Academic Senate Executive Committee Minutes 
Monday, January 10, 2011
(Approved)
Call to Order

Senate Chairperson Dan Holland called the meeting to order.
Approval of Executive Committee Minutes of November 29, 2010
Motion XXXXII-32:  By Senator Marquis, seconded by Senator Wedwick, to approve the Executive Committee Minutes of November 29, 2010. The minutes were unanimously approved.
Distributed Communications:
12.17.10.01
From Rita Bailey/Rules Committee: Administrator Evaluation Policy – Revised to Include VP Commentary Survey Information (Information Item 1/19/11)
01.05.11.01
From Rita Bailey/Rules Committee: Blue Book Revisions for VP Commentary Survey     (Dist. Executive Committee by Email) (Information Item 1/19/11)

Senator Horst: This was first suggested by this committee and then Dan came and talked to our Rules Committee about adding formal language for evaluating VPs every year and having it go through the Executive Committee. So we found this policy on administrative evaluation. We tried to keep the language flexible: at the request of the President it may be done annually, but it does have to be done annually. We added some language about the role of the Executive Committee. We added some corresponding language to the Blue Book.
Senator Kalter: On page 6 of the policy, under b, evaluation, I was wondering if we should capitalize the Executive Committee and say of the Academic Senate. Also on that page, I wasn’t sure what the intention the last underlined sentence was: The President may also request a survey involving the university community at large. 

Senator Horst: This is saying who he can seek comments from. He can seek comments for those who interact with the vice presidents. I think all of the requests come from him. We are not saying that they must be done. I believe the original intent is that the President requests that these be done on an annual basis, so really it’s always going to be done, except for the three year.

Senator Kalter: I wasn’t sure if whether that was a redundancy or whether that there was some other intent. Sounds like what you are saying is the President could also invite people to his office and have a chat. The other thing I wondered about was on page 8, under commentary on the President. This section is about the commentary on the President. I wondered if we should take this opportunity to write in the elected members of the Executive Committee, because what happens right now is the entire Executive Committee sees the commentary on the President. That means that somebody who works directly for the President, which is the Provost, also gets to see that. That seems to me to be an irregularity in terms of everybody else on campus who gets personnel feedback; their direct reports don’t get to see that feedback. I am wondering if we could take this opportunity to make it the elected members of the Executive Committee plus the President, so that it is clear that the Provost should be recuse him or herself.

President Bowman: I shouldn’t be at that meeting either. You should be able to talk freely.
Senator Fazel: But we are not all elected.

Senator Kalter: We could say voting members. It should also be that way for the vice presidential commentary because a peer should not see the other’s peer’s things either, so the Provost shouldn’t be able to see Steve Adams’. I don’t know if this needs to go into the policy or not…this is a new thing to give comments to the President.  When we do it we make sure we screen them and block out anything that would identify anybody specifically. Do we need to mention in the policy that they are anonymous? It’s up to you guys.
Senator Holland: I don’t think we need to, because it is standard practice. I don’t remember specifically what the email said. Did it say comments will be anonymous?

Senator Kalter: It says something like we cannot ask the President to respond to emails directly, but it doesn’t mention what he’s going to see. It says that the comments will be treated under the Executive Session of the Open Meetings Act.

12.17.10.02
From Rita Bailey/Rules Committee: Student Services Programs Policy Deletion (Information Item 01/19/11)
Senator Horst: This is some ancient policy that was unearthed by the Provost’s Office. We had Student Services come in and basically there is an entire governing board for the dorms, so this is not needed. So we are deleting it.
12.16.10.01
From Rita Bailey/Rules Committee: Academic Freedom Ethics and Grievance Blue Book Revisions – Inclusion of NTT (Information Item 01/19/11)
12.16.10.02
From Rita Bailey/Rules Committee: Academic Freedom Ethics and Grievance Policy Revisions – Inclusion of NTT (Information Item 01/19/11)
Senator Horst: We added the language about adding two non-tenure tracks from each college. We added what we talked about last time. We got up to 31 now on the AFEG Committee. Chuck McGuire is cautious about this language for all these NTTs to serve. He thinks it’s going to very difficult to populate these committees, so we added some language on page 7, part D: “In the event of vacancies…the Chairperson may appoint any member of the AFEGC who is not a member of the same unit (as the complainant or respondent…)”. He just added that because it might be difficult to get all these people.
Senator Holland: NTTs are hired to teach a specific class and asking them to do service is above and beyond what they were hired to do. We did add language that these NTT pool members will only serve in cases regarding NTTs.
Senator Kalter: On page 7, I think the term AHC is not defined until page 10. That leads to the question of whether the stuff on page 7 ought to be in both places because they are parallel. On page 10, in this big thing that got added: “the AHC shall consist of three tenured faculty, one tenure-track faculty and a non-tenure track faculty not covered by the NTT agreement, who did not serve on the FHC…”
Senator Horst: That’s specified?

Senator Kalter: That’s specified earlier, but not here and I am wondering if it should be added.

Senator Horst: We will try to get these revised before the next Senate meeting.

12.20.10.01
From Jon Rosenthal/UCC: Baccalaureate Degree Document-Revised (Dist. Executive Committee by Email) (Dist. Academic Affairs Com.)
Senator Holland: This one has to do with guidelines for exemptions to the 124-hour rule.
Senator Kalter: In number 3, I was wondering why they didn’t want the comparison to address differences in General Ed requirements and the Baccalaureate Degree Program. They say that the rationale is that it lessens the research and exploration, but I wasn’t sure if that was a desirable thing for us. I’m sure that there is an explanation behind the rationale. 

Ms. James: I can send something to the Academic Affairs Committee asking them to address that.

Consent Agenda Issues

01.03.11.01
From Kevin Farrell, Student Member of the Academic Senate: Request to Remove Items from Consent Agenda for a Full Review

12.15.10.01
French Teacher Education Minor Deletion Proposal

(Dist. Academic Affairs Committee)
12.15.10.02
German Teacher Education Minor Deletion Proposal


(Dist. Academic Affairs Committee)

12.15.10.03
Spanish Teacher Education Minor Deletion Proposal

(Dist. Academic Affairs Committee)

Senator Holland: Kevin Farrell has asked the full Senate to review the deletion of the minor in Teacher Education for French, German and Spanish. My guess is that this has to do with teacher certification. They are not deleting the minor in French, German and Spanish.

Senator Marquis: You can be a Teacher Education major and just have a French minor.
Senator Holland: Right and I think due to accreditation issues, this is an absolutely meaningless minor.

Senator Kalter: The way they explain it in the materials is that they don’t want to mislead people into thinking if they take the Teacher Education in French that they are going to be able to get certified.

Senator Holland: You are right; they will not be certified. I haven’t talked to Kevin. I am guessing he is thinking that this is actually a useful thing. I will contact him before we do anything, but I am sure he won’t want to take a minor that is not going to do anything.
Intellectual Properties Policy

Senator Holland: Rod Custer wanted us to know that we’re planning on hiring a consultant to help us work out any type of policy relating to intellectual property. We are way behind of probably where we should be. They want to allocate $50,000. They don’t anticipate it to be that much, but to appropriate less than that and we want polish-up work, then you have go to the entire process again.
Proposed Agenda for Academic Senate on January 19, 2011: 

Academic Senate Meeting Agenda

Wednesday, January 19, 2011
7:00 P.M.

OLD MAIN ROOM, BONE STUDENT CENTER
Call to Order 

Roll Call 

Approval of Minutes of December 8, 2010

Presentation: New Accreditation Policy (Jan Murphy, Associate Provost)

Presentation: Master Plan – Final Draft (Dan Layzell, VP Finance and Planning)

Chairperson's Remarks

Student Body President's Remarks

Administrators' Remarks

· President Al Bowman 
· Provost Sheri Everts
· Vice President of Student Affairs Steve Adams
· Vice President of Finance and Planning Dan Layzell
Academic Affairs Committee: Senator Woith
Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Senator Kalter

Faculty Affairs Committee: Senator Wedwick

Planning and Finance Committee: Senator Van der Laan

Rules Committee: Senator Bailey
Action Items:
03.03.10.01
Statements of Economic Interests Policy (Rules Committee)


(Distributed in 12/8/10 Packets)
11.11.10.02
Use of Electronic Equipment for Surveillance Purposes-Revised (Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee)


(Distributed in 12/8/10 Packets)

10.29.10.01
Pass/Fail-Credit/No Credit Policy-Revised (Academic Affairs Committee)


(Distributed in 12/8/10 Packets)

11.11.10.01
Classified Research Policy-Draft 3 (Faculty Affairs Committee)


(Distributed in 12/8/10 Packets)

Information Items:

12.17.10.01
Administrator Evaluation Policy – Revised to Include VP Commentary Survey Information (Rules Committee)

01.05.11.01
Blue Book Revisions for VP Commentary Survey (Rules Committee)
01.05.11.01
Blue Book Revisions for VP Commentary Survey (Rules Committee)

12.17.10.02
Student Services Programs Policy Deletion (Rules Committee)
12.16.10.01
Academic Freedom Ethics and Grievance Blue Book Revisions – Inclusion of NTT (Rules Committee)
12.16.10.02
Academic Freedom Ethics and Grievance Policy Revisions – Inclusion of NTT (Rules Committee)
Communications

Adjournment

Motion XXXXII-33:  By Senator Fazel, seconded by Senator Horst, to approve the Academic Senate Agenda of January 19, 2011.

Senator Holland: I would like to amend the agenda. Jan Murphy has asked for about 15 minutes to describe a new accreditation policy for the entire university. It’s much less invasive than the old policy. 
The Blue Book revisions, which were sent to the Executive Committee by email, were added to the agenda at Senator Fazel’s request, along with the accreditation issue from Jan Murphy. The agenda, as amended, was unanimously approved.
Adjournment
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