Academic Senate Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, March 18, 2019

Approved
Call to Order

Senate Chairperson Susan Kalter called the meeting to order.  

Oral Communications:
Senator Kalter: I have an Oral Communication.  It's brief, and it's only for the President, really.  So we got an email from the Kinesiology and Recreation school about a Russian Rector who is the equivalent of a President coming to visit the Senate in April, which I guess is not this next meeting but the one after that, and we were going back and forth about who should introduce.  I thought that the protocol would be that you would introduce but that I would introduce you to introduce.  Does that sound right to you?

President Dietz: For Academic Senate?

Senator Kalter: Yeah, since you are his equivalent.
President Dietz: I'm not sure I'm getting back in time to do that.  

Provost Murphy: He is traveling all the way from Russia to come to the Academic Senate.  I love that.  
Senator Kalter: Me too.  I was fascinated by that.

Senator Horst: Really?  

Provost Murphy: No, but he is interested in shared governance, I think.
President Dietz: I'm not sure I'm going to be back in time.  I'm taking a flight back.  I'll have breakfast with him the next morning.

Senator Kalter: In that case, I think Jan should introduce.

Provost Murphy: I can do that.

Senator Kalter: All right.  It seemed to me that the officers of the University should probably introduce and that I should introduce them.  And what we'll do, Jan, is what we said in the email where right at the top I'll give it to you and then come back and we'll then go to everything.

Provost Murphy: That sounds good.  Boy, I hope he's got a name I can pronounce.  

Senator Kalter: You hope he's what?

Provost Murphy: I hope he has a name I can pronounce.

President Dietz: Or you could just say, "esteemed director."  

Provost Murphy: Esteemed director, I like that.
Senator Kalter: It looked fairly simple to me, but you never know.  We should do some Google translate on that one or something. 

Senator Horst: Who speaks Russian?  Christine Varga-Harris?

Senator Kalter: Oh, that's true.  Well, Jim Van Der laan is gone now but he used to teach Russian.  But yeah, he probably wouldn't be the best person.

President Dietz: He's a good guy.  You'll enjoy him.
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Senator Kalter: Awesome.  Let's see.  I'm going to skip around a little bit.  Let's start with the CAST bylaws .  Anybody have anything about CAST bylaws?  They would be coming back to us after having been…  We did the information item on them.  They discussed it and voted on it as a college.  I have only one thing, and that is to add something to our style sheet which Martha wants me to download from my brain (and I refused to make), but whenever we say tenured/ tenure-track, it should be tenured, not tenure.  Tenure has no meaning.  We are either tenured, like we had gotten tenure, or we are tenure-track, as in we're hoping for it.  But we are not tenure.  Tenure is a noun.
Senator Marx: That is correct.

Senator Horst: Where is that?

Senator Kalter: I can't remember.  

Senator Nikolaou: Appendix I, page 9 of the clean.  C, Faculty Members; Eligible,

 “…faculty persons shall be tenured…”
Senator Kalter: Page 22, right?

Senator Nikolaou: Page 9.  Oh, I'm looking at the clean one.

Senator Kalter: Oh, it may be in more than one place.

Senator Horst: Tenured or probationary tenure-track.  Shall be tenured.

Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, I think it was in a couple of other places.

Senator Horst: But Michelle should sign off on these because the entire college now has approved of this.  

Senator Kalter: It's an editorial change.

Senator Horst: I mean, I could approve them, sure.  That sounds great, but I didn't vote on them.

Provost Murphy: That's got to be a friendly amendment.

President Dietz: You're correcting a typo.

Senator Marx: Exactly.

Senator Horst: Okay.

Senator Kalter: Possibly several of the same type, but a typo nevertheless.  

Senator Horst: Okay, I'll send her an email.  Any others?

Senator Nikolaou: I had a question for page 10, N for the quorum because it says 5 members, but they have a total of 11 members.  Should it be 6 for a quorum?  

Senator Horst: I mean, again…

Senator Nikolaou: Unless they have a student who is…  They don't usually get attendance and that's why they put it as 5?

Senator Kalter: Are you on the clean copy?

Senator Nikolaou: The clean, yeah.

Senator Marx: Again, what page?

Senator Nikolaou: Page 10.  

Senator Kalter: I believe, I'm not sure about this, but I believe that Robert's allows people to set a quorum and that it's just that the automatic quorum is a majority.

Senator Blum: I believe that would be right, yes.

Senator Horst: So some people think two-thirds.

Senator Blum: Yeah, so it can be above.  The standard would be a simple majority, right, but you can set the quorum to be higher or lower according to your bylaws.

Senator Kalter: So if you have…  Like TIAA-CREF, which is the financial retirement organization, their quorum is much lower than half of their members because people don't vote.  I think it's true also for the Modern Language Association.  When you send in votes, they don't get more than 10% of the people voting.  So they do it that way.

Senator Nikolaou: Then I had another one on page 14, again of the clean, for the Elections Committee.  The membership says three or more council members, but it doesn't specify anything about students or faculty.  So in principle, if it is three, it could be just students which…  Would it create any problems?

Senator Horst: Because they got their voting rights.

Senator Nikolaou: They have three students voting.  Yeah, three students and eight faculty.  So I don't know if it creates any problems if…  I mean, in theory it could be just three students who are…

Senator Horst: How is it seated?  How is that committee seated?

Senator Kalter: It does not say.  

Senator Nikolaou: It doesn't say.  
Senator Kalter: Is that problematic that it does not say?  Does everything else say?  

Senator Horst: We could ask them what they do in practice and they could certainly work on that for next time, but I'm not even sure if she could accept…  Maybe she could view it as a friendly amendment to say three or more faculty council members.

Senator Nikolaou: Or with at least one or two faculty members.  Because somewhere in the quorum, for example, that I mentioned, they have at least four of whom are faculty members, so maybe they're missing a clause in the sentence to say that it should be a combination of faculty and students.  

Senator Horst: But the problem is now we're not in the Information stage and it's already gone through the college vote.  So she would have to do another vote or view it as a friendly amendment.  But like I said, I can't speak for the CAST college who verified this, the faculty who voted on this and approved this.
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, I know.  I'm just pointing it out.  I don't know who…

Senator Horst: You know, it's a good point, too, that these bylaws go through many edits for years and years and years and so it is a valid point.  But I don't know at this point what to say.  

Senator Kalter: I would suggest one of two things.  Either we just move forward with it and point it out to them and say we noticed that there is no process for getting onto the Election Committee and it's not clear that it couldn't be all students and then when they send it back, don't send back the whole set of bylaws or make everybody vote on the whole set of bylaws, but just vote on that one thing in the bylaws and send it to us.  That's one option is sort of have the Senate vote on this now and then point this out and then say you don't have to send all of the bylaws all the way back through, just get a vote on that procedure.

Senator Blum: On the amended version, right?

Senator Kalter: On an amended version of that page and vote on it and send it forward.  So we can do that either before the Senate vote or after the Senate vote, I don't care which, but just to make it…

Senator Horst: A vote by CAST?

Senator Kalter: Right, exactly.  Yeah.  So in other words leaving it up to her to decide whether she'd prefer to get that corrected before we vote on this whole big thing at once and send that one page through a college vote or get this whole thing passed and then do the one page as kind of a follow-up.  Either way would work.

Senator Horst: We could approve it with the understanding that the edit will be approved later.
Senator Kalter: Either way I think will work.  Yeah.

Senator Horst: All right.  

Senator Kalter: It doesn't seem like it's worth it to hold it up for very long, right?  Because if I were a part of your college I'd be like, yeah, you're right.  We've got to fix that.  And then, like you said, have it be the way that they do it.  Anything else on that?

Senator Horst: So they could try to get that through in two weeks?

Senator Kalter: That's what I'm saying.  She may decide, hey, this is worth it to get this change right now so we don't have to deal with it so let's delay and not put it on the agenda and, you know, in another two weeks or something we'll get it.  Or she might be like, yeah, let's get it passed now and we'll take care of that  sooner rather than later.  
Senator Horst: Okay, so I'll communicate with her and then I'll let you know if we can put it on the agenda, and I'll let you know whether or not to pull it from the agenda?
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Senator Kalter: Awesome.  That's perfect.  Does anybody else have anything on that?  Excellent.  No more?  You sure?  You're all played out?  All right, let's go next to the CTE bylaws.  I'm trying to think if there is anything here.  Martha, this morning I sent you some friendly amendments.  Are you going to pass those through Rules and make sure that we've got an updated draft?
Senator Horst: Yeah, I had a chance to briefly review those, and Craig and I talked on the phone because he's the chair of the CTE side…
Senator Blum: And Stacey Jones Bock is on leave.

Senator Kalter: Oh, she is?

Senator Blum: Generally I'm supposed to be recused from this, but I'm sort of because of necessity dealing with two paths.  
Senator Horst: And I was trying to parse out with Craig some of them articulating that the chair of the UCC is a faculty member because we put it under the faculty makes a lot of sense, but…

Senator Kalter: So it's sort of like a friendly amendment?

Senator Horst: Right, but then some of them seem to be substantive, and we were wondering if the best way to move forward would be to bring it to the floor and have those kind of issues discussed when CTE is there, the representatives from CTE…

Senator Kalter: The substantive ones?

Senator Horst: Yeah.

Senator Kalter: Perfect.

Senator Horst: And I haven't had much time today, but I could kind of go through and give you a sense of which ones I think…  Do you know what I'm saying?

Senator Kalter: Absolutely.  That's what I had kind of suggested when I emailed them, too, was sort of I think these are friendly, but if the committee doesn't consider them friendly then let's pull out the ones that need to be debated or brought up but have the other ones go through.  I think, for example, the rearrangement into officers seemed like a friendly amendment because it's just trying to clarify.  The way that it originally was was to have the chairperson listed separately and blah, blah, blah, and so that's just sort of a cleaning up kind of thing.

Senator Blum: Yes, right, that kind of stuff.  I mean, that was your editorial, right?  Yeah.

Senator Kalter: Yeah, but there are others that I could see, well, I'm not sure whether this is substantive or editorial, so if it's substantive let's pull it back out and we'll talk about it on the floor.  

Senator Horst: Well, like the point you made (and sorry we're having this conversation here in this room where people don't necessarily know what we're talking about), but there's this way that it's been done where there's been 11 faculty members and then the 12th is appointed, and then we changed it to 12 and the 13th, and Susan was saying this is confusing.  And I think that when we're talking about that on the floor I think the CTE will agree, but we didn't talk about it, CTE didn't talk about it, and I think the best way to accomplish all of this is just to have them in the room and just go through your points.
Senator Kalter: Yeah, because as far as I can tell there actually aren't 11 members, there really are 12 because the Blue Book says that there are 12 but that for some reason it got written into this version of the bylaws that there were 11.  So I think that's just a typo of some sort.
Senator Horst: No, we keep on changing it because we're folding in the Senate liaison.

Senator Blum: Right, so that altered the number.

Senator Horst: So we upped the number.

Senator Blum: So it became…  Because the new, the replacement of the Senate liaison became…  We wanted it to be a faculty position.

Senator Horst: And they agreed to that.

Senator Kalter: Right.  I tracked that.  It was just confusing as to how many there were and then how many there are going to be because there's going to be sort of the same number, but the one person is not going to be a Senator anymore.  It's going to be sort of an at large person, right?  So it's kind of the way that's all worded that's just in terms of how many were there, how many are there now from each category and all of that.  But yeah, okay, that would be fine.  I've got it on the floor.  

Senator Horst: But when do I have some time?  I will try to communicate with you in due process.
Senator Kalter: Thursday.  

Senator Horst: By Thursday?  Okay.
Senator Kalter: Does anybody else see anything about the CTE bylaws?

Senator Nikolaou: Really small ones.  

Senator Horst: You want me to go through, though, or do you want me to do the draft, or how would you like to do the draft?  Would you want me to just go…  What would you like me to do, Susan?

Senator Kalter: What I would do is tag the ones that were not friendly amendments and we'll pull those back out, and we'll keep in the ones that were considered friendly amendments and then send the one to the floor that has the friendly amendments on it.  

Senator Horst: I'll accept those.  Okay.

Senator Kalter: I think it would be best if you sent them as a marginal note, friendly/not friendly, so that we can track…  Because I don't know…  I can't remember if I…

Senator Horst: I don't really know how to do that, but I'll figure it out.

Senator Kalter: Okay, and for the record, Dimitrios, a couple weeks ago you had brought up that there were too many people on the sub-committees for the number of people on the committee, and that's one of the ones that I think is going to be brought up on the floor when CTE is there.  So it's already marked on the draft.

Senator Horst: So when the person who's been seating these committees…  I don't know the process that they use, so it would be great if Kevin Laudner could answer that question.

Senator Nikolaou: Okay.

Senator Blum: I think, and not that I'm saying that it's really clear in the bylaws (just a disclaimer), but I think the way they explained that is that some of those numbers in those committees are flux.  So that's why the numbers don't add up.  But they kind of explained it like, well, it should say "up to" or there should be better language about that rather than…  And that's why I think you're counting it as not adding up, right?  But when they think of it is how it really actually functions in reality.  They don't see a problem with it.  

Senator Kalter: And I think that part of what's happening is that A, there are some people on the committees who are not members of CTE but they're on their committees (which is just fine, right?  I'm pretty sure that the bylaws allow for that), and that the person who runs the Lauby Center has two designees.  Like Elise and probably somebody else who, because she can't be on every committee at once, would have to sit on the Assessment Committee while she's running the Vision Committee, and then I think there was another one where it said that it's the – what is that called, CELP?  The licensure people.  So they're Lauby office people, but there are three of them because Deb runs the Vision Committee and then there are two others.  And so I'm guessing that what's happening there is it's like a designee type of thing.  It's just not clearly marked.
Senator Blum: Correct.  I believe that to be accurate.
Senator Kalter: Anyway, before you said anything about the other stuff that you have, I wanted to make you reassure…

Senator Nikolaou: And these ones, they are really small.  I'm on the clean copy.  On page six, the very first sentence, it should be "sends" instead of "sent."  Takes the minutes and sends the minutes to members.
Senator Horst: The secretary?

Senator Nikolaou: Yeah.

Senator Horst: Sends.  Yes, sir.  

Senator Nikolaou: And then the other ones are on page eight, B1.  So, consists of, it should be nine instead of ten.

Senator Horst: I'm just not with you.

Senator Nikolaou: Page 8, B.1.  The Student Interest Committee…  

Senator Rubio: This is on the clean copy.
Senator Nikolaou: The clean copy.

Senator Horst: Yeah, I'm just…

Senator Nikolaou: Oh, you have the mark-up.

Senator Horst: Executive Committee, Curriculum Committee, Student Concerns Liaison, and okay, I'll just go to the other.

Senator Marx: Nine to eleven, right?

Senator Horst: There's two clean copies maybe.  

Senator Kalter: There's a current copy and a clean copy I think.

Senator Horst: Okay, I'll just go to this other one.  Page 8, okay, very good, B.1.  The Student Interest Committee shall consist of ten to eleven members.

Senator Nikolaou: Consist of nine to eleven because there are four faculty, one representative, one at large, and three to five students.  So it is nine to eleven.

Senator Horst: Can we just run that one by Kevin on the floor, though?  Maybe they want ten to eleven.

Senator Nikolaou: Okay, but then they should change, for example, four to five because they are listing…  
Senator Horst: The chair of the Bylaws Committee…

Senator Kalter: That's all going to come up on the floor anyway because this is…  What I suggested was to reduce the number of students because three to five students doesn't make any sense because there are only five students on all of CTE.  So it doesn't make any sense to put all of them onto one committee.

Senator Blum: So this is, I think, good feedback for them.  I think that they will welcome this, but I do think that this is an example of something that should come up on the floor.

Senator Kalter: Yeah, because there are conflicting things going on.

Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, and the other one was similar, under C1, that we should remove the "at least" because it's five.  But other than that, they all come up, okay.
Senator Horst: There might be some reason that they want that.  I don't know.  We did do a lot of work on these bylaws.  

Senator Kalter: Yes, you did.  Thank you. The whole issue of the seating was going to come up.

Senator Horst: We talked just about getting them to say they're an external committee of the Senate, that kind of thing.  Okay, so there's the "sent" typo.  I will go through with the friendly amendments; I'll try to work that out, and I'll send that to you before Thursday at noon.
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Senator Kalter:  Awesome.  We're going to go next to Consensual/Amorous Relations in conjunction with the Code of Ethics, but we'll do the Consensual/Amorous first.  Anybody have stuff about that?  

Senator Horst: Thank you, Susan, for the wording changes that you sent me this morning.  I went through them all, and they seemed reasonable.  I commented on one sentence that the committee was quite passionate about, so we'll just leave that in.
Senator Kalter: Right.  I'm going to drop that one as a friendly.  It wasn't deemed friendly, and I'm actually going to drop it as a debate overall.

Senator Horst: Because it's one of Craig's sentences that I think he loves.

Provost Murphy: Did you say that they were quite passionate about it?  Kind of funny.  

Senator Horst: I just wanted to say, because Susan was at the committee, we added some language at the very end about what is coercive behavior, and I did run that by Walesby.  I'm sorry, I'm blanking here.  Oh, the informed consent language.  He just sent me an email okaying all of that, 0.5 and 0.6 which you combined in your edit, but he okayed all of that.  He wanted another draft of the copy.  I said it would be great if he could be there if he wanted to talk more about it.  The more lawyers in the room, the better.  But just for everybody's information, we decided to change the title of the policy because to have…  At first we were putting amorous, romantic, sexual, and/or consistently and it got really messy, and then I found this solution of defining that all as amorous relations through the University of Colorado Policy, and so just the idea of having a definition also seemed to…  So we're not talking about anything that's not mutual and consensual.  So that was the title change, and then the rest of the process was taking the comments from the various constituencies and working again with Lisa Huson.  We brought in Lisa Huson again to our committee, and Susan was there and helped us with some wording as well, and here we are.  And we're hoping that we can have a really broad discussion with the entire Senate at this point.
Senator Kalter: Anybody see anything with that one?

Senator Nikolaou: One typo.  On page 2, I'm looking at the mark-up (or the clean, it doesn't matter – whichever).  It's the third sentence from "If a University employee…"  Just the amorous, there is an extra u.

Senator Horst: Oh, yeah.  I was doing that a lot because I took French in High School.  Very good, thank you.  

Senator Mainieri: Another editorial thing on page 5 of the mark-up, the third line down, "amorous relationship, comma, the employee's…"  It's apostrophe ‘s.’ Should it be 's' apostrophe because we're talking about two employees?  We need to notify both of their supervisors.
Senator Horst: But is this in the students'?  This is outside.  But they could have different supervisors and this is the Conflict Management Plan for the employee who has the power dynamic, right?  So the Conflict Management Plan would be for that.

Senator Kalter: But Tracy's got a good point that by the time you get to that paragraph it may not be clear anymore that it's about that employee.  Is there a way to say something like instead of the employee's, the individual with power or status advantage or something like that?  So, it shall be signed by the individuals involved in the amorous relationship and the individual with power or status advantage and the immediate supervisors and second-level supervisor of the employee with power or status advantage or something like that.  

Senator Horst: So the colon discusses the individual with the power status advantage.  So we could call the employee the employee with the power or status advantage?
Senator Kalter: Right.

Senator Horst: Okay.  And it's possessive?

Senator Kalter: Well, I was suggesting because it's so long to say the immediate supervisors and second-level supervisor of the employee with the power advantage.  So, in other words, take it out of possessive and put "of the." 
Senator Horst: The immediate supervisor of the employee with the power or status advantage.  

Senator Kalter: And then maybe in the next sentence say "that" employee instead of "the" employee.  So it then goes on to say, "Copies of a signed Conflict Management Plan will be provided to individuals in the amorous relationship placed in…" (and we might have to re-write it there, too).

Senator Horst: This is plural.  

Senator Kalter: Oh, that is plural.  Never mind, then.  Sorry.

Senator Mainieri: And so it's placed in both employees' personnel file?

Senator Kalter: Yeah, if that was meant to be plural, sorry.  I missed that.  Perfect.  Anyone else?  I have some procedural questions.  So, the first two are: it's not clear to me that we need what is labeled on our agenda as the original proposed Consensual Relations Policy because all that was, was a draft that Rules came up with and changed between the first time it came up with it in September and this latest iteration.  So I'm suggesting we do not send that one to the floor of the Senate, right?  The second is, when Cera sent out the current two policies – 3.1.44 and 3.3.12B – it massively confused everybody, apparently.  They were reading those current policies as the ones that we wanted to have checked instead of the updated one.  There are two ways we could do this, but I'm thinking what we should do is, if we include those two, have it strike through all the way through so it's really clear that those policies are being deleted, that those are up for deletion and that this policy is the one that they should be looking at.  So, in other words, we send out those two current policies with strikethrough all the way through.  That's one option.  The other option would be to send it out as a link to the current website, like two links, but I think it would be safer, perhaps, to send it out as two strikethrough policies.
Senator Horst: Okay.  We just resisted doing a mark-up because it's combining.

Senator Kalter: Because it's a merge, yeah.

Senator Horst: Okay, I can do a strikeout.

Senator Kalter: Okay, now here's the hard procedural one, and you already know this.  The current policy, as I understand it, only covers current relationships between two people, so if you're in a marriage or whatever.  The new policy is proposing to add past relationships, and the Rules Committee debated whether it should be a certain number of years or a large number or whatever.  We also got feedback from the Culture of Respect group that indicated to us that there are multiple faculty/staff who don't even know that the current policy exists (which is also problematic).  So I'm wondering if, and at what point, we should send these out to the full faculty, staff, student listservs for any input.
Provost Murphy: Would you normally send policies that impact faculty and students out to full listservs for input?
Senator Kalter: Only occasionally do we do that.  Not in every case, but sometimes.  So that's the question:  Is this one of those sometimes?

Senator Horst: So, I did say to Susan that the suggestion of including past relationships came from Lisa Huson, and I did say to Susan that it was a significant change from what we sent out to the shared governance bodies, but because it came from Lisa Huson and it seemed like an important change to make, I talked with Kyle Ciani and Nikki Brauer.  And I want to echo what Susan said, that they felt like a lot of people don't know about these policies, and they really hope that it can go to the full Senate so that we can have a larger discussion as opposed to these little body discussions.  So I would propose that the Senators can be the ones who can have discussions with their people that they represent.

Senator Blum: I'm going to say that I agree with that.  I also say sending this particular policy on the listserv is not…  You know, it's not like talking about the Skateboarding Policy, right?  So I just think it was a complex topic to talk about as faculty and with a lot of advisement from Legal and OEOA and other bodies.  I do think the Senate is a very representative body and so as much as we need to hear, they need to…  I mean, that's a good way to talk about it.  I think plenty of…  If past experience is a predictor, there will be debate about this.  So I'm not so concerned with…  I will say that whatever it ends up as, I think the educational component is lacking under the current policy and that is something that needs to be rectified that's actually not in the policy.  But there needs to be some kind of vehicle for helping faculty understand the policy, how the policy…  I mean, this has things like a detailed Conflict Management Plan, which was not in the previous policy.  So I think there are quite a few substantive changes to the new policy and whenever it does get passed and becomes…  I don't think we can drop the ball on that.  I mean, I think it's pretty important.

Senator Mainieri: I agree that sending it to listserv probably is not going to be the most productive way.

Senator Kalter: I want to play a little bit of devil's advocate.  Not that I'm in this position, but let's say that we have two fairly substantive changes.  One is extending the time period through which this occurs, and the other one is the one that you just mentioned, the more detailed you have to have a Conflict Management Plan.  Let's say that we change all of that and the Senate agrees to the changes, et cetera, and knowing that the Senator process can be uneven…  So, in other words, first of all, some Senators only are from one department.  I represent four departments – myself, Jim, Alejandro, and somebody else (who's the last Humanities Senator)?  We represent four departments, but there are only two departments on the Senate.  I think it's Languages and English.  So it's really easy for those conversations, with those representatives, not to happen in every single department.  So let's say that we make those changes, and all of a sudden people get super angry at the Provost's office because I'm in this relationship, I'm in a consensual relationship, you changed the rules on me.  Or I was in a relationship 30 years ago with somebody.  I happen to be their supervisor.  You've changed these rules.  You didn't give us enough notice.  You didn't give us a chance to have input.  Is that going to be problematic?  
Provost Murphy: Not for me because I'll tell them the Senate did it.
Senator Horst: But maybe that's the communication part.

Provost Murphy: Yeah, but that's the communication part.

Senator Kalter: After the policy has been changed?

Provost Murphy: Yeah, but I hear what you're saying.  I'm not disagreeing.  I'm just trying to think it through.  Does it prevent it, or it says you have to have a…  I mean, you'd want that anyway.  If we find out that somebody has had a horrific relationship with someone who's going to be in their class, I think a chair would want to have a – what's the word we're looking for – a Conflict Management Plan.  I mean, I think you'd want to tackle that in advance to be proactive.  So, you're right, it's a change, but we're not saying you can't.  We're not going to say now you can no longer work for us because you used to be married to somebody who's now going to be an ISU student.  We're saying, oh, we need to have a plan to make sure that everything goes well.  So I know what you're saying.  I'm thinking out loud, too.  I'm hearing everything you're saying.  
Senator Kalter: It's interesting, too, because you're thinking of the instructional context part.  I was thinking mainly of the non-instructional context part, actually.

Provost Murphy: Or even like supervisor and employee?

Senator Kalter: Yeah.

Provost Murphy: But we'd still want to have a plan whether or not it was in a policy.  If I was a department chair or I was the director of a unit, and I was getting ready to hire somebody and found out they were the (and again, I'm beating this one to death), but they were the ex-wife of somebody who had been employed in my office for ten years, it's not that I would necessarily even say I'm not going to hire them, but I would say I need to know that because I need to have a plan.  They can't supervise.  I mean, you'd want to know that.  I don't think you discriminate against somebody because of that, but I think you have a plan.  I'm thinking out loud, but I'm also not disagreeing with you in terms of…  It's still communication about policy.

Senator Mainieri: I'm just wondering, I'm sure there's other policies that the Senate has passed that would affect people kind of mid-stream, like what you're talking about.
Senator Kalter: Yeah.  The last one I can remember was ASPT policy when we did the disciplinary articles change.

Senator Mainieri: And so that was something…  Was that distributed via listservs?

Senator Kalter: Twice.  Once the first year and once when it came back two years later, I think it was.

Senator Mainieri: So that's typically the way to handle something that is going to be affecting people who are already…

Senator Horst: But we've never really done that with policies, typically.  Maybe we have, but typically we always do that with the ASPT process.  But I don't really…  

Senator Kalter: Not always.  It was because the whole disciplinary section was brand new, and actually, now that I think about it, the first time we sent it out through the whole listserv.  The second time it was through the chairpersons.  So it is rare that we do it.  We don't do it with every policy.  It's just how do we distinguish is this the kind of policy we should do it with, or should we just go with the regular process, emphasize to Senators…  And I'm also thinking about students because student workers are part of this, but we should be able to rely on our supervisors of student workers to make sure that they understand the policy when they're actually a student supervisor.  And the AP and Civil Service Councils have seen it, but they haven't seen these changes.  So is it about making sure that all of the Senators…  You know, emphasize to them you have got to talk to every single one of your constituents?  Dr. Dietz, you look like you have something, or you're thinking.
President Dietz: Well, I'm just…  You know, there's twice the number of staff as there are faculty, and so if you look at the numbers where dating relationships would occur, there probably would be more of those in the staff than the faculty.  I'm just looking at the numeric and not the amorousness, if that is a word, of either group.  But I think initially people are going to think this is really invasive, as it kind of is, and it's a personal deal about who you're forming a relationship with.  But if you approach it from an educational perspective, if people then think that you're still invasive and that your intentions aren't to protect both parties, then they're either arrogant or phenomenally naïve.  In either case, you end up in the same point of vulnerability.  So I guess I would…  This might be one that you might err on the side of sending it out, and then people know and then the educational piece can come in as a second part of that.  But I think the staff piece needs to be well considered.

Senator Horst: But we did send it to the shared governance body’s that represent the staff.

Senator Kalter: I'm guessing that when we sent it to civil service and AP – especially because it was delayed in terms of when they actually talked about it – I'm guessing about five people on each council talked about it, not all,what is it, 1,500?, staff members.  
President Dietz: There's 2,500.
Senator Kalter: Oh, 2,500.  Okay.  Maybe I'm thinking of the faculty members, about 1,500 if you include both tenured and non-tenured.  So a very small number on the AP and Civil Service Council would have seen it.

Senator Horst: But on the flipside, the part that really changed is the instructional side.  Their side really didn't change at all.

President Dietz: Yeah, that's a good point.

Senator Horst: It was just the language.  Conflict Management Plan.  But one of the ideas was to make them comparable because on the…

Senator Kalter: So their side had a Conflict Management Plan?

Senator Horst: I don't think the term Conflict Management Plan, but they had to meet with their supervisor.  We basically adopted the process from that side into the instructional capacity because the instructional side said you might want to give the paper to your buddy to grade.  I mean, it's really bad.  So the idea was to take what was happening on that side and make it happen over on the instructional side.

Senator Blum: And clarify.  I think we built a better process, right?

Senator Horst: And we refined the language.  But really, that side, except for the piece that Lisa Huson just did…

Senator Kalter: Oh, going back into past relationships.  

Senator Horst: Including past relationships.  That side really hasn't changed.

Senator Blum: Could we do it concurrently?

Senator Kalter: Yes.

Senator Blum: Rather than in sequence?  So we could send it out, move it through the process…

Senator Kalter: That's what I was thinking.

Senator Blum: And then also, let's…  I have no idea how the debate is going to go on this, but there may be, whatever, concerns on the Senate.  There may be a need to delay on the Senate.  You know, these are things that could, I think, come up in both Information and along that process.  And if, I don't know, just say we move it to Information, it goes out to the listserv, the listserv is lighting up, that can become a consideration of the Senate and the larger body rather than sort of…  You know, listservs don't worry about things going out and people not really reading them or, you know, it's email, right?  So it sort of depends.  So you're sort of doing this, forgive the boxing metaphor, but the one two punch, right?  So you're doing things together.
Senator Kalter: You have both processes.  You've all been sent this over the listserv.  You've also got your Senator trying to engage you – do you have any questions, comments about it for us to debate?  And if we can get that out this week, which I think we could, to have a week where it's out on the listserv and then emphasize at the Senate next time that you want to make sure that you contact your constituents and have a plan for those of us who represent people outside of our departments.  Have a plan for doing that.  We could do that.

Senator Horst: So send it out to the listserv, say please speak to your Senator, and/or we have open meetings.  They can come to the debate and they can speak in front of the Senate?  

Senator Kalter: Right.  We have a public comment period.

Senator Horst: Yes, we do.  I'm so excited to sign people up.  Yes, I like that.

Senator Kalter: All right, so we'll do it that way in that case.  Great.  Anything else on that one before we move to the Code of Ethics?

Senator Horst: Just briefly, there were a couple typos that I have to take care of, right?  I spelled amorous in a French way.  And then you'll send it out on the listserv?

Senator Kalter: Yes, great.  Oh, wait.  Yes, thank you.  
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Senator Kalter: Code of Ethics, does anybody have any observations about that one?

Senator Mainieri: Educating Illinois should be updated.
Senator Kalter: Oh, thank you.  Is that only one place, Tracy?

Senator Mainieri: Yes, that I saw, in that second paragraph.  I don't know if this is the appropriate time for this, but under Values, the third to last bullet – fairness, non-discrimination, and diversity – I'm wondering, given the change in Educate, Connect, Elevate, if we should add an inclusion.  Diversity and inclusion.
President Dietz: I have a question about all these values, frankly, because we have values of the University that are in Educate, Connect, Elevate and had a lot of people's input into that.  And collaboration is not in here, for example.  That's a University value.  Academic freedom is not a University value.

Senator Kalter: It sure better be.

President Dietz: So I'm not saying that what is in there is, you know, the wording couldn't be improved or added to, but that moves my question.  What are the values that are emphasized in ECE that are the only ones that the Board has approved, vis-à-vis, the values that we're writing about here?  Where's the interconnection?

Senator Kalter: Well, I don't know about that, Larry, because academic freedom is in the Constitution.  Things like intellectual honesty and personal integrity I think are kind of embedded in places like that.  So it may not be a recent Board, but in terms of values that have been sort of enduring values, I think all of the ones that are listed here have, in some way or another, been vetted through shared governance.   
President Dietz: I guess I just bring that up because there ought to be a connection.  In some cases, there isn't; in other cases, where this wording actually might be better than what we put in ECE.  So there needs to be an interaction there somehow.  
Senator Kalter: Yeah because I certainly wouldn't want to see the ECE values replace these values especially because, in my participation in that process, it's a very staff-driven process.  Faculty hardly ever get out to those forums and stuff like that.  I can't remember how much they do the email stuff or the survey stuff, but I think part of the reason that you're seeing that there is because this was merged.  It used to be the Faculty Code of Ethics.  It became the Code of Ethics for all employees maybe 10 to 15 years ago.  But I do think that adding rather than subtracting should be a floor debate, right?  We could say, hey, in Educate, Connect, Elevate we have these three other values that aren't listed here.  Do you think we should add them?  But then the question is, are they Code of Ethics values?  Is collaboration part of ethical conduct?
Senator Horst: I was just trying to clarify what Rules is trying to do with this document.  Rules did not talk a lot about the content of the Code of Ethics.  We purely wanted to eliminate the text that talks about these other policies because we're doing away with those.  And then we incorporated the word "formal," which was proposed by the Executive Committee in a discussion, and I sent all of that text to the Rules Committee and they agreed with that.  But we certainly can work on the Code of Ethics when it's up on the floor, and I think a lot of the ideas are great.  But what the Rules Committee wanted to accomplish was to delete those policy numbers, and that's the part that, if we go forward with the Amorous Relationship Policy, we really need to do some bookkeeping and make sure those policy numbers are different.  Anything else would be something that would be coming from the body of the Senate.
Provost Murphy: My small editorial comment is I think under Values you don't need the first bullet.

Senator Horst: Under Values.  The faculty, staff, and administrative…  Right.  Okay, very good.
Provost Murphy: My work here is done.  

Senator Kalter: I have a question about 13 under the Maintaining Our Values.  Have you checked with Lisa about crossing out the Faculty Associate Code of Ethics?  I think that could be a dangerous legal move.  So, crossing out policies 3.1.44 and 3.3.12B, yes.  But I wonder if the faculty…  We have no, NO, consensual relationships with K- 12 students, period.  Like, no.  In other words, Faculty Associates should not be having romantic relationships with their students.  So I don't think we want to cross out something that may be governed by state law that protects minors.

Senator Horst: Okay, so in the Faculty Associate Code of Ethics?

Senator Kalter: Right.  I have no idea where that is.  So I would check with Lisa about where that is and how we should refer to it and whether we need to make it clear that Faculty Associates fall under a different Amorous Relation Policy than other people.

Senator Horst: Okay, so does the Faculty Associate Code of Ethics contain discussion regarding consensual relations?  But it would be mutual and consensual.  The Consensual Relations Policy deals with mutual and consensual, and there's no way you would have mutual and consensual relations with minors.

Senator Kalter: Right.  But there are lots of people who would argue that you can, and we don't want to have that.

Senator Horst: Okay.

Senator Kalter: Am I right, or am I right?

Senator Marx: It's still covered under state law, which is…

Senator Kalter: Right.  But there is no end to what people will try to argue.

Senator Horst: It's sort of puzzling why it's even there, though, is what I'm trying to say.  But I'll ask Lisa if that still needs to be there.

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  All right, let's see.  Let's go back up to Transfer Of Credit stuff.  Anybody see stuff on there?  

Senator Marx: Oh yeah.  That's the one combining the three policies into one.
Senator Horst: Good idea.

President Dietz: I'm going to back you up for just a second, back to the ethics piece.  Rob Blemler is the Ethics Officer for the University, and his name, and his office, is not a part of this?  
Senator Kalter: He doesn't do that policy.  So, state ethics and ethics are two different things.  This is mostly AFEGC for faculty, and I think it's HR who does the AP/civil service wing.  He only does, and I think it's listed here…  So in number 15, Maintaining Our Values, 15 specifically refers to the State Officials and Employee Ethics Act.  So he does that type of stuff.  So it's an interesting policy because there are different processes.  And you'll see also some of it's OEOA, some of it's AFEGC, some of it's HR.  It kind of goes everywhere.  
President Dietz: If there are violations of the Ethics Act by a faculty member, Rob Blemler would do that?

Senator Kalter: Yes, right.

President Dietz: So that's the state part.

Senator Kalter: Exactly.  We've been trying to make sure that everybody in that system knows everybody else in that system so that if people go to one office in the wrong office, they know who to refer the person to, etc.

Senator Horst: Is that the University Ethics Officer?  The person he referred to?  It says the University Ethics Officer is available to any individual confronted with an ethical issue.

Senator Kalter: Right under number 15.  

President Dietz: Okay, I'm good.
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Senator Kalter: Let's see.  Anything on the Transfer of Credit stuff?  The merging of policies.  I just read over a bunch of my notes, and I think they're all for the floor, but I'll bring up I think it was two of them.  Martha was telling me about how we need to make our policies into hyperlinked things and I think the CLEP guidelines, and this is a perfect example of that, the way it kind of switches into a weird formatting and it goes into more detail on that one than anything else.  And what was the other one?  I think the only other one was when I went onto the Registrar's website where they sometimes refer you out, it's very difficult for a student to figure out where to go because it's very difficult for a faculty member to figure out where to go.  So on the floor I'm going to ask for a little bit more detail on that.
Senator Horst: But it would be great if this kind of document could interact with other places and other documents and that kind of thing and maybe not even…  If I was looking at this document, I could just click on the part that I want.  That's what I saw when I went to the Colorado website,  which was so inspiring, that you could have a document that would collapse or expand if you wanted to look at the CLEP.  But if you didn't want to look at that, you would just say there's the part I want to look at.  You could go to that part.  So it was much more modern.

Senator Kalter: It's a great idea.  Did anybody see any gender non-neutral language in the new policy?  If not, we're ready to put it on the floor.  
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Senator Kalter: One thing is that we need to make sure that it conforms to the policy itself, and so there's a line where we crossed out the (6).  In the policy it says 8.  So instead of crossing that out, we should write 8 here, and that's the only thing that I saw.

Senator Horst: Faculty Associate 6?

Senator Kalter: No, for Tenured Faculty 18, and actually the 18 needs to be changed, too, to 24 down here.  I just noticed that.  Is that what you were going to say, Tracy?
Senator Mainieri: Yeah, and then membership, it's spelled out thirty-three, but it's thirty-nine now.

Senator Kalter: Actually, she has that changed.  Oh, I see what you're saying.

Senator Mainieri: No, the words.  

Senator Kalter: The word itself, gotcha.  Anything else on that one?

Senator Nikolaou: On the second page when it says who is ineligible to serve, should we put it before the procedures for electing the…  Should we put it up front so we have the membership?  These are the members, these are who can serve and these are who cannot serve, and then we describe the different…

Senator Horst: This is actually the way it's done in the Blue Book for other committees as well.  

Senator Nikolaou: Oh, so it's always at the end?

Senator Horst: I recall.

Senator Nikolaou: Okay.

Senator Horst: It's a good point, but it's just to sort of conform with the…  

Senator Nikolaou: Because I felt that, okay, maybe someone might think that it is specific to the Faculty Associates because it's under them, but that's a small thing.

Senator Kalter: We could put "ineligible to serve on this committee" or something like that, or "on AFEGC" or something.  It's a consent agenda.  You can be the first person to pull one off the consent agenda.

Senator Nikolaou: No, I'm fine.  
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Adjournment
Senator Kalter: All right, so are we ready to move to the approval of the proposed Senate agenda?  

Motion by Senator Blum, seconded by Senator Rubio, to approve the agenda.  
Senator Kalter: A couple of things that I want to point out.  We need to make sure we have the latest versions of the first two policies from Tony Crowley, which I think we don't yet, because these are the old numbers.  Also from Senator Marx for the Administration Selection, right?  And I'm wondering if we want to do any rearrangement or pulling of anything off of this because I really want to make sure that we have time to talk about the CTE bylaws and the Consensual Relations Policy, and this is a packed agenda.  Jana's presentation, which right now is the first thing, usually takes at least 20 minutes, and it usually gets a lot of student questions.  So we could postpone that.  We could do other things.  I think, I'm not sure, that the action items will go quickly, but I'm guessing that they probably will.  But who knows?  So one of the things that I'm going to suggest is that we move the CTE bylaws first under the Information Items and then go second to the Consensual Relations Policy and the Code of Ethics and then last to that Transfer stuff partly because we are going to have six or seven guests.  We've got Alice and Lisa for the Employment in Excess.  We've got Michelle Kibler for CAST bylaws, Lisa again for the Consensual Relations, and Kevin Laudner I think is going to be there as the dean on duty anyway.  And then probably we should invite Jess Ray and Amy Hurd to the transfer consolidation thing, one or the other.

Senator Horst: And Anthony Walesby.  
Senator Kalter: And Tony Walesby.  So then one question is do we really need to do the CLEP Transfer of Credit stuff that night or should we move that off also?  How should we…  We do actually have a Faculty Caucus, so we're going to have to have a stop time also (that's the other thing) because we have guests at that meeting as well.  

Senator Horst: What's going on at the Faculty Caucus?
Senator Kalter: The Campus Master Plan, which could be very brief or it could go long.  Who knows?

Senator Horst: Could we postpone the CAST bylaws and get that stuff straightened out?  Give them a little bit more time to straighten it out.  And that's just an action item, so really we just need to get it done by the end of the year.  I'd like to make that proposal.  

Senator Kalter: We could do that.  Okay.  The former dean is…

Provost Murphy: They've been waiting a long time.  You know, 2015.

Senator Kalter: No!

Senator Horst: They used the word tenure, not tenured.

Senator Kalter: We just did these a couple years ago.

Provost Murphy: Oh, I thought one of those pieces said 2015.

Senator Kalter: I think they literally just sent it to us in January.

Senator Horst: They sent it to us in the spring of last year, I believe.

Provost Murphy: That was the second round.  I mean, that was changes back, wasn't it?

Senator Kalter: Oh, it was?

Provost Murphy: Yeah, I think so.

Senator Horst: Well, they certainly need to be passed this academic year.  It might be a fast item.  

President Dietz: Is Chuck Scott doing your Campus Master Plan update?  You may want to postpone him.
Senator Kalter: I think they have a window, don't they?

Senator Rubio: I would imagine.  SGA put them on their agenda because I think that they have a…

Senator Kalter: A window in which they need to do it.  I'm pretty sure they do.  Do you remember what the window was?

Ms.Christensen: She didn't specify to me.

Senator Kalter: Oh, I thought she specified.
President Dietz: Let me retreat from that statement because I do think that Chuck is trying to get a final report in to me, and he wants to make sure that he is talking to all the folks.

Senator Kalter: The one thing we could do is have a fairly long Senate meeting and have him come later than we usually do.  It doesn't have to be 8:15.  It could be 8:30 or 8:45.  I mean, 8:45 is pretty late to have somebody come in, but to have an hour and a half for the Senate meeting.  The other thing that's the wild card is you never know when Dan Stephens is going to bring Chuck to talk about snow removal during the Senate meeting.  So that's one of the things I worry about with kind of an agenda is that at any moment, any one of the four of you or even Rubio or myself can have a 45-minute Q&A for Administrator Remarks that you don't want to shut down because it's an important conversation to have.  Right?

President Dietz: Tomorrow I have a Cabinet meeting.  I can encourage the Vice Presidents to be brief.  

Senator Kalter: To be brief for this particular meeting, yeah.  Because we don't want them to be brief in general.  We want them to be brief just because we have a lot of business for this particular meeting.  That would be helpful.

President Dietz: I'm sure the Provost and I can help deliver that message.

Senator Horst: I know we didn't like this idea for all of the meetings, but maybe for this particular meeting we could move the Administrative Remarks to below. 
Senator Kalter: That's another option is that we can do the business first and then to Administrative Remarks.  You're usually there the whole meeting.  So we could do that.  What do people think about postponing the Underrepresented Students Report to April?

Senator Horst: That's a good idea.  

Ms. Christensen: She's not available in April.  
Senator Kalter: Oh, she's not available.  Darn it.  All right, so how about this?  We have a Call to Order, Roll Call, and Jana, Chairperson and Student Body President Remarks, but then we skip the Administrator Remarks for the moment, do the Action and Information Items, and then have the Administrator Remarks right before the Committee Reports?  And then rearrange so that we have CTE Bylaws first, then Consensual Relations, then Code of Ethics, and do we want to keep the Transfer of Credit stuff on there?  Jan, you're probably best situated to know about that one.  Is that in a rush of any sort?

Provost Murphy: Oh, no.  I don't think so.

Senator Kalter: So why don't we postpone that big thing to the next meeting and then we'll have the Consent Agenda item and everything.  Does that sound good to people?  That will work?  Awesome.  All right, it's a plan.  All in favor of that rearranged, et cetera agenda…  
President Dietz: I can also ask Chuck to give you more of an abbreviated version.
Senator Kalter: No, that's for the Caucus so we're happy to have him give the non-abbreviated version there.  But it may still be pretty short because when he presented it to the Capital Planning group, it was literally only a half an hour because nobody had anything that they didn't like.  So it was all good.  

The motion was unanimously approved.

Adjournment

Motion by Senator Campbell, seconded by Senator Rubio, to adjourn. The motion was unanimously approved.
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