Academic Senate Executive Committee Agenda

WEDNESDAY, September 5, 2018

Approved
Call to Order

Senate Chairperson Susan Kalter called the meeting to order.

Oral Communications:
Senator Kalter: Just a couple of little oral communications.  One is we're not going to say this on tape exactly where it is, but next time we will be meeting at the emergency hub because we had a conversation last year, about things that happened after the Parkland shootings in Florida and the safety on campus and that kind of thing.  So we decided at that meeting that we were going to go and have one of our Executive Committee meetings at the campus – I can't remember what it's called – the Emergency Control Center (is that how it's phrased?).  

President Dietz: Yes.

Senator Kalter: But we won't say on tape where that is.  We'll let you know in other ways.  The other thing is I might skip just a little bit around on this agenda so that we don't have too many items lingering for several weeks at a time but that we get to the stuff that needs to go on the agenda today.  
Distributed Communications:
From President Dietz: Surveillance Equipment Memo (Advisory Item 8/29/18)

Senator Kalter:  So the first one is actually something we've all seen (the Surveillance Equipment memo from the President), and I gave everybody a chance at the Senate to say anything.  We just happened to not get to that one last time, so we're sort of batting that off to this agenda.  Does anybody have anything to say after a half a week of contemplating your silence?  All right.  Terrific.
04.24.18.01 From Faculty Affairs Committee: Policy 1.8 Integrity MARK UP (Information Item date pending Legal) 
04.24.18.02 From Faculty Affairs Committee: Policy 1.8 Integrity CLEAN COPY (Information Item date pending Legal)

08.21.18.02 Email from Martha: Constitution language and Policy 1.8
Senator Kalter:  The next one, last time we had talked a little bit about the Integrity Policy.  I had said, "It's 13 pages; did everybody get a chance to read it?”  Hopefully now you've had a chance to read it.  Now, something that's happened in between then is that we realized I think maybe during that conversation that we needed to have it go to Legal.  It is currently at Legal and they are doing some tweaks to it based on some recent cases that they know about.  And also, Kathy Spence, who is the Academic Integrity Officer, just took a final look at it since the committee had worked on it.  So she had not seen the current draft, and she just sent myself and John Baur a long-ish e-mail about some of the things that she noticed.  So it's likely, actually, that when it comes out of Legal and out of her final check that it may have to go back to Faculty Affairs just for…  In other words, they may add some stuff that Faculty Affairs has to look through again and sort of confirm that it's all right to add that to the policy.  But let's have a conversation anyway about if you have any additional thoughts from two weeks ago, you know, let's voice them now and then we can also send those back to the committee.  So, anybody have anything about the wonderfully written Integrity Policy?  
Senator Horst: I have like 15 points that I can just send in an e-mail.

Senator Kalter: Okay, great.  Anything that we should talk about, or are they just…

Senator Horst: I mean, there's some little typo kind of things.  Then there's sort of questions about this language in the beginning about university personnel and their role.  Just sort of wondering why that was there.  The Malicious Charge.  I just had some general questions that I could just send forward.  Might be the best way to do it.

Senator Kalter: Sounds good, okay.  My sense is that the beginning, the sort of preamble or whatever it's called, is there as a preamble sort of to say, you know, here's what we expect.  Here's in general how this works.  I think you're talking about the part where it says, “University personnel and leadership or supervisor positions have a responsibility to protect due process rights…”  It seems like a good thing to leave in there, right?

Senator Horst: Yeah, but it was sort of directed at somebody who doesn't necessarily…  This policy doesn't govern what they do.  This policy doesn't govern what the personnel, what they do, right?

Senator Kalter: Hopefully it does.  I hope that the people who work for the…

Senator Horst: I was talking about how they behave.  

Senator Kalter: So, that particular sentence is directed at people who are handling cases.  So if somebody accuses another person of having violated integrity in their research or scholarship or creative activities, the dean or the chairperson or the colleague or whoever who deals with it needs to be aware to protect due process rights.  In other words, you're not guilty until proven innocent.

Senator Horst: Sort of to set the tone.  That makes more sense.

Senator Kalter: To set the tone.  Exactly.  Any other thoughts on this one?

Senator Nikolaou: Well, I had some other small stuff that I can also send them to you, but I had a question about the…  Above E. Investigation, the last paragraph where it says that if the AVPR decides that the investigation should be conducted, that this and this and this and this person it's going to be conducted.
Senator Kalter: So you're actually in D, right, The Inquiry Report right at the last paragraph of that?  

Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, just before E.  The last paragraph, yeah.  So it seems that everyone is going to be notified just if there is an investigation, but then in H. Notification it says the Provost will determine whether all these are going to be notified if you have been, you know, cleared from the charges, which was weird.  Why wouldn’t we notify, for example, you know, the grant agency? Someone who gets a grant and we inform the agency that we may start investigation.  But then we say that in the end we may or may not notify them that you were cleared or not cleared.  
Senator Kalter: Indeed.  I noticed that, too, that that needs clarification.  Apparently, according to Kathy Spence, for example, if you have an initiator, somebody who says I think something went wrong, I think this person did something wrong.  That person who initiates does not always find out at the end what happened, and that's for confidentiality and privacy types of concerns.  But you're bringing up another example that there may be an agency involved, and if you've notified them that there could be a problem, don't you need to notify them, hey, we cleared this person's name or we did not and this is what happened?  So I think you're right that we should send that forward that right now the policy isn't that clear.  And maybe it doesn't need to be absolutely clear in the policy, but that the policy should state that sometimes it might happen and sometimes it might not.  Right?  In other words, to state that we're aware that all these people got notified at this stage.  At this stage, that could change.  It's going to be based on a case by case type of thing or something.

Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, because it sounded that it's like more mandatory that we're going to inform everyone that we have an investigation, but then in the end some of these may be notified and some of them may not.
Provost Murphy: And I think that might be by design.  Legally, we have to notify when we start the investigation, but I think, as you said, that there has to be discretion at the end when we notify the results and who finds out about the results.  And you've given a couple good examples of the two different instances when there's a decision of how to notify and who.
Senator Kalter: Yeah, and it may, for all I know, I don't know the process absolutely intimately, but it could depend on the discipline and what the standards are in that particular discipline for who gets notified and why and compliance types of issues.  I'm not sure about that, but I suppose that's possible.  And I have a feeling that's why it gets looser towards the end, as you say, that we may be required to notify people right at the beginning but not as you go along.
Senator Mainieri: Shouldn't it be the case that if you're cleared, that regardless, everyone who had been notified should be notified that you're cleared.  I understand in terms of disciplinary action that some people may not be notified for certain reasons, but if it's being taken from your record, shouldn't everyone that was notified know that?

Senator Kalter: I could see that.  I could also see how that would then signal that if you don't get notified, that there's something that got found against you and so it essentially outs the people who might have had a judgment against them.  But I think the main thing, though, is that Dimitrios bringing up something where Kathy has an e-mail about this and is sort of addressing that and actually kind of agreed that something needs to be clarified there but that we should add the thing about agencies, not just initiators, and look at all of the people on these lists earlier on in the policy and make sure that we know why they're included or why they're not included later.  And then, Tracy, should there be a difference if you get cleared versus whether you’re not and if not, why not have a… be very conscious of the rationale for why you would or wouldn't do that.  But, Alex, you were kind of nodding like, yeah, if you notify people that they're innocent, then that's implying that these people are guilty.  And especially if something goes…  You know, communication doesn't always go exactly correctly and so sometimes you cannot get notified and it's just a mistake and then somebody makes an assumption that if they didn't get notified it must be because that person was found guilty when they might not have been.  Anything else?

Senator Blum: No, I'm sort of agreeing.  

Senator Horst: I have a question about the Malicious Charges.  If the Provost has a finding of a malicious charge, should that then become an ethics violation that goes to the AFEGC, or is the Provost the one who is making that determination?
Senator Kalter: I feel like we had a conversation about that somewhere.  Let's see.  So currently it's worded, "Bringing unfounded charges motivated by malice constitutes a violation of the purposes and standards for ethical conduct," which would imply AFEGC.  Right?  "If either report should determine the making of the original charge was maliciously motivated, the finding shall be communicated to the Provost."  So currently, this policy gives that power to the Inquiry Team and Investigation Panel but not to the AFEGC.  That could change, but we should think through sort of the implications of if it changed, that would then involve a whole other layer of academic due process, a whole other layer of faculty who finds out about the case, and whether that's better or worse.  Or do we trust the inquiry and investigative panels to be doing essentially what the AFEGC is doing?
Provost Murphy: And who would bring the charge, the case, to the AFEGC?  Because I would always worry…  I don't envision us ever really thinking the Provost ought to be bringing people to the…  You know, we try to really keep that very separate.  So then, this case that seems odd.

Senator Kalter: You don't want to be at the beginning of the case and at the end of the case because then it looks like it's a fait accompli.

Provost Murphy: Yeah.  I mean, it's an odd process how I would bring something forward to the AFEGC.

Senator Horst: But the people who were picked to review this case have certain specialties, for instance, and then you have an ethics violation.  It seems as if you have a whole other system set up for ethics violation, and this system is not necessarily set up for ethics violations of that nature.

Senator Mainieri: Does the Provost communicating, if it is determined that it's malicious content, and communicate the findings to the person's dean, chair, director, or appropriate unit supervisor, would that be a place where the AFEGC…

Senator Kalter: I'm sorry.  Say that again, Tracy.  

Senator Mainieri: At the end it says, "If the Provost determines there is a finding of malicious content, they will communicate the finding to the person's dean, chair, director, or appropriate unit supervisor."  Would that be a level where an AFEGC charge could be initiated?
Provost Murphy: But the problem is the AFEGC always ends with me, so I can't start it because if I start it and then it ends with me…  So that's the…

Senator Horst: Right, I see.  I think there's a problem here. In the end, I was right, right?
Provost Murphy: Yeah.  I don't have an answer.  I just worry about that, but I don't have an answer because I think…

Senator Horst: Well then I guess the chair could then file an ethics violation.  It just seems odd that the Provost is entering a finding like they have determined that there is an ethics violation.

Senator Kalter: I don't think it's the Provost that has determined it.  I think it's the Inquiry Team and/or the Investigation Panel.  And I actually, frankly, don't think that there is some sort of special training that you need to know that somebody has…  You know, if somebody knows that another person didn't plagiarize, but they accuse them of it and bring it to a whole inquiry and maybe even an investigation (hopefully it wouldn't get to an investigation), do we really need to go through a second process to say that was pretty unethical for you to maliciously accuse your colleague because you were jealous that they got a grant…  In other words, in some ways I think we can just trust that…  In other words, let me speak as an English professor.  Ethics is semantically large.  This is dealt with by the Research Ethics and Compliance Office.  So, ethical conduct – it's not as though you have, like, one group of people who know what's ethical and then it's nowhere else.  Right?  It's a slippery word with semantic…  You know, it goes in different areas.  And so I think that the Inquiry Team can say it's very clear that this person had no basis for accusing that other person of…  of falsifying their data.  That they were just making it up.  And we have e-mails that show that the person was chatting with their colleague about how can we get this other, this third person.  I think I'm going to file.  Right?  How many people do we need to bring into that process once you've already got, you know, an Inquiry Team.  You look troubled.  
Senator Horst: Not troubled at all.  I just see it a different way.  Anyway, I will certainly…  And then I had some little things.  I'll just make up a list and the people working on this policy can look at that list.
Senator Kalter: Great.  Anything else?
Senator Blum: The only thing, I just want to reiterate what I said last time about plagiarism, and it also came up that, like, what is self-plagiarism, and I just thought that in general that the plagiarism section was brief.  And so maybe it's not for this document, but there maybe needs to be a…  But it just seems to me that that is a…  I mean, I think on one end that it seems like a very black and white thing, but it really isn't.  Right?  And there are a lot of gray areas when it comes to plagiarism and discipline-specific things and it can get quite complicated.  So, enough said about that.

Provost Murphy: I asked John and he said they really were thinking of a very specific case where a faculty took a journal article and published it, that same exact article, in several different journals.  But then I started to kind of say, well here are some other…  And he said, oh, yeah.  He said, we really need to clarify that.  So I think he really agreed that that whole section and that idea of plagiarism needs to be expanded upon and defined better.  And if they're thinking is something specific, then mention that specific because otherwise you can think of a million different ways that that would go.
Senator Kalter: Absolutely.  He got back to me about that because we had e-mailed him about, you know, can you jog our memory about what this is all about.  And I think that it's going to take a little bit of careful wording how we define it or how we even refer out to where it's defined because it is different for each discipline in some ways.  It's not uncommon in the arts and humanities to plagiarize yourself, and that's part of your creativity and sort of what you're supposed to be doing, and it's very frowned upon in other disciplines to take even a little section of something that you're doing and pass it off as though it's new.
Senator Blum: Right.  Well, I mean, in my discipline we'd use the American Psychological Association Manual, which it's really clearly defined and everybody…  When I said, I know what that means, but then when Martha brought it up I said, oh.  I was like, oh yeah.  So while it made perfect sense to me that it was there, and this is what we follow…  We follow the American Psychological Association guidelines, and then anyone else who does, you can open it up and it defines what self-plagiarism is.  But I have an appreciation for other disciplines and how that can be complicated, and I think the topic of plagiarism is quite complicated.
Senator Kalter: So it sounds like that one, at least, Faculty Affairs needs to work on that little section.  But we'll send this whole conversation to them and say look at the Malicious Charges part, look at that self-plagiarism part, look at the introduction.  Anything that people send them, we can send that back and say let's refine these areas if we need to.

Senator Horst: Like a clause, "as understood in the field."  Something like that.

Senator Kalter: Right.  Yeah.  Anything else?  Students can sometimes fall under this policy.  It doesn't happen often, but it can happen.  I think I said last time, it's more often graduate students because they're more often working on grants or research or whatever.  But it can be both grad and undergrad.  

Senator Blum: Just so you guys know, I mean, I have undergraduates who write with me.  So they would be engaged and they would just be…  Well, I think the professor would be the guider.  All right?  I mean, it's just as important that they would understand the policy as well.

President Dietz: I would also encourage more specificity here than less, particularly as we become more diverse with our student population and graduate students and perhaps faculty from other cultures, because what we think sometimes is up to our definition…  Different cultures think different ways.  So I think the more time taken with this, the better.
Senator Kalter: Yes.  That's a great point, Larry.  Even if you go back on our own nation back in the 19th century, we would have considered plagiarism what they considered citing.  Right?  They just sort of copied each other constantly.  Anything else before we move onto the grading practice?  Anything on the integrity one?  It's a nice, long policy.  But it looks like it's not going to come to Senate soon because it's in Legal.  We've got these things to send back.  
03.30.18.04 From Academic Affairs Committee: Policy 4.1.6 Grading Practice MARK UP (Information Item 9/12/18)

Senator Kalter: Grading Practice Policy.  As I think I said last time, this is, to me, one of the most important policies that we've got, actually.  It's very short.  Sometimes policies are very long and very important, and sometimes they're very short and very important; and this is a short and important one.  Anything on this one?  It looks like it's just really being sort of re-worded there.

Senator Horst: The Code of Ethics number, I believe, is no longer in play.  It says the faculty is to have a Code of Ethics, and then a couple years ago I believe it was all rolled into 1.17.  I didn't quite follow what they were talking about with the Appendix to the Code of Ethics.  

Senator Kalter: It seems like they would have checked that.  I think that Jim Pancrazio sends these out to Jonathan and other people.  Let me see because I'm not sure.  They're saying that this is 3.12A, and you're thinking that that became…
Senator Horst: I believe the faculty used to have a separate Code of Ethics and Farzaneh's Rules Committee merged them. 

Senator Kalter: So right now 3.3.12 has next to it in the policy's website, "See 1.17 – Code of Ethics," but right underneath 3.3.12 is 3.3.12A and 3.3.12B.  So those do still exist as they are technically appendices to the Code of Ethics, but they have that number.

Senator Horst: I see.

Senator Kalter: Now, we might want to renumber those at some point so that it would make sense.  On the other hand, the reason they look to be numbered 3.3 is because those are faculty employee policies, and so that's a meaningful code to say this applies to faculty.  So those do still exist.  For example, the Consensual Relations Policy is another one of those, the one that you're working on in Rules right now.
Senator Horst: Okay.  So it's an appendix to the old number Code of Ethics, which refers to the new number but still has the old number.  Got it.

Senator Kalter: Right.  It's very, very easy to understand.  Anything else about that one?  Is it ready to go to the floor?  I am actually going to make a suggestion that when it does go to the floor that we put it before the one about the Dress Code.  Any objections to doing that?  Let's just play with that idea.  So when we get to the approval of the agenda, I will try to remember to remind us that.  
03.30.18.05 From Academic Affairs Committee: Policy 4.1.21 Distance Ed Mark up (Information Item 9/12/18)

Senator Kalter: Next one is the Distance Education Policy.  So a couple things here that I had note of.  There is a note on the side, JR, which I assume is Rosenthal, Jonathan.  Somebody has said, "Is this through regular course evaluations or is there a larger assessment?"  And I believe that the Academic Planning Committee and the Associate Provost are part of the assessment of online courses, of distance education courses.  In other words, a couple months ago we had in…   Academic Planning Committee does program reviews for all of the academic programs that we have on campus, and we had one where they have both a track that's an on campus track and an online track, and they were saying we've got to make sure that these have basically the same requirements.  So he answered in one way about the State Authorization Reciprocity Agreement, but I think also another answer to that question there that is posed is that the Academic Planning Committee, which is an external body of the Senate, also makes sure that distance education is following sort of regular things.  And then the other thing that I wanted to bring up there, there was a kind of (and I might bring this up on the floor when it comes,) kind of an attempt to figure out what's the difference between a correspondence course and a distance education course.  And it seemed to me that what they're saying is that a distance ed course follows the same academic calendar as other courses that we have on the books.  Do you know, Jan, if that's correct?
Provost Murphy: The true difference between the two is correspondence courses are driven by the student.  A distance ed course is faculty driven.  So, in other words, a correspondence course is I'm going to mail you…  Here's a semester worth of materials.  Do it as you want to.  Follow your own deadline.  Submit it when you want to.  A distance ed course is I'm a faculty member.  Here's the syllabus.  This is when your first test is.  This is when your first assignment is.  This is the second test.  So it's my course and I'm driving it and I set the deadlines.  Illinois State University is not accredited to offer any correspondence course, and you can't use student financial aid to pay for correspondence courses.  So we don't want correspondence courses, first of all because we'd have to go through a process, but also we'd have to set up a system that would allow us to make sure that if you take a correspondence course we can verify that you've not used one dime of financial aid to pay for your correspondence course.  Otherwise, we have to pay that back to the government.  Does that kind of make sense?  And our correspondence courses, when we go through accreditation, they'll pick and choose a number of syllabi from… or distance ed, they'll pick and choose a number of syllabi from distance ed courses and they're going to look for that.  They're going to look and say, oh yeah, you've got test dates.  You've got assignment dates.  This is very much…  You know, you've got the same student learning outcomes as the on campus.  So they don't have to be exactly the same consistent…  Like they don't have to have exactly the same tests, but you have to have the same student learning outcomes and they have to be alike enough that there's no way that you could say, well, Dr. Marx's online course is so much easier than his on campus.  For sure take it online.
Senator Marx: That would be a good example.  I do have a course that does both of those.

Senator Kalter: So anyway, does that kind of make sense?  That's the main difference between the two.

President Dietz: I think the other issue is that the correspondence courses, you have to be one or the other with the federal government with financial aid.  Correspondence courses are clock hour generated, and the others are credit hour generated.  So you can't be both.
Provost Murphy: Right.  And again, you can't use financial aid for correspondence.

Senator Kalter: So it doesn't have to do with the academic calendar that it's on.  In other words, that the semester starts and stops here etc., etc.

Provost Murphy: No, because we don't have a lot of courses that don't follow our academic calendar, but we could.  So, for example, Accelerated Nursing follows a little bit of a different academic calendar.  They might have eight-week courses where there are three credits for eight weeks, so they're meeting twice as often, for example.  So we can manage that a bit.  We have to report that to our accreditors.  So we can play with that calendar a bit as long as we can demonstrate that three credits is worth three credits.  That it's, you know, it's the same amount of work even if we're starting at a….  Now, we don't tend to do that much.  We really don't.  And most universities like ours don't have a lot of wacky start and end dates.  We try to be pretty consistent if for no other reason it makes it almost impossible for students to plan if you don't know…  I mean, can you imagine if all the classes started different times?  You really want that consistency.
Senator Kalter: Sometimes they do.  Okay, great.  Anything on this one before we send that out to Senate?  Thank you, Jan.  All right.  Got that one down.  
06.07.18.01- From John Baur: Language update for Policy 7.4.2 (Consent Agenda)

Senator Kalter: The next one is kind of, I hope, an easy one.  We actually passed, it is now called the Flow and Review of Grant and Contract Proposals Policy, 7.4.2.  I think we passed it in the spring.  As Cera was getting it ready to give to the people to put on the policy website, she noticed that there was a place where there ought to be a link, and then John Baur said, you know, that's actually kind of wrong in the policy.  Can we change it?  And as you see, I said well, this seems like a great thing for the consent agenda because it's not really a substantive change.  It's merely editorial.  Something that was missed.  And I will quote our new bylaws that say, "The Executive Committee may also consider an item for placement on the consent agenda independent of a request to do so from another internal committee."  So does this seem like a great candidate for putting on the consent agenda?  Excellent.  

Senator Horst: Let's do it!

Senator Kalter: Let's do it!  

04.16.18.01 Email from Academic Affairs- Summary of Committee Actions
04.16.18.02 – From Academic Affairs Committee: Policy 4.1.3 Textbook policy CURRENT COPY (Information item 9/12/18)

04.16.18.03 – From Academic Affairs Committee: Policy 4.1.3 textbook policy MARK UP (Information item 9/12/18)

04.16.18.04 – From Academic Affairs Committee: Policy 4.1.3 textbook policy CLEAN COPY (Information item 9/12/18)

04.16.18.05 AMALI Recommendation from the Academic Affairs Committee final draft
08.09.18.01 AAUP Memo Follow Up
The six distributed communications listed above were deferred to a future Executive Committee meeting.

From Provost Murphy: Chairperson of the Council for Teacher Education (Confirmation 9/12/18) 

Senator Kalter: I'm going to skip over the Textbook Policy because there is a question into Legal about this and actually skip the next two things as well to go to Dr. Murphy's request to put the chairperson of the Council for Teacher Education, to have that person elected.  It is, as you read, a new interim dean.  So the last person who was the chairperson of the CTE was either the dean or the interim dean – I can't even remember; I think it was the dean –  and so she's just asking for that and we'll put that on the agenda.  Anybody see anything forbidding about that one?
Senator Horst: If you can just indulge me with one little thing because I was looking at the Blue Book about this and it says for the CTE representatives the confirmation is conducted at the first meeting after August 20 of the academic year.  Do we want to change that?
Senator Kalter: Yes, please do.  That's so interestingly ridiculous…

Senator Horst: Don't we usually do it in the spring?  I just mentioned to her some positions that I saw that weren't filled yet.  Their term is up in 2018.

Senator Kalter: I actually think we often do this one in the fall just because sometimes deans will change over the summer and it's often a dean.  By the way, I had a conversation with the person elect, Kevin Laudner (who used to be on this committee,) and with Dr. Murphy about sort of let's also have CTEs start talking about this particular process of nominating or naming a chair.  Is it working for them?  Because again, as we were just talking about before the meeting started, that charge was probably written at least 25 years ago, if not 35 or 45.  Is this the right way to do it?  Is it working for CTE?  And hey, if they come back and say this is working great, then let's keep doing it.  But if they say, yeah, we kind of think this ought to change, then we'll take their advice about that.  Right?

Provost Murphy: Absolutely.
Senator Kalter: But we're going to go through this year and Kevin is going to, I think, lead that conversation – how has this been working for you and that kind of thing so that we know in the future, should we keep the charge as it has been or is there any reason to monkey with it in any way.

Senator Horst: All right.  So I'll just do that in my committee, but I just noted that everything was supposed to happen after August 20.

Senator Kalter: There must have, at some point, been a reason for that.  But I think the less…  You know, when we can say stuff like "it usually happens in the fall" rather than "it must happen after the August 20th meeting," that would be more flexible.

Senator Horst: But it would be best if the chair were nominated at this point as opposed to in the spring?

Senator Kalter: I think for the chair, it has often or always been the Dean of the College of Education, and given that that can change over the summer…  Usually people start on July 1 if they're going to a deanship, so I think that's best to keep it.  But that's just me.  That's not what CTE says.  So if they say something different, then let's take their advice.  All right.  So there's that one.  Let's go to the approval of the agenda.  Do I have a motion to approve the agenda?
**Approval of Proposed Senate Agenda– See pages below** 
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Confirmation of Chairperson of the Council for Teacher Education
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Information Items:

03.30.18.01- Policy 2.1.20 Equitable Treatment of Students Mark UP (Academic Affairs Committee)
03.30.18.03 Policy 2.1.27 Student Bereavement Policy Mark Up (Academic Affairs Committee)
08.28.18.01- Student Bereavement Policy Discussion

02.01.18.10 Policy 4.1.4 Dress Codes CURRENT (Academic Affairs Committee)
03.30.18.04 Policy 4.1.6 Grading Practice MARK UP (Academic Affairs Committee)
03.30.18.05 Policy 4.1.21 Distance Ed Mark up (Academic Affairs Committee)
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04.16.18.03 – Policy 4.1.3 textbook policy MARK UP (Academic Affairs Committee)

04.16.18.04 – Policy 4.1.3 textbook policy CLEAN COPY (Academic Affairs Committee)

Committee Reports:

Communications

Adjournment
Motion by Senator Rubio, seconded by Senator Phillips, to approve the proposed Senate agenda.

Senator Kalter: Shall we move the Grading Practices Policy to before the Dress Codes?  Yeah?  All right.  Let's do it.  Let's also take the Textbook Policy off and postpone that for another day.  Do we have a time when we're going to have an IBHE-FAC presentation, by any chance?  No.  Okay.  Anything else that anybody sees on this agenda that might need tweaking, changing?  I wonder if we're going to need a hard stop time.  It could be exciting.  It's 8:15.  We've got to stop.

Senator Marx: We're not having a Caucus, right?  

Senator Kalter: No, we are having a Caucus; we're just not having an Exec meeting about the Caucus.  We've got a couple of elections and stuff.  And actually we've got important business to do.

Senator Marx: I was hoping.

Senator Kalter: I'm sorry.  We even invited Lisa Huson to come because it's legal stuff that we need to talk through.  Oh, for the committee reports, let's make sure to list all the committees.  I noticed that there.  All right.  Does the agenda look good?

The motion was unanimously approved.

02.01.18.15 Policy Review: Policy 3.1.41 Twelve-Month Optional Payment Plan For Academic and Administrative Professional Appointments CURRENT (Non-Senate)

04.06.18.02 From Janice Bonneville: Email regarding Policy 3.1.41
Senator Kalter: Excellent.  All right.  I'm going to go to the twelve-month option thing because this is from, like, April I think.  The last we saw this, and most of you actually didn't see this, we had this policy, 3.1.41, Twelve-Month Optional Payment Plan for Academic and Administrative Professional Appointments on what we call the non-Senate policy list.  So, just for those of you who don't know what that even meant, or what the first part meant, if you're a faculty member, for example, you work on a nine-month schedule.  So I am on contract from August 16 to May 15.  So because of that, many of us over the years have gotten paid from end of August, September, October, November, and then you don't get a paycheck during the summer unless you work on a grant or do summer teaching or whatever.  But several years ago people said, you know, it's really hard for me to balance my budget when the paycheck stops here.  And I guess IRS rules might have changed or something like that, so they allowed faculty and other types of academic employees who have a nine-month or some other type of calendar, to stretch out their payments over twelve months so that they could be getting paychecks regularly.  So, that's the first part.  
The second part is that we have been going through all of the policies that exist on the policy website and deciding whether it's something which is in the academic area of broadly conceived, and therefore needs to go through Senate approval, or if it's something that's really just administrative and can be taken care of.  Like a lot of the stuff that has to do with, say, if you're a civil service employee or an administrative professional, it's sort of not our business.  Right?  It really is not academic area.  It might, you know, relate to how many hours you get to work or whatever.  And so we were on the way towards putting this onto the non-Senate list when Dr. Haugo brought up a question having to do with whether this would ever be something that the administration could say, well, we're not going to do this anymore; we're just going to go back to the nine-month paychecks.  And therefore it's academic area because the faculty would be in revolt over that, right?  So what we did was sent it to HR to ask is this an IRS rule.  Is it a Central Management System rule, which is state government?  The question came back that it is, in fact, IRS rules, that it's governed by that.  In any case, even if we put something on the non-Senate list, anybody can make an argument any time to pull it off and say, you know, really this affects us.  So if that were to happen, if the IRS rule were to change and the university said we're going to go back to this even though we don't have to and the faculty started revolting, we would be able to pull it off of that list.  So that's a very long way of saying something very short, which is it looks like really this ought to be currently on the non-Senate list.  And, do people agree with that?  That it's really not a policy that the Senate needs to review repeatedly.
Senator Blum: I’m good with that. I think the point that you just said, like if something becomes something…  But it's probably true of a lot of policies, right? (not just this one) that there may be things that at one point are in the purview of administration and then all of a sudden become extremely salient to the faculty and then it becomes a faculty business.  I think for the foreseeable future that leaving it where it is is a good place.

Senator Kalter: Or to students.  I don't know if I can think of something off the top of my head where that might happen where it didn't seem like a Senate policy and then all of a sudden it started impacting students in a major way.  Anything that is in the academic area could do that.  Okay.  So let's send that to the non-Senate list.  

04.30.18.01 From Martha Horst: Revision suggestions Policy 3.2.13 (Dist. to Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee)

Senator Kalter: The next one is Senator Horst has put in some suggestions about a policy that is currently in the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee docket, I guess you would call it.  This is what we call the Administrator Selection Policy, a fabulous…  We had a nice debate about this in a late spring meeting, but it's back in Academic Affairs for a couple of reasons.  And I think, Martha, that what you were doing was saying look at how we have really soft language in Policy 3.2.13 about who should serve on certain kinds of committees versus the Constitution's languages which is fairly firm, and should these be more in line with one another.  Right?  Do I have it?  Awesome.  So that's simply getting routed out to Academic Affairs Committee.  Anybody have anything else to say about anything?  Should the Constitution be softer?  All right.  We'll just route that out.  Let's see.  The next one…  

Senator Horst: We're going very fast.

08.01.18.01 Email from Provost
08.18.17.11 Policy 7.4.7 Filling Grant Positions (Dist. to Faculty Affairs Committee)

Senator Kalter: Yeah, we're going at a clip.  The Emeriti Academic Employees defined.  And I think this is one that goes with the e-mail from the Provost.  I believe this came out of another Executive Committee meeting where Dr. Murphy was going to go back and ask John Baur  (John Baur gets all of the questions.)   So she was going to ask him several questions and she says, "I did.  I checked back with him," and that one of them was 3.2.10.  Am I skipping one?  Oh, I'm sorry.  I skipped one.  I'm sorry.  Let me go back to 7.4.7 first.  So, 7.4.7 is the Filling Grant Positions Policy.  We had a little discussion at one of the Execs in the spring about, first of all, why the people on this list – is this comprehensive – but then also, do we really even need this policy.  And you see the answers to questions that Dr. Murphy asks Dr. Baur.  URC, which means University Research Council, does not really feel we need the policy.  They just updated it because it was sent to them, so probably not a necessary policy.  So they updated it and then sent it on to Faculty Affairs Committee.  The categories listed on their revision are the categories listed on the HR website.  No idea if extra help needs to be a separate category.  So that would mean if we were to keep the policy we'd need HR and that they did add students to their revision because of Senator Grzanich.  So, one question that I had about this, Jan, is whether we actually also asked HR whether they think the policy is needed.

Provost Murphy: No.  I didn't ask at all.  I just went back and asked John.

Senator Kalter: I'm thinking that we should probably…  If we are moving towards getting rid of it as a policy, we should probably ask Janice before we do that just to make sure it's not, you know, needed.  But what do we think?  Does it look like a policy that we need?  Is it something that we should send to Faculty Affairs to decide?

Senator Mainieri: I'm confused as to the purpose.  I don't, other than listing out these different things.  I'm just a little confused as to the…  Like, what is this trying to say other than say here's the…  And then what this has to do with grant positions.  So I looked at it and I was like, what?  I just don't really know what it is.

Provost Murphy: I think that's what URC said, too.  It was a policy out there.  They updated it based on what they found on the HR website that are the current classifications of employees.  So when I said, do you need that list?  They said, oh, no.  We don't think we need it at all.  We just thought we better update it.  If it's out there, it better be accurate.  

Senator Horst: It doesn't include consultants, for instance.

Provost Murphy: But they would not be considered university employees.  They would be contractual agents, right?

Senator Horst: Right.  Several types of appointments are available.  But does it say it has to be university employees?

Provost Murphy: I think those that are on the payroll system are.  If you're being paid through payroll, you'd be a university employee.  Otherwise, you'd just be on a contract.

Senator Horst: Right.  So that's the one thing is it's actually limiting who's paid…  It's limiting it to university employees.  Right?  Except for the retirees.

Provost Murphy: Okay.  If you're filling a position, you're hiring an employee.  Otherwise, you're doing a subcontract of a grant.  That would be the difference.

Senator Horst: Okay.

Provost Murphy: That would be my take on that.
Senator Mainieri: But I don't think this policy says that.

Senator Horst: It's just basically saying if you're filling a position they become an employee of the university.

Provost Murphy: I'm not defending the policy at all.  

Senator Kalter: I think part of this is that all of these policies used to be in paper form in a big book – like a big, thick, binder book.  And so they were sort of like, so what do I do if I need to do this?  And somebody would flip to where it was and say, oh, okay.  But now it's kind of like we don't need that because the other policies that govern this would send you to the person who knows how to do it.  Right?

Provost Murphy: You know, it could be a holdover from when the institution first, you know, people really started writing grants.  You know, that policy could have been put in place 40 years ago when we just started doing more grants and that made sense that someone would ask, well, who can I pay for?  Who could I pay off my grant?  When now we sort of take that for granted and there are other places to find those answers.  
Senator Kalter: Take it for granted.
Provost Murphy: Oh, that was funny.  I like that.  That was good.  Do you see how I did that?

Senator Kalter: Awesome.  We should go on the road.

Provost Murphy: And you're all saying, like really quickly.  Go on the road.  You two.  

Senator Kalter: Very nice.  So should we, A, send this to HR and say, hey, do you think this policy is needed?  And then send it to Faculty Affairs Committee to sort of take everybody's advice and either ditch it or keep it?  Does that sound sensible?  This is great.  All right.  We might actually get through the last of our "these were from last time" policies.  

10.23.15.01 - EmeritiAcademicEmployeesDefined2015-10-23(Dist. to Faculty Affairs Committee)

Senator Kalter: So, now we're at 3.2.10, the Emeriti and Academic Employees Defined.  I have a note to myself that this is about whether, like what happens when somebody gets imprisoned after they've been an Emeriti member.
President Dietz: If they violated the Ethics (inaudible) and the Integrity Policy.

Senator Kalter: Right.  Which one should we send them to?  

Provost Murphy: That's right.  I know you're in prison for life, but boy, have we really, really…
Senator Kalter: Yeah.  We're going to give you academic due process.  

Senator Horst: There was this Davis case where they stripped the title Emerita.

Senator Kalter: Right.  So that's what the Provost wrote out the last time at Exec, was that she looked at this policy (I think it was coming up from Faculty Affairs, as I remember,) and she said well this is interesting.  I wonder if John Baur and the committee talked about do we have to put the title Emeritus or Emerita on the end of, you know, somebody's title if they got imprisoned, like they murdered somebody or whatever.  And the answer – this is actually quite simple – so the answer was that Faculty Affairs had not discussed it and so they will, apparently.  So it's still in Faculty Affairs.  So I can't remember why we got it, but it sounds like we should send it back and say maybe let's discuss how you rewrite the policy to sort of avoid embarrassment for the university.

President Dietz: So do they think that the title of Emeritus or Emerita would give more status in prison.  Is that it?  I don't know what…

Senator Kalter: It might do odd things for them, right?  It might make you a target.

Provost Murphy: I think, you know, if someone retires in rank, we automatically give them that title.  So then, if they automatically get the title, do you ever have a way to take that title away?  Versus many institutions which actually grant that title, it doesn't mean that someone has to go through some application process.  You almost probably would consistently grant that every time somebody retired, but at least it gives you an option, if you're granting that title, it does give you an option to pull that title.  And it would be granted by the President.  I think it'd give you an opportunity to pull that title back if somebody, you know, was in a member of a horrible group.  I mean, you think of all the things.  It wouldn't have to be prison.  It could be someone who then is doing something that's gruesome and then still has their signature, you know, "Illinois State University Professor Emeriti," and you'd want to be able to say we really don't want you out there with that title.

Senator Blum: I get the symbolic gesture, right, I'm just sort of wondering, like, what's the practical one?  
Provost Murphy: Not a lot.

Senator Kalter: As in could you enforce it?  Is that what you mean?

Senator Blum: Well, that's true.  I mean, the only thing I'm thinking is like maybe lists on university websites and stuff like that.  But you could pull those down anyway.  Right?  Because we're in control of that.  So I was just trying to…  I mean, I get…  I understand.  I think it's worth consideration, but I think it's also worth thinking about, like, is there any practical merit to the whole thing?

Senator Horst: There was this UC Davis case – my department, and the very prestigious professor.  There was a "Me Too" person that came out, and UC Davis decided to strip his Emeritus title, and he goes all over the world.  He's a very prestigious scholar, so his title would be out there still if he's invited to give talks anymore.

Provost Murphy: And it's probably to some extent symbolic for UC Davis to be able to say we're…
Senator Blum: Yeah, I mean, I think symbolic from the university standpoint.  I mean, sometimes that's important, right?  It's just, okay, we don't stand behind this individual's actions, right?

President Dietz: I think it beckons the question, though, what about other titles that are honorary titles?  You know, someone – this has been in the press a lot and institutions have taken away honorary doctorates and done all kinds of things.  So I don't see a lot of difference between that and this.  There are more of these than there are the honorary degrees and such.  So it all kind of fits in the same category.
Senator Kalter: Don't see a lot of difference in terms of we should be able to decide, or don't see a lot of difference…
President Dietz: That we should be able to decide.

Provost Murphy: I agree.

Senator Kalter: There was something I was going to say, but I can't remember.  In any case, they will talk about should we put wording in that doesn't automatically grant it because the way that it's currently worded, it's basically you just automatically get it.

Provost Murphy: I always have a question, too, and I probably should ask because you probably know this.  So if we have a dean retire, and I'm not thinking of anyone in particular, but you'll see them use the title "Emeriti Dean."  There's really no such thing, is there?

President Dietz: No.  Not that I'm aware of.

Provost Murphy: Okay.  I'm going to make up a title.

President Dietz: I think some do.  

08.17.18.01 From AP&CS Council: Email from AP&CS Council (Dist. to Rules Committee)
08.17.18.02 From AP&CS Council: Request from AP Council & CS Council (Dist. to Rules Committee)

Senator Kalter: All right.  I think we probably have room for one more before…  Well, it's about five minutes to five.  But let's start on this one and see how far we get.  The Administrative Professional Council and the Civil Service Council have given us a memo requesting two additional…  a seat increase from two seats to four on the Senate, wanting to put, if the Senate agrees to that and the Board agrees to that because it's a Constitutional change, to put them on specific committees.  Already the two people now sit on Finance and Planning and they are interested in having two people sitting on Administrative Affairs and Budget and then asking for one seat on the Executive Committee.  So this is being routed to Rules.  Does anybody have anything that they want Rules to sort of think about as they're looking through that request?
Senator Marx: We had talked last week a little bit about this, that we want to make sure that faculty maintain a super majority on the committees if we do this that might entail adding more faculty members to the Senate.

Senator Horst: And also, as I'm speaking possibly to the next Rules Committee (I don't know if I'll be chairing Rules Committee) I would just say that the Constitution describes the Academic Senate.  It says, "The primary governing body shall be the Academic Senate, which shall provide for faculty and student participation in academic governance."  So it's conceived of as a body of shared governance for faculty and students.  Then it does go on to add a representative from the AP Council and the Civil Service Council.  But just looking at the Exec right here, it's faculty, students, and then administrators.  But it's not necessarily conceived of as a shared governance body that has all the types of employees here at the university.  It's faculty, students.  So I think it would really sort of change the makeup.  I'm thinking of Fine Arts, that we have four faculty senators, and that would be equal then to the AP and Civil Service Council.  So I think their voice is important, but, you know, to ask for a constitutional amendment, it's not only adding different membership, but it's also kind of in a way changing what the Senate is.

Senator Mainieri: I also feel like, with the way that we are trying to bring all aspects of the university to bear, when we think about learning on our campus, it goes beyond just students and faculty.  And I think the point in here that I agreed with was that these are two constituencies that do impact the academic success of our campus.  So I see merit in them having representation and also thinking about the different committees, that their voice might be particularly valuable and some of the things that come out of the committees might also impact their day to day duties as well.  
Senator Kalter: A couple things that I think we should think about, and let me see if I can put them in…  I'm not sure I'm going to be able to put them in a correct order, but one thing that I think we need to think about with Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee is that they do the Presidential Commentary.  It may be an issue, first of all, to sort of think about, especially for APs, where is the line shift from somebody who is a staff member to somebody who is part of the administration and therefore on the non-voting ex officio side of the Senate and kind of close enough to the boss that maybe they shouldn't be seeing what everybody on campus says about the boss.  Right?  The "uber" boss.

President Dietz: That's a different connotation.  That’s a concept of me driving a car somewhere.  

Senator Kalter: Sorry.  Now you're going towards the German …  Another piece of it that relates a little bit to what Martha said was we really ought to have HR give us a very detailed list of who are the civil service employees, who are the AP employees, where are they.  Because it's true what Tracy said about how some of them, for example, teach.  Right?  Some APs, like in my department, also teach.  Many of them don't, though, and don't have expertise that's about academic area broadly conceived.  So, for example, a building service worker is not really in the academic area broadly conceived.  Possibly an athletic trainer is also not in that area.  Right?  It depends on how they're in athletics because KNR obviously has athletic training as one of its majors.  Right?  But you could also be an employee in Athletics or in Student Affairs who is really not in an academic type of area.  So, understanding sort of the proportion of the AP and the civil service who are truly within an academic area broadly conceived and those who are kind of more support to those areas is kind of an important thing for Rules to think through, I think.  And I think also if we think about expanding it would be important for us, if we're going to add faculty, that we look at non-tenure line faculty who are under-represented on our Senate and whether or not that would be an area where that expansion would make some sense and if so, how many.  So would you want one from every college?  Or would you want, say, we've got one, would you want five – one for each committee?  Or is there some committee where it's not appropriate?  I don't know.  I can't think of one, but who knows what the conversation would bring.  So thinking about that.  And then some people have sort of raised to me how big do we want our Senate to be.  Is it already too big?  Some people would say yes, but U of I has 300 people on their Senate, like 312 or something like that.  So what is the right proportion of Senate to, you know…  One of the things that I have talked to some of the leaders of Administrative Professional and Civil Service Council about in the past has been we have a Faculty Caucus; we have an SGA.  These are both governing bodies that are part of the primary governing body.  AP Council and Civil Service Council are not primary governing bodies.  They're basically sort of staff interest groups.  There are some models around the country where there is a staff type of Senate.  Would that be a model that would be a good model here?  What are the pros and cons of that?  How does that work in other places?  They did not propose that, so I would have thought if they wanted to go in that direction they would propose it.  But it's still something that we really ought to talk through and just know…  We tend to brag about our Senate and how much student involvement we have and that that's very unusual.  Most people still, when they contact me, they say, "This is for the Faculty Senate," and I'm like, it's not a Faculty Senate.  It's an Academic Senate.  We've got a Faculty Caucus.  Which one are you trying to talk to?  But are there places where we could be more progressive than we are?  And it seems like the staff Senate model might be a place where some universities have been more progressive, but they also might be private institutions so there may be differences there.  So those are just sort of a couple of the things.  Now, Senator Horst, you made it sound as though this is going to take several years because you said, "I don't know whether I'm going to be on Rules Committee," so are you thinking that you won't be able to put this on the agenda for this year?
Senator Horst: I'm going to prioritize the bylaws.  We have a lot of things to do.  I don't know if we'll get to this.  So I was just more stating my opinion in case I am not the person.  And just picking up on something that you said about non-tenure-track, I thought about the composition of the Exec right now.  We don't have non-tenure-tracks represented, for instance.  So if you start thinking about the executive body representing all the viewpoints of the university, it's a different beast.  And so that's just something to think about.  I'm just looking at this sentence about faculty and students being the people who are the main bodies and the main interest groups in the shaping of academic governance.
Senator Phillips: Could I ask a question?  I don't know much about Academic Senate because it's a lot bigger than SGA, but are the only ex officios the President and then the Vice Presidents?  

Senator Kalter: No, there are eight.  So, as you probably know, there are four Vice Presidents but only three of them sit on the Senate.  And when I first came into the chairship, I went to ask the University Advancement Vice President, are you interested in sitting on the Senate?  And basically they travel so much because of alumni relations and that kind of thing that it's really just not possible, so the President represents their reports, essentially.  So you have the President, the four Vice Presidents, you have John Baur, who is in the Provost's office and is the Associate Vice President for Research and Graduate Studies (so he sits on the Senate.)  The deans are represented.  The Dean's Council is represented, so you might notice that every two weeks there is a different dean because they're small enough that they rotate that.  The chairs used to do the same thing – the chairs and directors of departments and schools.  They used to rotate, but there are so many of them that at a certain point they decided we really need somebody to be at each of the meetings to be sort of the designated liaison to the Senate.  So they started to have the same person come, so it's usually the Chair of the Chairs Council.  So those are seven.  And then the eighth one is the Student Trustee who is one of the bosses of the uber boss.  So I don't know how that works.  It's like the uber-uber boss or something.  So there are eight of them.  There are 21 students, there are 31 faculty including a faculty associate and a non-tenure line faculty, and a Civil Service rep and an AP rep.  Am I missing anybody?  I think that's it.  I think it's 54 altogether of the voting members and I think 60-something of the non-voting members.

Senator Phillips: Okay, and I'm sorry if this is completely off base for what they're trying to do, but if they…  Their e-mail mentions including their voice and recognizing that they have a stake in everything, would they accept, like ex officio representation?  That way they're not necessarily voting or upsetting the faculty majority, but they're still able to participate in committees.
Senator Kalter: That's a very good, interesting point, Senator Phillips, that you're making.  So, yeah, I think that Rules could talk about that.  Should it be ex officio?  And actually you reminded me of another thing that I wanted to bring up, which is Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee is quite a small committee.  It's five faculty and four students.  So putting two staff members on that really changes that dynamic.  Is that something that we want to do?  And if not, how would that play?  And being ex officio and non-voting, you can be ex officio and voting or an ex officio and non-voting, so being ex officio non-voting might be a solution to something like that, but it still would change the dynamic of a small committee.  So I think that Rules Committee needs to sort of think through that level of it as well.  Is that best as we move forward, what Administrative Affairs and Budget does?
Senator Horst: But then the Constitution says that there's two voting members – one from the AP and one from the civil service.  So then you would have the situation two voting members, two ex officio non-voting members.  So that would be different.

Senator Phillips: It would be weird, yeah.  

Senator Horst: It would be weird.  And then you have this whole list of people that are represented – the Chairs Council.  We do have representation from other shared governance bodies.  So, do the chairs get two?  Do they get one?  Do they get a seat at Exec?

Provost Murphy: I was also going to ask, is there any sense…  I think the AP and Civil Service rep typically come from Academic Affairs, but is that part of their policy or how they elect?  I'm just intrigued with that because I think it seems like they usually do come out of Academic Affairs, but do they need to?  

Senator Kalter: But not always.  We had Patti Hoit, who was a building service worker, last year.
Provost Murphy: So it has changed.  That's good to know.

Senator Kalter: So it's not a rule.

Senator Horst: And they are appointed.

Senator Kalter: Yeah, it's interesting.  I asked them, "Why don't you elect?" and they were like, well, it just doesn't work if we elect, so we always appoint.  So unlike the rest of us, the staff members are appointed by their councils rather than elected from their membership, which is actually something that may need talking through as well.  If you're going to increase your membership, do you need to be elected?  Because that's significant especially because our ex officios are non-voting because they can veto us.  Ultimately, the President has veto power over anything that we do.  It's never been exercised, and we hope it never will be because we consult back and forth, but there is an issue in a sense with appointment because how do we know that the administration is not reaching down and saying you're going to appoint this person or this person rather than having a "free and fair election?"  One other thing, before I go to Dr. Dietz, I forgot to say about the Presidential Commentary is that in addition to whether staff should… how close or far away they should be from that with regard to the President, sometimes we do get people saying things about other staff members, and that is scary if, for example, they're sitting there and they're reading the Commentary and there are five or six people saying something about the neighbor in the carrel next to them.  If I were a staff member, I would not want my fellow staff members to know that somebody was complaining about my leadership or my, you know, tuna fish sandwiches, or whatever it might be.  That seems fairly confidential.  So that's something that would have to be worked out somehow, I think.  Dr. Dietz, were you going to say something?
President Dietz: Yeah, I'm not sure I'm going to add any clarity to any of this because I don't envy Martha and the Rules Committee looking at the specifics of all this.  I will say a couple things.  I think that context is important just in terms of all the folks that work at the university.  In rough figures, we have about 3,600 employees.  About a third are faculty; about two-thirds are Civil Service and AP, with Civil Service representing by far the largest group of employees.  We have a new strategic plan, as everybody knows, and one of the values of that plan is diversity and inclusion.  I've spoken with both the AP and the Civil Service person.  I meet with them together fairly regularly, and I meet with Senator Kalter in similar circumstances but just the two of us on a one-to-one.  I think what they're really trying to do is just to say we just want another set of eyes and ears around the governance process of the institution.  I think it's mainly symbolic.  I will work with whoever and whatever constitution or collection of personalities around the table,  and I'll pledge to do that.
< Recording malfunction>
Senator Kalter: To what extent should that ever be opened up to non-tenure line or to non-faculty?  So, I don't mean this to be a debate or an argument or anything like that, but one of the things that does come up in my mind is we can go overboard on inclusion and say everybody's included in everything.  So, therefore, people in Biology get to decide what English does.  Or people in English get to decide what Athletics is doing.  And so I think Martha brought up an interesting point in the very beginning.  This body is supposed to be about academic decisions, academic issues.  Now, one of the things that I see in this is that some of the things that we recommend or decide on have a lot of impact on staff and are both academic and non-academic or seem to be much larger than just the academic area broadly conceived, and that's kind of come about over the years and I don't think that that's wrong.  But I can see from their point of view looking in, hey, if you're going to be talking about where we're going to allocate resources for building a building, the facilities workers at the university need to have a say in that conversation so that we can understand how this is impacting their lives or what they're seeing on the ground that could inform that conversation.  Right?  So it's not an easy thing, but I do think that we need to also keep in mind that we don't vote in the state of Wisconsin because we don't live in the state of Wisconsin.  Right?  In other words, by analogy, if you are not a faculty member, should you be making decisions that really have traditionally belonged to faculty members?  If you're not a student, should you be making decisions that impact students even if you have no expertise in either Student Affairs or academics?  That's a line I don't want to blur.  But it is a line that's getting blurred because we have Civil Service who teach, we have APs who teach, we have both who I think – or at least APs – who might do research.  So it's getting blurred around the country and I think this is…  You know, I agree.  I don't envy the Rules Committee there because I think this is going to take some time.  It's not a simple yes/no.  It's really a let's deliberate about this for a while and think it through kind of question.

President Dietz: There's another dimension that's really between AP and Civil Service right now that's creating some tension in the system, I'll say, and that is some of the rulings that's come out of the Civil Service board about positions that have historically been AP that the Civil Service board wants to move those from AP into Civil Service, and that's pretty contentious right now.  

Senator Campbell: Historically, do we know why they don't have their own governing body or some sort of…

Senator Kalter: That's a long question.  So, university faculty governance goes back to the Middle Ages basically, and universities around this country have actually sort of some different structures, but like I said, most of them actually have a Faculty Senate rather than a Faculty/Student Senate or a Faculty/Student/Staff Senate.  That changes, you know.  So I think it comes out of that very, like, centuries long tradition, the idea that – and it's even in a Supreme Court case – that faculty have the right to decide what we're going to teach, how it will be taught, who we're going to hire, that kind of thing.  Because we have the knowledge that we're passing on, right?  And so if you're a roofer, you don't ask the secretary of the roofing company (who may have talent in secretarial work), what kind of wood do you want to use on the roof? Or what type of shingle is best?  Now, that person may acquire that knowledge after working for the roofing company for a really long time, but they may not.  So it's that kind of jurisdictional type of question.  So, if you look on our website, and the AP/Civil Service Council also have websites that sort of talk about their history – when did they start and how did they transform and all of that.  And so at one point in ISU history, there was I think more of a faculty-centered Senate and actually had a lot of chairpersons on it just because the university was quite small at one point and then sort of exploded in terms of its population.  And so it's gone through several stages of, you know, committee work and then sort of building up into what became the Senate and then transformations that happened because of how they changed from a Board of Regents model to a Board of Trustees model, etc.  And then the Civil Service and AP Councils sort of grew up as interest groups while that was all going on and in some cases were folded into committees and in some cases weren't, depending on what the committee might be.  Right?  I don't know if that's helpful.

Senator Campbell: That was.  Thank you.

Senator Breland: I just want to comment on two things just from hearing everyone's conversation.  I do agree with the whole inclusion thing, like how it's more symbolic.  And then I also heard just about how you were saying like someone from Biology is talking about something else from a different department.  I would assume if they're asking for a seat at the table, then they have knowledge of different things.  And also, we in here have made decisions about, like when we were talking about the Dress Code, I'm not a business major, but I know that, okay, that shouldn't be done or something in Nursing, etc.  Like, I have no insight on things like that, but I still have an opinion on things like that.  So I think that the representation is definitely still important.  And then to the point of something can be too inclusive, I think that if anything, people can be overrepresented than something being too inclusive.  So that's just my remarks about that.

Senator Kalter: Thank you.

Senator Horst: I would wonder if they could propose something with the Constitution where they did become a shared governance body.

Senator Kalter: They could.  I don't know.  I haven't talked to them about why they didn't.  That was the last conversation I had with them.  It was more of an e-mail conversation but kind of a conversation over e-mail about some possibilities, and they crafted this over the summer and decided to put in this request rather than that suggestion.  But it would be a good thing, actually, I think maybe to start by having them come in to Rules and talk about their rationale and ask them that question.  Like, did you look into these models and are you rejecting them or are you just taking a step towards them, or what's the reasoning?

Senator Rubio: I would say I think they just didn't know their options moving forward with this, and that's why it's as broad as it is right now.  So I think by presenting them with the different opportunities and options they have set forth and gathering our remarks will make a lot more sense on both ends to get the best possible solution.

Senator Horst: So that would be like an SGA kind of model that's within the Senate.  It's a separate committee kind of thing?  

Senator Kalter: When I have seen, and I don't remember which universities they were at, but yeah.  SGA makes a lot of independent decisions that don't go through the Senate.  There's a few that do.  Faculty Caucus also makes a lot of independent decisions that don't go through the Senate.  Are there areas where AP and Civil Service Council would want to be making independent recommendations to the President that didn't go through the Senate and then also have a body that sends representatives to the Senate that is, as I said before, they are currently not a governing body – neither one of them are a governing body.  I think they are described as employee advocacy groups or something to that effect.  So that gives them less power than the Faculty Caucus and the SGA.  Now, there may be impossibilities about gaining more power.  Right?  There may be union issues or what have you, which is another thing that we haven't even brought up yet.  But if I were a staff member, and I have been in the past briefly, I would be wondering, how do I have my voice heard the most?  Is that model where you become an internal committee of the Senate…  So Faculty Caucus is an internal committee.  SGA is an internal committee.  But they're not like the five internal committees that meet every night.  They're a little bit different.  Do they want something like that?  And is there a function for something like that?  Right?  I can tell that that's what was on Dr. Murphy's mind.  And that may be why they decided not to go that way.  That it's more like what the Senate itself is doing is what they want to be in on, right?  Not having sort of jurisdiction, for example, over the AP/Civil Service policies but looking at budget requests to the state and expenditure funds on various things or when you're…  I remember when I ran my very first internal committee meeting as the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee chair, the question had to do with decommissioning of dorms.  So maybe they want a seat at that table about what does it mean to decommission dorms in various places on campus and how does that impact staff.  

Senator Horst: I recognize people probably have to go, but maybe the solution could also be that, as opposed to everything going to the Senate, that it does need to go to these other bodies and if we develop a shared governance system that has these different bodies, so something like that, it would not just go to the Academic Senate, it would also go to these other fully formed shared governance bodies.  So the inclusion would come through strengthening people in other ways as opposed to having this sort of massive shared governance system.

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  I will say, it's probably appropriate to say here, that in past years (the year is very young, so I haven't heard this this year), but some of the faculty have said, "I don't understand why we have an Academic Senate instead of a Faculty Senate.  I think the faculty should have more power" and don't like it that we have a Senate that has a lot of students on it.

Senator Rubio: That would impact the shared governance, then.  Right?

Senator Kalter: Well, it depends on your definition of shared governance.  Right?

Senator Horst: Just a different model.

Senator Kalter: Yeah, it's a different model.

Provost Murphy: Yeah, it's just a different model.  You'd still have a student government.

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  And I'm not saying that I espouse that.  I'm just saying…  So people are pushing and pulling…  You know, people always push and pull at democracy, right?  Sort of where do we need more voices?  Where do we need our own voice separate from everybody else's, right?  It's an eternal question.

Provost Murphy: Ours is a very unique model both based on the inclusiveness of the Senate and then the sheer size of the Senate.  Both of those things I think are not something I see at other institutions.  It doesn't mean that…  I mean, it seems to work for us and work well, but it is an unusual model.

President Dietz: I'd just say that I think it's really good, the discussion that's going on here, and I think one of the things that makes this institution very unique is the shared governance part of that.  And everybody could define that a little bit differently, but the bottom line is that I take great pride, and talk about this a lot, that there is a lot of us involved in decisions here.  Sometimes it may take us a little longer to get to going in the same direction, but once we get going in the same direction it's a powerful thing.  And so the suggestions about how do we respect what this proposal has and figure out maybe different ways of integrating all that to the extent that we're not splintering but trying to figure out the appropriate way to stay all together in a common cause, and the common cause is the success of this university, I think is time well spent.

Senator Phillips: Can I say one quick thing?  I'll make it really quick.  I'm sorry.  I just wanted to echo the earlier idea of maybe the starting place is to bring the representatives to the Rules Committee.  Because I feel like we're throwing around a lot of great ideas in different systems, but it doesn't sound like we fully hear or understand the motivations behind this request, and we could have some great ideas about alternative paths, but it may not match the actual motivation behind this request.

Senator Kalter: I should also add to that, actually, that Ron Gifford and Bob Blythe should be invited, not just the two reps who are actually senators, because they're the AP and Civil Service Council heads.  Ron Gifford was the one who forwarded it on behalf of them.

President Dietz: Very reasonable people. 
Senator Kalter: Yeah, they're wonderful.  

Senator Blum: I don't want to extend the conversation more, but I do want to point out there is a rationale in here.  There is a rationale in here.  So I'm going to have plenty of time to discuss this on Rules.

Senator Kalter: As I said to somebody: as an English teacher, I always say, "Elaborate, but not too much."  So sometimes you have a rationale but you kind of want more, but you don't want too much.  

Adjournment

Motion by Senator Phillips, seconded by Senator Campbell, to adjourn.
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