Academic Senate Executive Committee Minutes 
Monday, February 7, 2011
(Approved)
Call to Order

Senate Chairperson Dan Holland called the meeting to order. 
Approval of Executive Committee Minutes of January 24, 2011
Distributed Communications:
Tabled on 1/24/11
01.20.11.05
From Susan Kalter, Chair of Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Email Re: Administrator Evaluation Policy and Blue Book Revisions: College Councils Reporting to AABC: Chair and Dean Questionnaires (Dist. Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee)
Senator Kalter: Our committee is reviewing the Administrator Evaluation Policy and in the process of doing that I noticed this line that said the questionnaires made up by college councils for dean and chairperson reviews are supposed to be submitted to the Administrative Affairs Committee of the Academic Senate. We have never done that because it’s not in the Blue Book, so I originally submitted this item to Cynthia wondering if it needed to go to Rules, but apparently it needs to go to Administrative Affairs and Budget to correct our Blue Book to make sure we know that we are supposed to do this. I also wanted to confirm that we do want that to happen.
Senator Fazel: Where did you read this?

Senator Kalter: It’s in the Administrator Evaluation Policy. In the very last two paragraphs, there is a paragraph entitled questionnaires, and it reads ‘All college councils or equivalent bodies are charged with developing questions appropriate for their dean and department chairperson reviews. These questionnaires will be submitted for approval to the Chairpersons Council, the Deans Council, the Provost, the President and the Administrative Affairs Committee of the Academic Senate. The approved questionnaires will be provided to the Senate as Information Items, etc.’
President Bowman: I haven’t seen those for eight years. They’ve been doing them; I just haven’t gotten them.
Senator Kalter: So, just double checking to make sure we do want to continue to have this as our policy, and if so, we’ll change the Blue Book. If not, we should talk about this.

Provost Everts: I see the results of them, but not before.

Senator Fazel: I think it’s every five years for the deans.

Senator Kalter: I think they mean the ones that are annual. 

Senator Holland: Perhaps this should be sent out with the sheet of when everyone is evaluated. If they are using the same questionnaire, we wouldn’t get it. If they are going to modify it, then it would be a good idea (to send it to us).

Senator Kalter: They definitely modified CAS last year.

Senator Horst: This is in the policy, so it doesn’t have to go the Senate?

Senator Kalter: Since CAS modified their dean questionnaire, it should have gone to the councils, President, the Provost and this committee.

Senator Holland: They would only do it for their own councils, right?

Senator Kalter: Actually, it looks like they mean to have it go to the deans council and the chairpersons council.

Senator Holland: Somebody who knows what a good one looks like should take a look at these.

Senator Farrell: It makes sense to review it if there are changes.
Senator Kalter: So our committee will just change our Blue Book to remind ourselves that we do this as things change.

Senator Holland: And then when the form goes out about who is evaluated this year, we would say if you are changing your form, it needs to go to those bodies.

Senator Kalter: Is that the Provost’s Office?
Provost Everts: Yes.

Tabled on 1/24/11
01.20.11.03
From Susan Kalter Chair of Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Report on Nursing Ph.D. Staffing and Enrollment

01.20.11.04
From Susan Kalter, Chair of Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Nursing Ph.D. – Financial Implications Form from Original Program Proposal (Final 6 pages of proposal)

Discussion Items (No Documents): 

From Susan Kalter, Chair of Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: NEPR Schedule, IBHE Third-Year Review, Criteria for Inclusion on NEPR

From Susan Kalter, Chair of Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Financial Implications Form Routing: Clarifying the Roles of Academic Affairs Committee and Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee

Additional Item:

Email 1/22/11 from Professor Kalter to Executive Committee: Consent Agenda Items from 2000 to Current

Senator Kalter: We did something that our Blue Book tells us to do, at least as far as I understood it. In the Blue Book, it reads the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee has jurisdiction over administrative policies and procedures, including conducting an analysis of cost, staffing and enrollment data for all new and expanded academic and administrative programs. We did a review of the relatively new program in Nursing, but there’s nothing about what we do next. When we review the capital budget, etc., we are supposed to send that up through Exec and then on to report to the Senate. So I figured I would report what we heard here and then talk more about the larger issue. According to the financial implication form, it came in under budget all three years of the program. Mardell pointed out that we don’t take tuition and assign it to a program, but I do think it’s important to note that when this program is up and running, it will be bringing in about a $150.000 credit against the debit sheet. We also discussed how all of the nursing programs are filling demand on the part of our students and students who we would not have had had we not opened up this Ph.D. program. The state has never fulfilled its promise to fund this program, so we need to watch how it’s affecting the Academic Impact Fund. 
This gets us to the larger question. We then discovered, after going through all of this, that the original intention of this bullet point was supposed to be the equivalent of the financial implications form that you do when you are planning a program, rather than what we just did, which was an analysis three to five years out. Do we want to do both of those things or do we want to do one of those things, and if we only want to do one, which one is more important for us to be doing? Is it more important as a Senate to look at the budget prior to implementing new programs or is it more important to look at the budget once it’s implemented? 

Senator Horst: What you did seems to be a long-term planning issue, but the other thing is that you were going to have a group of people looking at the initial one.

Senator Kalter: We still are planning that. I asked Sheri to postpone that until we were able to talk about the other. One of the things that I was thinking was that at the FIF (Financial Imp0lications Form) stage, it could go to the Planning and Finance Committee, since that is the long-term planning committee, and the review of the programs once they have been put on the books could go to the budget committee. It sounds like you are saying the opposite: Planning and Finance should be looking at the budget once it’s implemented.
Senator Horst: Your committee seems to be doing a lot, so to take on both responsibilities would be too much.

Senator Kalter: The other option I thought of was reorganizing our committees.

Senator Horst: Oh, no.

Senator Kalter: So that, for example, taking the Presidential Commentary and having Faculty Affairs do that would free up two nights for us to do more budget stuff. That’s just one idea. We could make it the Budget Committee and have it be the Faculty Affairs and Administrative Affairs Committee. Or we could keep it the way it is. There are a lot of options. I don’t know how much work Faculty Affairs has.

Senator Wedwick: This year, there seems like there is a lot more than last year and the year before that. I definitely think that we could take on the Presidential Commentary.

Senator Fazel: I am not clear about what the Provost’s committee is going to be doing.

Senator Kalter: I thought what we were doing was an ad hoc, one-time meeting.

Senator Fazel: I thought this was going to possibly be a committee of faculty and Provost staff to look at the budget. To me a faculty committee by itself looking into the budget—you really need to know everything about the whole university’s budget situation and that’s an administrative responsibility. Now should faculty have input in it, yes, but I do think they have that input at different levels. So bringing everything to the Senate so that every new program will be evaluated and after it’s implemented, it’s evaluated by another Senate committee, I think it becomes too bureaucratic from my perspective.

Senator Horst: What do you recommend, Susan?
Senator Holland: You have the most experience with this particular committee. Is it worthwhile to look at it both times?

Senator Kalter: I think it would be worthwhile to set a dollar amount at which point you look at something. The Nursing program was originally estimated in the $5 or 600,000 range. That seems really legitimate to look at both before and after. It seems to me to not be worth anybody’s time to look at minors or sequences that are under a certain dollar amount, or even major or graduate programs if they are under a certain dollar amount. The question is what triggers the oversight.

Senator Horst: The Provost forwards to the committee any of them that are significant.

Senator Kalter: So what’s the trigger and who do we want to decide what triggers it. 

Senator Holland: If we go with the forms, they are all zero and nothing would be triggered. So, right now, you do the Financial Implications Form?

Senator Kalter: No, we never knew what this said actually meant that. So I was going along as the sometime chair of this committee thinking, ‘We’ve never done this NEPR thing. I wonder why.’ Then it got triggered because Mardell mentioned Nursing as a NPER in a meeting last October. So, we have been doing neither because we assumed that the Academic Affairs Committee was looking at them or the UCC. 

Senator Holland: UCC also does not look at the budget. They are looking at do the programs actually need to be.

Senator Farrell: Where are you planning to moving the FIF—to Academic Affairs or Planning and Finance?
Senator Kalter: I would suggest that it’s most appropriate in Planning and Finance because that would deal with budgets and that would open up Administrative Affairs and Budget to look at programs once they have been established.

Senator Farrell: I’ve only been on the committee for a few months. You have more experience. Do you think we can handle that?

Senator Fazel: The question is how many. If there are a lot of them, we could create a bottle neck that could hold these programs from going forward, which is not something that we want to do. And what role are we going to play in saying yes we can. I don’t know if we have enough information to do this.
Senator Kalter: We have fabulous financial people here…Barb Blake, Dan Layzell, Steve Bragg. Everybody in that office has been wonderful, but we need to keep in mind that we are always in that position that Farzaneh mentioned two weeks ago that we can’t depend on having great budget people. So it would be nice to say we don’t have to do any of this because we haven’t been doing any of it. But when we look at the universities that are going downhill and you wonder how long are we going to have this much…

Senator Farrell: What is the average cost of a new program? Is there one?

Senator Fazel: $600.000 is really cheap for a Ph.D. program. So is that going to be the cut-off point? Are we going to talk about $5 million or we talking about $100,000? Lots of questions. This is the major one—the biggest one.
Provost Everts: No, they are everywhere. Since I have been here, this (Nursing Ph.D.) would be the largest. Really what you are doing is creating a new Ph.D. program and so that is what makes this the largest. Many of the documents for 8 and 9 were minor tweaks and changes

Senator Fazel: Are we talking about “major” programs? But then we have to define major.

Senator Kalter: Maybe what we should do is not define it here, but get confirmation that the Executive Committee thinks that FIFs are important to look at, that NEPRs are important to look at, or both. Then the committee that we are getting together can work on that. I guess the question is do we agree that it is important that we should be looking at both of them, one or the other, or neither.

Senator Farrell: I think that we should be looking at the FIF and then checking out whether they are following the guidelines once implemented.

Senator Kalter: Everyone I have talked to has said it’s important to look at the planning stage and at the NEPR stage, but only if it’s major.

President Bowman: Because it’s being looked at (inaudible).
Senator Kalter: It’s also apparently being looked at by the IBHE.

President Bowman: Absolutely.

Senator Kalter: I think that that’s all of my items.

New Item:

02.06.11.01
From Susan Kalter, Chair of the AABC: Email RE: Oral English Proficiency Policy (Dist. Academic Affairs Committee)

Senator Fazel: You also sent us by email something about the oral proficiency.
Senator Kalter: That’s just an FYI. That goes to the Academic Affairs Committee just for information about where the policy proposal came from and what the law is.
Senator Holland: Apparently, we are reviewing an official policy that brings us in line with what the law actually states.

Senator Kalter: Yes. The law is strangely worded. It asks the Board of Trustees to have a program and so that begs the question, can you have a program without a policy or a policy without a program.

Proposed Agenda for Academic Senate February 16, 2011: 

Academic Senate Meeting Agenda

Wednesday, February 16, 2011
7:00 P.M.

OLD MAIN ROOM, BONE STUDENT CENTER
Call to Order 

Roll Call 

Approval of Minutes of January 19, 2011
IBHE-FAC Report (Professor Lane Crothers, IBHE-FAC Representative)

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:
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)

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)
Information Items:

01.20.11.01
Ombudsperson Policy (Faculty Affairs Committee)

01.26.11.01
Mennonite College of Nursing Bylaws-Revised (Rules Committee)

Communications

Adjournment
Motion XXXXII-42:  By Senator Kalter, seconded by Senator Fazel, to approve the agenda for the Academic Senate meeting of February 16, 2011. 

Senator Kalter: Did the students ever figure out the Student Services Programs Policy?
Senator Marquis: We kind of figured it out with Brent (Paterson) and it looks like it’s all good to go. We are fine with deleting the policy, but we are debating now with the Association of Residence Halls something similar to SGA’s setup where they would have a Memorandum of Understanding with the Vice President of Student Affairs that they would always serve as the official voice of the residence hall students in conjunction with SGA.

The IBHE-FAC Report and the College of Nursing Bylaws were added to the proposed agenda. The agenda, as revised, was unanimously approved.

Adjournment
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