lines of saying that the DPs are going to elect a representative from each of the colleges and from the CAS… from each of the divisions, which would bring the numbers of the non-DPs and the DPs pretty much to being the same.  And we would have representation from all the different colleges.  

Senator Kalter: Order on the floor.  I need to call on you.  I think, Senator Nikolaou, that what you're saying is that in the ranks of the DPs, they would be putting somebody on from each division or college but no more than one per division or college.  Is that what you're saying?
Senator Nikolaou: Yes.

Senator Kalter: But would be added to the University Research Council where there are Fine Arts and Nursing and other faculty.

Senator Nikolaou: Yes.  So we already have who are the faculty members in the research committee, and then the DPs would choose representatives from the different colleges, and that would bring it definitely up from three, but it wouldn't go to the other extreme of being all 17, for example.  So it's more of a balance.

Senator Kalter: So for the purpose of this debate, you are arguing against Senator Nichols' motion but potentially previewing a different motion?

Senator Nikolaou: I guess so, yes.

Senator Kalter: All right.  Any further debate on Senator Nichols' motion to add all of the DPs to the deciding committee?  Further debate on that?  Senator Blum, you've talked twice and I'm going to start invoking Robert's Rules here.  Is that all right?  Anybody else have any debate?  
The motion failed.

Senator Kalter: So we're back to the motion on the floor, and I'm going to go to Senator Nikolaou because you had a suggestion that is different from what's on the floor.  Do you want to make a motion to the effect of what you said?  In other words, that it wouldn't be up to three DPs, but it would be up to the number of divisions and colleges, one from each.  Is that a motion that you want to make?

Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, I can put it on the floor so that we have more of a balance.  You know, satisfy both sides.
Senator Kalter: Okay, so just to clarify that, conceivably that would mean that there would be up to nine DPs if there were one from every single college.  So, for example, on the URC, or I think it's the FRC is like this as well, there are three people from College of Arts and Sciences, one from each of our divisions, and one person from all of the other colleges.  So since there are six other colleges plus three from College of Arts and Sciences, that's nine.  So there could be up to nine depending on who becomes DP in the future.  But I think as of now – I can't remember exactly who it would be – but I think it's three or four different divisions and colleges.  Does that make sense to everybody?
Senator Horst: …division of the CAS.  

Senator Kalter: A division within the College of Arts and Sciences is Humanities, Social Sciences, or Science and Math.  And I know that we have four in the Humanities, I think there are six in the Social Sciences, and I think there are five in the Science and Math division if I remember correctly.  I may be wrong about that.

Senator Horst: Could we hear some specific language just so we're clear?  Nine or up to the number of divisions and colleges?

Senator Nikolaou: And up to one representative from the different colleges or divisions?  

Senator Kalter: So up to one representative from each of the different colleges or divisions.  Great.  And spreading that throughout wherever it needs to be.  All right, so do we have a second to that motion?

Motion by Senator Nikolaou, seconded by Senator Horst, to add nine DPs or up to the number of divisions and colleges.

Senator Kalter: Do we have debate on that motion?

Senator Crowley: I just have a question that I'd like clarified.  Why can't we simply have it be one representative from each college, and then on an annual basis CAS could decide which division that representative will come from?  It seems like the whole idea, my impression is, that we're trying to get some sense of a sort of equitable distribution.  If we do colleges and divisions, then we continue to provide more weight to CAS than any of the other colleges.  Am I mistaken?

Senator Kalter: I would argue against that for this reason.  There are 16 colleges – or, I'm sorry – departments in the College of Arts and Sciences.  There are three in many of the other ones.  The biggest one after us is seven.  There are some that only have one.  And certainly, for example, on our CFSC we, you know, in terms of logic…  We've been talking a lot about data but we haven't been talking a ton about logic, and it makes a lot of logical sense for people who are making these decisions to be from diverse disciplines.  So people tell me that when they sit on our CFSC there are fairly wide-ranging understandings between the Humanities, the Sciences, and the Social Sciences about what counts as excellent research, and there has to be a lot of cross talk about why this is considered great in the Humanities whereas it might not be considered great in the Sciences.  So I think if you have only one person from the College of Arts and Sciences, it risks having inequity whereas if you…  Like I said, there are I think four, six, and five, which makes the divisions more equal to some of the smaller colleges.  So that would be my argument.
Senator Crowley: Again, I'm just trying to get a clear understanding of what's going on.  So, are we talking about a DP from each division?  That's what we're talking about, isn't it?  A DP from each division and a DP from the other colleges, right?

Senator Kalter: Correct.

Senator Crowley: All right.  Then we've got the problem with colleges that don't have a DP.  What are you going to do about those?  And then you've got three coming out of CAS.  You know, if we're talking an equitable arrangement, that doesn't sound like one either.

Senator Blum: I'm just having a hard time getting my – those exact thoughts, so getting my head around how it would work.  I mean, if there was already groups of DPs that we could all pick around, but that's not the way it is.  And so I don't see how…  It doesn't seem to have a practical element to this if this were to become policy.  It just seemed…  So I'm not sure that this is workable given the current context that we have.
Senator Kalter: All right, so we are about to vote on Senator Nikolaou's motion.  The motion was to add up to nine DPs, one from each division or some…  We'll figure out what it said on the tape if it passes. 
The motion failed.

Senator Ferrence: So for unimportant reasons at the moment, I've been trying to keep my mouth shut, but it's not in my nature.  I am sitting here thinking that…  And this is more of a comment that might lead to a motion, but I'm not looking to make one, but…

Senator Kalter: We are in debate.

Senator Ferrence: Right.  We are in debate.  So I'm trying to do this as a debate, and the debate is with myself, and my debate is that on the one hand I totally agree that we don't want to disenfranchise the DPs who have been doing something and I'd like to think have been doing an excellent job.  On the other hand, I totally understand that in a situation where diversity has appeared not to prevail, to continue the process without offering another solution is potentially to sort of, if there is a problem that's unknown, keep it going.  So the idea of having a different set of eyes is good.  I also get that having two separate…  Well, that sort of doesn't work.  But I'm wondering if part of the issue is when a candidate puts in for the DP, as it stands – if I understand it – you may correct me (maybe there's something in here that I don't understand that language) is that all of the DPs currently would be given the opportunity to see the materials and input, whereas in the new system only the three DPs that are on that committee would be provided an opportunity to vet those materials.  And I'm wondering if maybe it's less that the DPs all insist on a vote because to me, obviously, if you put 17 like-minded people up against 10 others that may or may not be like-minded, statistics say that the 17 is generally going to prevail in a vote.  But, maybe the issue is more that we ought to be offering the opportunity for all DPs to view the material, but the DPs can elect their three representatives to have the vote casting on the final committee that does the deliberation, kind of meeting it somewhere in between saying we value the DPs' input, we just want to have some check or balance in place.  I'm not sure where I stand on that, but I'm just trying to find something that kind of makes all parties happy.  That's my debate with myself.
Senator Haugo: I missed the last meeting, so I want to ask clarification first.  Is there a reason that we have not looked at a committee that would be composed of an equal number of URC representatives and DPs?

Senator Blum: We have not done that.  

Senator Kalter: It simply has not been put on the floor as a motion and debated and then either…

Senator Haugo: Well, given what's happening tonight, I'm afraid to put anything on the floor.  It seems to me that if the DPs are feeling disenfranchised, having a larger number of DPs able to vote would be a solution.  It's also possible that part of Senator Ferrence's proposal could still be enacted and the full body of DPs could look at the materials and then ten members vote.  That does give us an even number of people on the committee, which is not always great.
Senator Nichols: I was just going to offer that there have been a couple of concerns about the 17 to 10, but it seems like the flip to that, 3 to 10, would have concerns of disparity as well.  So we're going from pretty strong asymmetry as-is to a proposal that was fairly strong asymmetry then.  So I'm not in disagreement with the idea some balance would be good, but then also, since we have a vote on that, at some point in the process representatives from every college would be involved at at least two points in time.  If we get balance up front, then there's balance on the back side as well.
Senator Crowley: This is more of a procedural question.  If there isn't a formal motion put on to create this even-Steven arrangement and we vote on the existing language and we vote it down, then can we make a motion subsequently to change the numbers or do we have to do that during this stage?

Senator Kalter: Well, just a reminder.  If we vote it down, we are voting down every single change.  So I would recommend, rather than that, having as many motions as we care to have, you know, batting out what we really want to vote on as a whole because if we vote it all down, we revert back to a 1981-82 policy, and then we would have to basically come back with new language and start a two- or three-year process again.  

Motion by Senator Pancrazio, seconded by Senator Day, to create a committee with an equal number of DPs and members from the representatives from the URC.

Senator Kalter: So the motion that Senator Pancrazio made is that essentially we have a committee made of 20 people – ten people from URC and ten DPs.  

Senator Haugo: Can I suggest a friendly amendment that the motion also include an effort for the representation of the DPs to cover as many colleges and divisions as possible, or for a variety of colleges and divisions?

Senator Pancrazio: Accepted.

Senator Kalter: Looks like Senator Pancrazio sees that as a friendly amendment.  Does Senator Day agree?  You seconded.  You do.  You're nodding.  Senator Horst is asking about where I'm getting ten rather than six.  You may remember that we talked about this last time.  There are a total of ten members.  There are four from one place and six from another.  I can't remember exactly how that plays out, but somebody could call it up on their…  Yes, I know, but you're not…  I think that your printout does not have the full membership even of the six.  I'm counting five there.  So there's another set of numbers.  Can somebody call that up on their…

Senator Horst: Oh, sorry, that's a service award.  I pulled up six of the University Research Council.

Senator Kalter: We did have this conversation in December.
Senator Nikolaou: So, six Provost appointees from each of the colleges and then four different members were elected.  Right now there are two from CAST and two from CAS.

Senator Kalter: I believe those are from the Graduate Committee if I'm remembering the policy now correctly.  So that's where the ten come from.  So Senator Pancrazio's motion would have ten DPs and those ten faculty members on URC with Senator Haugo's friendly amendment about having diversity among the DPs as much as possible.  

Senator Blum: I'd like to offer a friendly amendment that it be equal to the number of fulfilled seats on URC because sometimes those seats sit empty for whatever reason, so it seems like if there's nine people then there should be nine rather than…  I think the goal that we're trying here is balance, right?  
Senator Enriquez: That's a good suggestion.

Senator Nichols: Just to make them parallel, could we also include language so that, say, the great DP die-off happens in the next few years and there are only nine remaining Distinguished….  Heaven help us, right?  But so that it could be balanced.
Senator Kalter: I think the arrows are pointed at us, not at them.

Senator Nichols: But just make the wording so that the number of representatives are equal depending on which one is the limiting factor.  And the other question, if I could, would this then include Senator Ferrence's suggestion that the entire body of the DPs be able to see the candidates before selecting their ten or however many.
Senator Kalter: So I'm going to rule that part out of order, and we can debate that later.  I'm a little confused about the limiting on either side because how would you then choose?  If, for example, we ended up with five DPs and no other living DPs and no other emeriti, how would you then decide out of the ten URC members which five you're going to have?  So I understand the limiting in terms of up to ten DPs or even if for some reason there is a seat vacant on URC that it would be then up to nine DPs or what have you, but I don't understand the reverse that you're suggesting, Senator Nichols.  Logistically, how would we then decide which of the URC we're going to cut out?  In other words, that doesn't seem like a friendly amendment to me.  That seems very complicated.  I understand the logic of it, I'm just trying to…  It doesn't seem like there is a logistical way to institute that that we can debate here.  Does that make sense?  So you're withdrawing it for the moment at least?
Senator Nichols: Sure, unless musical chairs would be considered a friendly amendment as a way to do that I guess.  I don't know.  

Senator Kalter: I think it's a little bit dangerous to pile too many friendly amendments onto Senator Pancrazio's, and that one I don't understand logistically because who is going to make that decision?  

Senator Qaddour: The other way up to the number of URC.  Whatever the…  I mean up to that number.  If you have ten, leaving ten, you know, from DP that would be good.  But if not, up to that number.  
Senator Kalter: I think that amendment…  In other words, if URC has nine, then only nine DPs can serve.  If URC has eight, then only eight DPs…  I think we're all accepting that as logical and clear.  It's the reverse, the major die-off, the extinction scenario where I am concerned.  So we're going to take that one off the table for now but have the limited up to the number of people who are actually in seats on the URC.  
Senator Meyers: Just a question.  Would there ever be a situation where somebody on the URC is also a DP, and do we need to include that scenario in the rules?

Senator Horst: We did that amendment a couple of meetings ago.  Current members of the University Research Council are ineligible.  We did that amendment in November or December.

Senator Meyers: I mean if there's a person sitting on the URC who already is a DP, then how do they get counted in the even-Steven thing?

Senator Kalter: Personally I would say, and shout if you disagree, I think that if they're on the URC they are counted as a URC member.  They're obviously also a DP, but for that purpose they got put onto the URC, they are a URC member, and so then there's just an extra DP in the mix.
Senator Blum: I just think I agree with that logic.
Senator Kalter: Great, that's not shouting.  That's good.  All right, so let's see.  I think we have the motion on the floor from Senator Pancrazio.  Do you remember all of it and want to repeat all of the clauses and inside-outs?

Senator Pancrazio: Equal number of DPs and University Curriculum Committee, up to ten, in case we have a massive die-out…

Senator Nichols: Research Committee.  

Senator Pancrazio: URC, not UCC.

Senator Pancrazio: URC, whatever.  It's getting late, folks.  Let me see.  Equal number…

Senator Kalter: And with diversity.

Senator Pancrazio: With the diversity.  Yeah, that's what I remember.

Senator Kalter: All right.  All in favor of Senator Pancrazio's motion, please signify…

Senator Horst: Ten each?  It's up to ten each, right?  Or is it up to ten total?  It's up to ten each, right?

Senator Kalter: It's up to ten DPs unless there are only nine sitting on the URC at any one point, or eight or seven. 
The motion was approved with abstentions.  
Senator Kalter: So we now have up to ten members.  All right.  We are now back to the big motion on the floor, the whole policy at once.  Do we have further debate?

Senator Nichols: Would now then be the appropriate point to request Senator Ferrence's request that the DPs be allowed to see the applicants before picking their ten?  
Senator Kalter: So are you making that as a motion?  

Senator Nichols: I am making that as a motion.

Senator Kalter: Do we have a second?

Motion by Senator Nichols, seconded by Senator Haugo, that all DPs be allowed to see the applicants before picking their ten representatives.

Senator Kalter: All right, so all of the DPs get to see all of the files, but only up to ten get to sit on the deciding committee with the URC.  Do we have debate on that?

Senator Enriquez: (inaudible) of all the DPs seeing if only ten can vote?  

Senator Nichols: Assuaging their concerns of not being included.  
Senator Kalter: I actually…  If you'll forgive me, I've been trying to stay out of the debate, but I am going to speak against that motion.  I think that what's going to happen if we do that is that the force of the DP opinion is going to win the day, and they're going to come into the meeting being on an unequal footing, in other words, a higher footing than the rest of the URC and it will re-imbalance what we're trying to do, which is to diversify and even out the power.  So I have thought about that, Senator Ferrence.  I've thought about it a lot as a possibility.  I was weighing it and, you know, in many ways I think it's a really good idea, but I came down on the side that it's something that we probably shouldn't do because we are trying, I think, to diversify and not deprive the DPs of power but to even out the power between the DPs and the rest of the campus essentially.  So my position on that is going to be a no.  Do we have further debate?
Senator Blum: I would just say I have a little bit of concern about people who might apply and be denied and then it's sort of being circulated outside of the committee.  And so it just seems to me that it seems best to keep it within the people who are actually on the committee making the decision, and it keeps it a little bit cleaner that way.  That's really all I have to say about it.
Senator Avogo: I just wanted to comment, it defeats the purpose if we want diversity and then we ask all of them to take a look at the files.  It just defeats the purpose.
Senator Kalter: Thank you.  

Senator Crowley: I just have a question.  So, we have this motion on the floor that we're going to deal with.  Did we forget to include the desire for establishing diversity in the previous motion?
Senator Kalter: No, we did not.

Senator Crowley: We did not, okay.  All right, thank you.

Senator Kalter: You're welcome.  Further debate on Senator Nichols' motion?  All right.
The motion failed.

Senator Horst: We did pass one motion.

Senator Kalter: Yes, we passed one motion but we do have a rather high extinction rate for our motions.  It's really delightful.  Any further debate on the policy itself?  On the changes to the policy?

Senator: Could you remind me where we're at?
Senator Kalter: Yeah. We're debating the policy itself with all of the amendments that we've made.  This has been one of the most entertaining three months that I've ever spent.  Any further debate?  
The motion to approve the policy as amended was approved.  
Senator Kalter: Have a great night.  Thank you all for the three months of debate, and we'll see you next time.  

Adjournment
Motion by Senator Dawson, seconded by Senator Lucey, to adjourn. The motion was unanimously approved.
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