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Call to Order

Senate Chairperson Susan Kalter called the meeting to order.

Oral Communications

Senator Kalter: I've got a couple of Oral Communications.  And just to warn everybody, we're going to kind of go somewhat methodically through this, so we may end up taking things off of the proposed agenda if we don't get to them just so that we can carefully look at stuff.  

Faculty Associate Handbook

Senator Kalter: So, the first one, Faculty Associate Handbook.  Think about this question for next time.  The lab schools has a new superintendent, and you may remember Cassandra Mattoon.  She asked us, does the Senate ever see the Faculty Associate Handbook?  So my question is, have we ever looked at it and is there any good reason for us to have to review or approve that handbook or is that something that we want to just leave to the lab schools?  So that's a question for next time.  And I think at some point she's going to send the copy over to us so that we know what we're talking about, but you can go onto the lab school site and just click into it.  My recollection is we've never looked at it, and I don't know if there's anything in there that we would need to look at.

Student Code and Title IX

Senator Kalter: So, there's a couple of things here.  First of all, I got an e-mail this morning from Michael Zajac, who I believe is the Director of Student Conduct…  What is it called?

Senator Rubio: Student Conduct and Conflict Resolution.

Senator Kalter: Thank you.  They change it every couple of years so it's like a moving target.  He is leaving ISU, so that's interesting, and he said there are a couple people – Akilah Jones and Jennifer Stevenson (or Jen Stevenson), along with obviously John Davenport, Dean of Students – who are going to be taking on the work of the Student Code Committee.  But the other thing that I wanted to let you know about that, L.J. Johnson and I have been sort of talking back and forth about the Student Code and how it works and how it gets approved by the Senate, and he is interested in possibly having a yearly review of the Code.  Of course the logistics are really interesting, right?  Because the Code, you want to review it really in depth on the one hand, and yet the law keeps changing it.  It's a moving target, which is why Title IX is on here, and of course with presidential administrations in Washington, Title IX stuff is very much in flux.  
And so this is basically just to sort of say here, we had sort of worked out that if the Code comes through the Senate in any given year, the kind of best time for it to come is going to be January, which is not ideal for anybody.  Right?  Because it means that you're doing the Code, you're reviewing the Code in the spring rather than having both fall and spring to do it.  But when the Code changes, it needs to change basically in the summer so that you have the same Code the rest of the school year, right?  And so given how many people have to review it before it even comes to the Senate, it's very hard to work out some sort of time to figure out when to put it through.  And his idea was that if we did it more regularly, like reviewed it more like once a year rather than every five years, it might actually go quicker.  I'm not sure whether that would be the case.  In any case, we don't have it right now because the administration (not this administration but the Washington presidential administration) is…  What is it?  They are having a Call for Comment I think (if I'm remembering this correctly) for the Title IX changes that Betsy DeVos is talking about.  And yet we have a Code that was changed also for similar reasons back in 2016, I think it was, in between Senate approvals.  So at some point very soon we're going to have to figure out do we want to see the Code right now for approvals this spring?  Is this a good plan to try to happen annually even if the annual starts next year?  You know, that kind of thing.  I don't know if we want to talk about this now or if we want to just think about it now, but I wanted to kind of give you a head's up about why the Student Code of Conduct Review Committee, that work is kind of…  It's trying to progress forward, but at the same time they have to wait for the national federal stuff to play out, and so it gets harder and harder and harder to figure out when is a good time to bring the Code through.  Do we want to talk about that or do we want to maybe think on it and wait for next time?
Senator Campbell: Just a quick question, or clarification I guess, how often is it reviewed currently?  Like what cycle is that on?

Senator Kalter: We used to try to review it about once every five years pretty much like everything else, but in recent years it's been changed more often I would say.  I think…  I'm not on top of this right now in terms of…  The last time we reviewed it was 2014-15, which is not quite five years ago, but then there were changes to the Title IX law and then again changes.  Or, not law, but the directives that the executive branch was putting out.  Before that, I don't remember it coming through more than once every five years.  I remember when Dr. Dietz came on it was either in process already or maybe you initiated it.
President Dietz: We initiated it.  That was 2011, and so we started the process then.  I don't know.  You hate to…  The Code is larger than Title IX.  Title IX is a big part of it, obviously, but it encompasses a lot more than that.  I have no sense of where all this… as a result of the comments, whether that's going to have any bearing or not.  And then you also have the possibility of executive orders that can throw a wrench in everything after that.  So I guess my inclination, if I had one on this, is to kind of wait and see.  But I do think the timing is important in that if you're going to make changes that the students that are coming in are educated about what those changes are going to be, and hopefully it'll carry them through an academic year, though they can change things in the middle of the year.

Senator Kalter: That's the thing.  As the chair, I feel a discomfort with having a Code that's out there that the Senate has not approved in its changed form, even if it was just the Title IX stuff that got changed.  So that's part of the issue is sort of we get to a certain point where we need to have the shared governance come back into the mix, and yet it keeps kind of getting pulled back not for any reason except that logistically it can't happen and it's a moving target, essentially.  So the question is kind of when is the best time to do it.  I would hope, given that we did it last in '14-15, that at the very latest we start reviewing it again in January of next year.  And one of the things that I suggested is we used to have it go through the SGA and then if we needed to, to send it out to other committees (like Academic Affairs Committee or whatever).  I think we ought to do that simultaneously so that SGA and Academic Affairs, everybody is looking at it all at once so that at least that consolidates that part of the process.  Right?  So it could go through a little bit more efficiently I think if we did it that way rather than having a two-step or three-step process.
Senator Horst: The last time when we did the review, I just felt it was a massive document, that we didn't have enough time.  So I like this yearly idea, and maybe we could even focus in on one or two sections as opposed to doing the entire document.

Senator Kalter: Right.  I think that's the aim is sort of one thing that we could do is ask for the section that got changed to come through the Senate, for example, either this year or next year and just focus in on that but sort of make sure that we're understanding that they are on a kind of constraint that they've got to change it in the summer.  So if we start in January, we've got to be done by April, and it's kind of unrealistic to have it come to us in the fall.

President Dietz: The only caveat I would add to that is that if something happens and they would change this either by executive order or wait for the comments and change it, we can't wait for…  We're going to comply with federal law; we have to.

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  And I think the changes have been only in compliance with federal law, so that makes you feel a little bit more comfortable, but you still want to not have it hanging out there so long that it sort of gets away from regular review.  All right.  So that's the second Oral Communication.
Consensual Relations Policy 
Senator Kalter: The third one is Consensual Relations Policy. We sent it out to eight people, or eight groups.  It ended up being a ninth group because the chairs, Kyle Ciani in the chairs group, identified another group that had already been looking at consensual relations stuff.  I can't remember what that group was called, but I think Nikki Brauer was on that group and people looking at sort of consensual relations with respect to wellness and that kind of thing.  We have gotten zero feedback.  Nobody has replied.  So we sent it to AP Council, Civil Service Council, the SGA, the President, the Athletics Director, Tony Walesby, and who are the other two?  Cera, do you remember?  Two other people.  The chairs and directors and one other group.  In any case, got nothing.  Nothing.  No feedback.  I don't know about all of you, but consensual relations is a touchy enough topic that I'm not sure I feel comfortable moving forward with it without some feedback.  I think it might be advisable.
Senator Horst: We asked for the feedback.  We had Tony Walesby there, and he worked with us on the policy.

Senator Kalter: Are you suggesting that we move forward without feedback?

Senator Horst: I mean, our committee spent quite a lot of time on this project.

Senator Blum: Well, I mean, a little bit.  I'm just wondering if they read it, looked at it, did their bodies look at it.  I mean, like, yeah.

Senator Kalter: It depends on the group.  I know from talking to Lisa Huson in Legal that they are just always swamped.  Right?  So, I think she's probably tried to task somebody with it and other things keep getting in the way.  I don't know about…

Senator Horst: Tony Walesby did it.  He looked at it.  He reviewed it and then…

Senator Kalter: He was with you guys, yeah.

Senator Horst: He looked at it and then he came to the committee.  

Senator Kalter: So with regard to AP and Civil Service Council, I'm not sure.  SGA is sitting at the table.  Do you know…  Is it on your agenda?
Senator Campbell: I haven't been sent it.

Senator Rubio: I have no idea if it was being discussed.  I don't recall everything…

Senator Kalter: We are making a formal request for you to put it on your agenda.

Senator Campbell: I would love that.  Is there…

Senator Rubio: We never received anything.

Ms. Christensen: You were on two of the reminder e-mails.  
Senator Kalter: This is another thing, by the way.  There have been reminder e-mails.

Senator Blum: Okay.

Senator Rubio: That could be on our agenda this Wednesday.

Senator Marx: When was the first request sent out?

Ms. Christensen: October, and then the second one was November.  

Senator Horst: The civil service component really didn't change.  It was more faculty side.  It was getting in line with the civil service side.
Senator Blum: But I do think the student SGA should review it.

Senator Horst: There was a request from our committee members that the SGA talk about it by themselves.

Senator Kalter: I think it would be courteous for us to hear back from at least half of the people we asked about it.  I mean, that just seems, you know…  I mean, even if they say we don't have any problems.  Right?  But it's interesting to me that when you send reminders they're not replying like we haven't gotten to it, we're about to get to it, or…  It's hard to tell what's going on on the other end.

Senator Rubio: We could do that this Wednesday at our general assembly.  I just found it.  I sent it over.
Senator Kalter: You can?  Wonderful.  

Senator Campbell: Thank you.  I just got that.  

Senator Horst: But at some point…  I thought some of the changes we made were significant because, for instance, in Music (it's always Music, I know), but in Music we have a lot of faculty interaction that's not in the classroom.  So a lot of the changes we feel very strongly about and, you know, I'm not going to be here forever.  I would really love it to go through.

Senator Kalter: It would be very nice if the chairs and directors looked at it for that reason because, as you observed, they are the ones who will have to implement the new parts of it.  And so that's one constituency that I would very much like to hear from before we keep going.  I think it would be nice to hear from Legal when they get a chance.  Like I said, I think they're just swamped.  SGA has it now on their agenda, so that's good.
Senator Horst: But we put this forward the beginning of this year.  At some point…  As the committee member, we put a lot of effort into that and soon people who worked on it won't even be on the committee.
Senator Kalter: True.  On the other hand, you don't have effective shared governance if you don't get people's feedback and wait for it.  So I don't know what else we can do besides Cera…  Cera is really good about reminding people of stuff.

Senator Horst: We could call them.

Ms. Christensen: If you want me to call them, I can.  I can ask each individual person when they plan on putting it on their agenda.

Senator Horst: Then it might not get through, though.

Senator Kalter: It might not.

Senator Blum: We need to hear from people.  It's an important policy.  

Senator Horst: But if we wait for everybody to put it on their agenda, we're effectively not going to pass it this year.

Senator Kalter: Possibly.  That's possible.

Senator Horst: Right?  Because it has to…

Senator Blum: I would agree with that point.

President Dietz: I have a meeting with Lisa tomorrow, so I can raise it up there tomorrow.
Senator Kalter: Oh, great.  I know the last time I talked to her, she had it in mind, but, you know, there are 400 other things that are also very current right now.  All right.  So that's that announcement.  We'll check in about that again in two weeks.  

Distributed Communications:
11.30.18.01 From Faculty Affairs Committee: Policy 3.1.4 revision proposal MARKUP (Information Item 01/23/18)

11.30.18.02 From Faculty Affairs Committee: Policy 3.1.4 revision proposal CLEAN (Information Item 01/23/18)

Senator Kalter: The question I have for the first two distributed communications…  This is Policy 3.1.4, which has no title because they're changing the title, and then Policy 3.2.11, Employment in Excess of Full-Time Appointment.  I just wanted to check in with people about, first of all, do you understand what they're doing and what the policies are?  What they're changing?  Is it clear?  And maybe we can start with 3.1.4.  How is the read?  Is it clear what's going on?  Is it clear why it's going on?  Did you have any input into the changes?  

Provost Murphy: We utilize 3.1, you know, Interim/ Acting.  So that part of it made sense.  I had one sentence that I struggled with, and it's because I'm not the person that does this.  But it's at the bottom of the first paragraph and it's a new sentence, I believe, but it's “Employment of Excess of full-time appointment.  This paid category should be used if the temporarily assigned duties are intended to be part of an individual's regular full-time duties."  I find that confusing, that one sentence.  
Senator Kalter: Which policy are you on?
Provost Murphy: I'm on 3.1.4, the bottom of the first paragraph.

Senator Kalter: Oh, I'm sorry.  I didn't hear that.

Provost Murphy: I just find that one sentence…  I get the whole rest of the policy – acting/interim compensation – all of it makes sense.  It's that one sentence I struggle with, but then, I don't normally implement this policy so it may make perfect sense to every chair, every budget officer.  But other than that, I find the policy…  I think the new version is clear.  But again, we tend to use this a bit.

Senator Kalter: Do you want to give a little bit of the background about why these two are coming through the Senate?  This was sort of initiated by John Baur.

Provost Murphy: Oh, then I don't know why.  I assumed that they were just up for review, so I apologize.  I don't know the impetus for why these came through.  I just assumed they were due for a review, so I apologize.

Senator Kalter: Apparently there is a legal need for at least one of these – I can't remember which one it was…
Provost Murphy: 3.2.11.  I got that one.  That one I understand and I know why, but the 3.1.4, I just assumed it was…
Senator Kalter: I think it got caught up in the review of the other one because they need to be coordinated with one another, and do you want to say a little bit about that?
11.30.18.03 From Faculty Affairs Committee: Policy 3.2.11 Employment in Excess of Full Time Appointment revision MARKUP (Information Item 01/23/18)

11.30.18.04 From Faculty Affairs Committee: Policy 3.2.11 Employment in Excess of Full Time Appointment_ CLEAN (Information Item 01/23/18)

Provost Murphy: Okay, sure.  Absolutely.  So, 3.2.11, Employment in Excess of Full-Time Appointment, this is a policy that helps us, it provides guidance to us on kind of overload.  We call them ADDL PAYs.  That means nothing other than it's additional pay that we can provide faculty and staff when they are doing additional duties beyond what their regular contract is.  And there are federal requirements that govern…  Even though we are state employees, there are actually federal guidelines that govern how much over a regular salary anybody can make.  So, you know, as much as I really, really, really like David Marx, I can't just wake up tomorrow and say, hey, I'm going to pay him six times his regular salary because he is a great guy.

Senator Marx: Are you sure about that?

Provost Murphy: Well, I'll check.  But the federal government would say to me it doesn't matter if you have the money.  You can't.  That's against the law.  And the federal guidelines have changed, and we were out of compliance with the federal guidelines.  This involves not just grant…  And a lot of this is off of grants, but it really involves all aspects of what we overload pay.  So now, if I'm a faculty member, for example, and I have a grant, then maybe I'm getting some additional pay because I've got extra things I'm doing with the grant.  But then what if I also take on an extra service assignment?  I'm writing the department's program review.  Well, then there's some extra pay there because there's no one who can teach my classes.  I can't get rid of a class.  I have some extra pay to do program review.  And then maybe I've got summer classes that I'm teaching.  I mean, all of these together all figure into what supplemental pay is.  And then this just pulls us into compliance with what the new federal guidelines are.  How is that?  How did I do?  Okay.
Senator Kalter: And the only thing I'll add to that is the basic rule is that you can pay somebody 100% time or up to 125% of what their base salary (what their IBS) is, but you can't go over that.  So for somebody, for example, on a nine-month, you can pay them at 100%, which most of the people around the room are paid, and they're thought of by the federal government as…  You can't just not sleep.  So, we can pay you 125% of a job, but not 150% or 175% even if you feel like you're working 16 hours a day, 7 days a week.  We're not allowed, as an institution, to ask somebody to do that basically is what they're saying.  So over that nine months, you can get paid 100% and you can have an overload and be paid up to 25% more.  Then during the summer, we don't get paid during the summer unless we're on grants or some other thing, but we can get paid up to 100% during the summer and then again another 25% during the summer but not more than that.  So they're trying to protect us, in other words.  

Senator Blum: The one thing about…  When I was reading the 25% and all that part, the one thing that I thought, there had been some interactions with people wanting to push and make sure that the only time…  So they didn't have to pay more than 0.25.  Now, the old policy was 0.4, right?  But that…  Because particularly on grants…  So, a lot of people in my college, in my department, work on grants and so it seemed…  And it is perfectly reasonable and plausible that some of that money could be delivered in the summertime.  Right?  That whatever you're writing, manuscripts or whatever grant activities were done with that, but there had been…  I don't know.  I don't want to say anyone was pushing one way or the other.  Sometimes faculty pushes one way, but it does seem to me that it's reasonable if faculty can spread some of that work into the summer, so if now that it's going to be…  So I know right now of faculty that are at the 0.4 limit, right, because that's the current policy, which is against federal law.  But it seems to me if they can move that work into the summer that they should be able to, and I don't know if that needs to be stated here or if that's more of a procedural thing.

Provost Murphy: Two things.  I would say that's procedural because it's going to depend…  They have to actually push that work to the summer.  In other words, the other piece of this from the federal government is you can't just sort of say, you know what?  I've got two grants in the fall so I'm going to say I'm doing some of this work in the summer.  You actually have to be able to document that you're being paid for the work during the time you're doing the work.  So it actually has to be work that's done.  The other is – and I want to follow up because we do have a number of faculty (and by a number of faculty I mean like a handful of faculty; please don't think this is hundreds of faculty) – but we do have a number of faculty, and a lot of them are extraordinary grant writers and extraordinary scholars who are above that 1.25 because the current guidelines have allowed that.  They will be able to step down.  It's not like tomorrow we're going to go in and say okay, faculty X, it's all bets are off and we're going to change this tomorrow.  John Baur and his office are working very closely with all the faculty impacted by this to have a plan where over the course of the next however many years it takes to move them into their next grant cycle that we're moving them closer to compliance.  But it's not that anybody finds out today that everything changes tomorrow.  We want to protect our faculty because these are our good, solid people.  It's not that they've been doing something wrong by any means.
Senator Blum: Yeah, I think what you just said is important to communicate because…

Provost Murphy: He's met with each of them, so everybody who is impacted by this has been meeting with…  John Baur has been meeting with them, so I know they know that.
Senator Kalter: When I re-read 3.1.4, I think almost all of the comments…  You'll notice I have comments all over, but I think it's mostly technical writing comments where I thought it could be a little bit clearer in various places, and I'll just convey that to the committee.  It's not the kind of thing that I think the floor of the Senate…  It's just going to kind of waste time if I do it there.  It's things like rearranging two paragraphs so that it's more orderly or getting rid of some redundancies and stuff like that.  The one substantive thing I had that I should have asked Dr. Murphy about is in what's now the second to last paragraph it refers to another policy called the Assignment of Persons Holding Faculty Rank to Administrative or Other Non-Departmental Positions, but I wondered if we need to also refer to things like the Chairs Policy, the Deans Policy, the Administrative Selection Policy, or if just referring to 3.2.14 is enough.  I'm not really sure about that.
Provost Murphy: Where are you at?

Senator Kalter: I'm in 3.1.4, second to last paragraph, I believe.  Or maybe it's the third to the last paragraph.  It's the one that begins, "Appointments of faculty to administrative assignments not having the term 'acting' or 'interim' are to be made in accordance with…" this other policy.  But what I was looking at there was that there are lots of appointments of faculty to administrative assignments that have nothing to do with that pol…  or that are beyond that.  Like appointing a chair, appointing a dean, appointing, say, a person who is working in your office like you just did three of those.  But maybe that's another one that I can just bring up on the floor, that particular one.

Provost Murphy: Could be, yeah.  I hear what you're saying.

11.30.18.03 From Faculty Affairs Committee: Policy 3.2.11 Employment in Excess of Full Time Appointment revision MARKUP (Information Item 01/23/18)

11.30.18.04 From Faculty Affairs Committee: Policy 3.2.11 Employment in Excess of Full Time Appointment_ CLEAN (Information Item 01/23/18)

Senator Kalter: Okay.  And then for the other policy, 3.2.11, I was a little bit more confused about this substantively even though I've been talking to John Baur about this for a year or so.  Again, there are some things where the technical writer in me kind of came out, and I have some suggestions there.  But one of the things that I noticed on the second page in the…  I hope that it's all printed out or shows on your screen the same.  There is, "A chairperson/school director's workload during the fiscal year is assigned," blah, blah, blah, and then it says, "Adjustments to primary employment responsibilities must be approved and documented by the Dean," and I did not understand why that sentence even existed or if it was supposed to be the same kind of sentence as the one in the next bullet point.  Is this a mid-chair…  You know, sort of, what is that?  It may be the same kind of thing, Jan, like that other sentence that you read and didn't understand what was going on.  It's that kind of thing.

Provost Murphy: You know, I don't know.  I think that would be worth asking John.  My guess is it has to do something with chairs and directors who are also grant writers, and so if they have grants and are working beyond their 100 percent, my guess is that the Dean has to approve that, but I don't know that for sure and John would be the good person to ask.  I'm guessing a little, and that's not fair to you.

Senator Kalter: Yeah, yeah.  Okay.  There's another one in the buyout paragraph that I didn't understand.  The other thing, did anybody notice that extra service compensation is both letter D and letter E, but it's not clear why?  
Senator Horst: I see what you're saying.  The E should go away.

Senator Kalter: Yes.  It looks to me like that's the case.  I think that what we're probably going towards is that all of these things can be taken care of in between today and the Senate meeting to sort of clear up some of the stuff that kind of came to my attention, and then we'll be able to isolate the stuff on the floor that's more substantive.  There was another one where the Extra Service Compensation does not include and it said, "payments to faculty associates working in the lab schools."  I wasn't entirely sure why that was in there, and so I'll ask John about that one as well.  And I kind of felt like the explanation about the 100% plus 25% extra needs to be much clearer in this policy.  Did any of you coming in understand that number two on page four is saying what we were saying in the beginning?  Because it didn't quite read that way to me that you got the picture right away – hey, I can only work up to 125%.
Senator Horst: I know that just because I have a faculty who does that.  But I would say, just along with your points, the jargon, like IBS, it's slipped in there.  And it is defined on the first page, but it's written to an audience that seems to know all this jargon.  So if it could sort of get out of that IBS, take away that acronym.  I didn't know what that was.

Provost Murphy: I'm back to page four, item two.  Isn't that simply saying that if you have three grants you can't go to 1.75?  That the 1.25 applies to your total.  That's what I read.  Not to each request separately.  I thought that's all that that says.

Senator Kalter: I think it's the way it's worded more than what it's saying.  When it says, "The 25% limitation applies to the total compensation during the regular…,” it's like, what?  So, it's kind of about just giving people enough context who are reading it cold, not on the Senate, right?  Because that's what a lot of people…  Like if we hire a new chairperson, they shouldn't have to have somebody sort of translating this.
Provost Murphy: But they would, though.  

Senator Kalter: That's true.

Senator Horst: I've got a question about sabbaticals and the people who get Fulbrights.  There's that language in the sabbatical policy that the University…  Like if you get a $60,000…  Like, you have to match it up to your salary level.  And I didn't know if it directly applied to this, but if it somehow is related to the money in this policy if it should be mentioned.

Senator Kalter: That's a good question.

Provost Murphy: Say that again.

Senator Horst: If you get a Fulbright, you don't get it on top of your salary.  Because when my husband got one, they had to translate the amount from Fulbright into euros and the euro amount into dollars, and at that moment the University declared how much of the money was coming from the University and how much was coming from the Fulbright grant.

Provost Murphy: But I think that's a subset of this, and the total amount is not going to be more than 1.25, right?  But I'm guessing there are other policies that also impact Fulbright, right?

Senator Horst: I don't know if that particular kind of thing, these grants that faculty get…  And that language is mentioned in the sabbatical policy, I believe.

Senator: Yes, it is in the sabbatical policy.

Senator Kalter: I think that's right.  

Senator Horst: If it should be tied into this.

Senator Kalter: Well, and Faculty Affairs right now has been looking at the sabbatical policy for, what, two years or something like that?  I can't remember how long.  But I think what you're saying is should there be a reference in this policy out to the Sabbatical policy or back and forth.

Senator Horst: That directly refers to this kind of topic.  Right.
Senator Kalter: Yeah.  So let's make sure to bring that one up as a substantive question on the floor.  The other one that I had was for number four on page four.  "In rare circumstances, the Chair/ School Director, Dean and Provost approvals, with their approvals, a faculty member may be compensated for summer pay and/or supplemental above the compensation limit."  So I'm like, what?  Because we very rarely write into policy how to circumvent the policy.  So I'm trying to figure out under…  What are the rare circumstances where you could violate this five-page policy?  Should I bring that up with…  

Provost Murphy: Absolutely.

Senator Kalter: Okay, I'll ask them about that.  And then I think that it would be helpful for the whole Senate to have the current mark-up and clean copies, not just one or two of those.  And for both of those.  For 3.1.4 also.  All right.  So are those ready, do you think, to go to the floor as long as I'm communicating with them in between about various things?
Senators Marx: Yes.

Senator Kalter: All right.  Great.  
01.20.16.05 From Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: 7.8.1 Operating Budget Policy 7.8.1 Current Copy (Information Item 01/23/18)
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Senator Marx: Well, we had asked Dan Stephens and his office to take a look at this and compare the existing policy with their practices, and then we got back a re-write of the policy, which you see before you.  Essentially they simplified it and put it in line with what their practice is.

Senator Kalter: Any thoughts or questions about this one?  I have to say when I first read this I was thrown for a loop, and I had decided after re-reading it, it's because on the university level the operating budget is being corrected to be defined correctly.  Right?  But that usage in the departments does not think of the Operating Budget in the way that it's being described here and thought about it more the way it was described in the earlier policy.  In the current policy.  Right?

Senator Marx: Right.

Senator Kalter: So part of what I was wondering about, but I think I resolved it, was I thought to myself, "Why is Personnel Services back into the Operating Budget?"  And then I thought about conversations with my chairperson about moving money around between a GA and a non-tenure-track faculty member or an AP or a Civil Servant – usually not those, but every once in a while.  And so that is definitely part of the operating budget.  And what I'm thinking of is tenure-line faculty are more sort of centrally funded at first when it comes out of the Academic Impact Fund and then goes into the permanent budget.  So we tend, in my department, to think about one of them as a personnel budget and the other one as the operating budget.  Right?  And I wrote down a question: "Do we risk conflating the AIF with the Operating Budget?" but then kind of decided not really because that's that it gets adjusted every year piece.  Right?  
Senator Marx: Right.
Senator Kalter: The second thing that I'm a little bit confused about is the terminology around general revenue, appropriations, and income fund has changed over the years.  It used to be that when we said general revenue we meant appropriations.  In other words, tax-funded stuff, at least as far as I understood it.  And then we started to refer to that as both tuition stuff and appropriations partly because appropriations became so negligible.  But what I'm confused about here is that it says, "Fund sources include general revenue" and then it has a semicolon…

Senator Marx: To separate it out, yes.

Senator Kalter: Yeah, I'm a little confused about why general revenue is stated and then state appro… as though they're different.  Are they truly different, or is general revenue made up of state appropriations and income fund?

Senator Marx: I think that's the way to read it.

President Dietz: GR is typically… and the income fund I think are generally viewed very similarly. State appropriations is a very separate line.  I think the other issue is that you've got…  Even though he's not new to us anymore, Dan Stephens is a relatively new VP, and a lot of the language that was in the old policy was there before Dan and really some of his key staff.  He has a new Comptroller and so forth.  So I think you're seeing a new vernacular and vocabulary coming out of this that you might…  As we talked about using John Baur in the previous discussion, you might want to talk with Dan about a little more clarity with this.
Senator Kalter: Yeah.  The other thing that confused me was why was restricted funds…  So, one of the restricted funds is a foundation fund so it can't be referring to that, and then some of the other restricted funds are things like grants and contracts, or agency or auxiliary, but restricted is separated out from those as though it's different or something different.  So, is this ready to go to the floor is kind of my question.  Is this terminology worked out, smoothed out, enough to bring it to the floor while I am talking to Dan in the next week?  Or maybe David wants to do it.  I don't know if you prefer to do that.  But am I right that it's slightly confusing?

Senator Marx: Are you asking us to clarify this list, essentially this list of the sources, to make sure that it's clear and makes sense?  Perhaps instead of using commas you could use parentheses, something like that, if you want to designate what those sources are.

Senator Kalter: That was where I was a little hung up is sort of…  And I hope I'm not just misremembering because…  
Senator Marx: For example, the Bond Agency Funds is in parentheses and Bond Revenue Funds.  I'm not sure why there's a comma inside the parentheses.

Senator Horst: The visual representation is confusing.  It might not even be the terms, it's just the way it was on the paper.  

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  That might be a good way to do it is to bullet point the…

Senator Marx: I'd be happy to go back and get clarity on that.

Senator Kalter: That would be awesome, David, just so that it's ready.  And maybe have a slightly different copy from this be the one that goes to the floor.

Senator Marx: Sure.

Senator Kalter: That would be awesome.  I don't think – I'm just trying to look over my notes – I don't think I had anything substantive.  It was just trying to make sure it's clarified.  And then we'll have to do something about the terminology that's used on a quotidian basis, right?  It's sort of like day to day, people talk about their operating funds – meaning commodities, contractual equipment, et cetera – and so we have to figure out a way to make sure that people understand what the differences are.
Senator Marx: Yeah, this is specific to university operations and not the units.
Senator Kalter: Yes.  It's the difference between the operating budget and the capital budget essentially.

Senator Marx: Right.  Exactly.

01.03.19.03 From Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Policy 1.7 Surveillance Equipment Mark Up (Consent Agenda 01/23/19)

Senator Kalter: Okay.  All right, so that one will it sounds like be ready to go also to the Senate floor.  Next ones are for the consent agenda.  Surveillance equipment mark-up is the first one.  Anybody have anything that they see on that one?  Basically it looks to me like you are crossing out the word "policy." 

Senator Marx: That's correct.  

Senator Kalter: And adding the word "university."  My copy is not color-coded.

Senator Marx: University use.  Yeah, those two changes.  Yes.

Senator Horst: Do we need to approve it to be on the consent agenda?

Senator Marx: As opposed to federal agencies or something like that.

Senator Kalter: As opposed to federal agencies.  And I was wondering if you were thinking about random people flying drones or something like that.  Hopefully not.

Senator Marx: We have a drone policy.

Senator Kalter: I was like, probably not because the drone policy would say don't spy on people.

Senator Marx: It's a separate thing.  This is specific to the University's use of surveillance equipment and we want to make sure that people know that.

Senator Kalter: So, to answer Martha's question, this came up with a recommendation (I assume) to go from the committee to go on the consent agenda.

Senator Marx: Correct.

01.08.19.05 From Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Policy 3.4.13 Use of External Search Firms Policy Current Copy (Consent Agenda 01/23/19)

01.08.19.06 From Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Policy 3.4.13 Use Of External Search Firms Policy Mark Up (Consent Agenda 01/23/19)

01.08.19.07 From Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Policy 3.4.13 Use Of External Search Firms Policy Clean Copy (Consent Agenda 01/23/19)

Senator Kalter: The next one is the use of External Search Firm Policy.  Do you want to say anything about changes on that one?

Senator Marx: There are some minor editorial changes.  No substantive changes as far as I remember.  I got rid of the word "policy" under policy.

Senator Kalter: You have a penchant for decapitalization.  I like it.  When something is in the middle of a sentence, it doesn't need to be capitalized.

Senator Marx: Thank you.  So I go through and do those minor editorial things, but as I said, I don't believe there's anything substantively changed.

Senator Kalter: So they can still use external search firms?

Senator Marx: Yeah.

President Dietz: I might say as an editorial we're not doing much of that and haven't for the last several years.  It'll save the University a considerable amount of money.  And I think getting darn good results for the most part.
Provost Murphy: For the most part.  

Senator Marx: We did talk about that.

Provost Murphy: There's a little glitch now and then.

Senator Marx: We did talk about that in our committee, what you had said about saving money and these things, but future presidents may have different views.

Senator Kalter: We want to make sure we have the options.
Senator Horst: Is this going on the consent agenda?  

Senator Kalter: Yes.  This one is also recommended for consent agenda.
Senator Horst: Great.

President Dietz: If I could also throw in another editorial about this, it's not like the president also can go out on their own and decide which firm to use.  There's a mandated list, and essentially CMS tells you what firm (if you're going to use a firm), what firm is the successful bidder for that given timeframe.
01.04.19.01 From Rules Committee: CAST Bylaw Proposed Changes Summary (Information Item 01/23/19)

01.04.19.02 From Rules Committee: Proposed CAST Bylaws Mark Up Summary (Information Item 01/23/19)

Senator Kalter: Yeah, thank you.  Although this is very important, I want to skip over the next policy for a moment, which is related to external searches and things like that, to go just to…  The Rules Committee has the CAST bylaws that are also proposed to be on the agenda for next time, and I had a couple of comments on those.  One was we might want to ask them for a rationale for the changes to Appendix 5.2, and then Appendix 6 is their CFSC ASPT policy, and it's not that I necessarily object to that being inside the college bylaws, but it's a problem if it's nowhere else because first of all it's not subject to CAST Council approval; it's subject to CAST CFSC approval.  And it should be being voted on by the full faculty in the College of Applied Science and Technology when they change it.  So I wanted to get a little bit of clarity about where that is and also note that it should be probably saying that it's effective January 2019 because that's when the changes with regard to the new disciplinary policy could come through.  But, Jan, you're the expert on this because you've been in that college.  Are your CFSC ASPT policies somewhere else other than the bylaws as well as in the bylaws?  Do you know?

Provost Murphy: Somewhere else officially like not just on the web?  No.  I always went back to the bylaws and got them.

Senator Kalter: You see where I'm going, right?

Provost Murphy: No, I'm sorry.  I was busy reading 5.2 trying to figure out what was going on there.  So sorry.

Senator Kalter: Sorry about that.  I should've landed on that and just stayed there.  But Appendix 6 is ASPT policy, which is not something that the Council approves.  It's something that the CFSCs approve.  And then also in the list of approvals that they've got, they don't have full faculty votes even though…  What happens when CFSC bylaws get changed is that each department gets one vote.  So the department will vote.  Whatever the majority is is that department's vote, et cetera, et cetera.  So I think we should check about those and whether or not it's ideal to have them inside bylaws which are subject to another committee's approval.  So, in other words, I can kind of see why they would be there because it's a one-stop shop.  Right?  That's kind of a good thing.  On the other hand, it might confuse people that somehow the Council is the one that votes on them rather than the CFSC and the faculty.
Provost Murphy: It could be maybe they've just always been there.  It doesn't mean that it's right.

Senator Horst: Could it just have clarification as to how they're approved?

Senator Kalter: Could be, yeah.  I think it's something either for Rules to talk about or to talk about with CAST.  You know, maybe you talking about it with the CAST Council chair and just asking about it.  Just sort of pointing out the potential problem but also the good stuff about it.

Senator Horst: Here it is.  "The CFSC is responsible for reviewing and approving the criteria developed by each DFSC.  At a minimum these criteria must implement the ASPT policies."  Is that…

Senator Kalter: No, that's about the powers of the CFSC to review DFSC policy.  

Senator Horst: Okay.  Just so I clarify, this Appendix right now is being approved by the Council and then approved by the college, and it should rather be a document that's approved according to the manner of ASPT procedure.

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  For example, non-tenure-line faculty, students cannot vote on it.  They don't get a vote in ASPT issues.  So that would be problematic if they had gotten a vote there, especially if it was a marginal vote.

Senator Horst: So this is now being approved like amendments to the bylaws are being approved.

Senator Kalter: Hard to tell.  That's kind of what my question is.

Senator Blum: I get what you're saying.

Senator Horst: And then the other thing is I noticed on the table that some of the edits she made didn't show up.  So it sounds like this is not going to the floor next time?

Senator Kalter: It sounds like maybe not.  It might take a little longer to do this one.

Senator Horst: Okay.

Senator Kalter: The one that Jan was looking at in Appendix 5, I just wondered if you guys had gotten the rationale for in the selection process for the chairperson/school directors, they crossed out the stuff about, "If one or more faculty in the department identifies themself as desiring appointment to the vacant position, the dean shall conduct a poll…" blah, blah, blah.

Senator Horst: They wanted to do away with all of that.  That's the main thing they want changed.

Senator Kalter: They just want like a regular external/internal search so anybody who is interested can just apply and none of this applies?  Okay.
Senator Horst: None of this.  And that's the main thing they want to do.  All the other stuff is items that we suggested.

Senator Kalter: Gotcha.  Okay.  I just wanted to understand what their rationale was, and I had a feeling that was what it was.  I just wanted to sort of clarify that because it seems like an important opportunity for faculty, and on the other hand it doesn't seem good for affirmative action valid searches.

Provost Murphy: Yeah.  The process they use, it doesn't pre-empt a currently faculty member from applying for the job, but the way this – and this is old language – the way this was set up would require the dean to first appoint someone from the department if they're interested, and that, to me, there's lots that doesn't work for that in CAST.  In some departments that could work well, and we're not standardizing anything university-wide, but in CAST they have a tendency to do full searches.  But again, it doesn't in any way pre-empt a current faculty member from applying to be the chair of their own department.
Senator Kalter: Or a dean having an internal search.

Provost Murphy: Absolutely.  Oh, absolutely, yes.

Senator Horst: So we're happy with Appendix 5, but the Appendix 6 issue still…

Senator Kalter: Yeah.

Senator Horst: And there are some problems with the table, so I'll talk to Michelle Kibler.  Great.
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Adjournment
Senator Kalter: That would be great.  Okay, let's actually go right now to the approval of the Senate agenda and we'll come back to the Administrative Selection Policy later.  Where did it go?  There we go.  So the agenda, we got the call to order, roll call.  We have Jess Ray coming to talk to us about the proposed changes to the catalog that we discussed last time, and then we've also got another presentation.  We're going to invite Thomas Burr from the University Library Committee just to give a little thing about their report.  And then, as Cera reminded me last time in the December meeting, we didn't get to the Student Employment thing as an Information Item, so that's the first on the list.  We've got 3.1.4, 3.2.11.  We're going to take off the CAST bylaws.  And we've got Surveillance and External Search Firms on the Consent Agenda and then Committee Reports and Communications.  Anybody see anything else that needs to change?  I think I need a motion to approve.  I have to remember that.

Motion by Senator Rubio, seconded by Senator Marx, to approve the proposed agenda. .

Senator Kalter: Excellent.  So we've got a motion on the table to approve the agenda.  Would anybody like to amend the agenda?  For example…

Senator Horst: I'd like to take out the CAST bylaws.

Senator Kalter: Sounds great.  That's a perfectly wonderful idea.  Very good.  Does anybody else see any amendments that need to occur, formally or informally?  All right.

The motion was unanimously approved.  

Senator Kalter: Excellent.  So we are at 4:55.  Do you want to start to talk about the Administrator Selection Policy now or wait until next time?  We've only got five minutes.
Senator Marx: I don't know.  It could either be easy or not.  I don't know which way it's going.

01.08.19.02 From Provost Murphy: Withdrawal Policy 2.1.14 Current Copy (Dist. to Academic Affairs)

01.08.19.01 From Provost Murphy: Memo Proposal to change the Withdrawal Policy 2.1.14 (Dist. to Academic Affairs)

01.08.19.03 From Provost Murphy: Withdrawal Policy 2.1.14 Clean Copy (Dist. to Academic Affairs)

Senator Kalter: I guess what I would suggest is we finish up the rest of the agenda and come back to that one next time so we can start with it right at the top.  Does that sound good?  Because the only things we're doing with the Withdrawal Policy and the other one is routing them out to committee.  So the Withdrawal Policy and the memo suggesting changes are both scheduled for distribution to Academic Affairs.  Any comments on those?
Senator Horst: They're interesting changes.

Senator Kalter: They are very interesting changes.  I think we should have a mark-up as well as the current and clean copy.  That would be nice to have all three of those in that case also.  I will say that I have had instances where this has happened to me, where somebody was…

Provost Murphy: Pretty common.

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  It happens a lot.  If it happens in the first half of the semester now where if you find somebody has plagiarized or in other ways committed academic dishonesty, they can get out of the grade punishment by withdrawing from the class.  There used to be a WF grade, but I don't know if they do that much anymore.  
Provost Murphy: I think we do.  I think if you withdraw, I believe we still have WF.  Don't we?  Yeah, we still have WF.  I believe it's only if the plagiarism is actually going through an official process.  So it isn't just like as a chair, or as a faculty, I say, well, I feel like you plagiarized and this is the grade I'm going to give you and now you can't withdraw from the class.  It's if I feel you've plagiarized and I've sent it forward to the Student Conduct formally, then there's no withdrawal until that decision has been made.  So I have to follow through as a faculty member and go through a process.

Senator Kalter: It's a little scary.  The memo was a little scary because it looked like it happened in a mass way in some big lecture course.  That's just what my read was.  And I've been in that situation where when I was a graduate teaching assistant way back when, it was real exciting.  One year we found somebody plagiarizing, brought him to the front of the room, and he started to signal the other people in the exam, and we figured out that there was a whole group of people who were plagiarizing all at once.  It was one of the most astonishing things I'd ever seen.  It was like wow, okay.  That's… if you're caught.  What did you say?  
President Dietz: We don't do that here.  

Provost Murphy: My favorite, though, is when a student who was never, ever, seen comes to class to take an exam and you know that they're not the student.  Like, I know you're not Joe Smith.  I know that.  Never seen you before.  So that's always a little dicey.
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Senator Kalter: Wow.  Okay.  Milner Library is giving us changes to their bylaws.  This is being routed to Rules, and I let them know that Rules is backed up with other bylaws and stuff like that.  One thing that I noted there is that they made changes to their closed meeting minutes that I didn't think made total sense.  They're either minutes or they're not minutes, and they've got to have some minutes.  Like a topic, even if it's personnel and that's all it says.  They've got to have a topic of some sort about what they talked about.

Senator Horst: And they also had them under, I didn't know where they were storing them, this shared access language, and they had the Open Meetings Act and there might be an issue there.

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  I also wrote down "not sure about changes to Article X," but I don't remember what Article X was.  Oh, they were changing the way and how often the bylaws are reviewed from two to five years, which is a great change, and then they say, "Proposed changes to the bylaws shall be submitted to the full-time library personnel for a balloted vote."  It may have been about what they crossed out, that big paragraph that they crossed out, where I wasn't sure perhaps why or whether it was a good idea or something like that.  I don't quite remember.  Currently they say, "In an effort to recognize the rapidly changing nature of library employment, the Library Council will review and discuss annually the membership and representative groups."  In other words, how they apportion the people on the Council is what I think they're talking about there.  
Senator Horst: The one that I had about this review language, though, was that the way I believe we're doing it in the Senate now is it's five years after the approval of the Senate, and it could take three years to get through the Senate.  So you don't have like three years of review of the Senate and then two years later you have to do it again.  

Senator Kalter: Yeah, I agree.  All right.  My guess is that we've hit 5 o'clock.  5:01. It's exactly a 60-minute meeting.  Do we have a motion to adjourn?

Adjournment

Motion by Senator Marx, seconded by Senator Blum, to adjourn. The motion was unanimously approved.  
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