Academic Senate Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, March 31, 2014
(Unapproved)
Call to Order

Senate Chair Dan Holland called the meeting to order.
Approval of Executive Committee Minutes of March 17, 2014
Motion XLV-55:  By Senator Fazel, seconded by Senator Hoelscher, to approve the minutes. The motion was unanimously approved.
Distributed Communications:
03.26.14.01
From Farzaneh Fazel/Rules Committee: Policy on Creation and Revision of Policies (Information Item 4/9/14)

Senator Fazel: The Executive Committee charged us with the task of developing procedures for reviewing our existing policies. We had one very short policy that you see at the top of that handout called the Creation of Policy. On the website, the tenth category was called Updating. It gives definitions and what to put in the policy you are submitting. We thought we should have a policy that covers both of these in terms of creating new policies and revising policies. That’s what you see here. The last tab we have on the website, which is for updating, we will make that section 10 and that will be Creation and Revision of Policies and under that section, we will have a number of short policies. One would be Purpose and Implementation, Creation and Approval of New Policy and then Policy Review. We also developed a couple of forms. One was based on what’s already on the website and the other one we developed so that when a new policy is developed, this is the cover page they will put on it and it will say to which category on the website this policy belongs. 
We went beyond that the policy should be related to academics broadly before it goes to the Senate. The Civil Service Handbook has nothing to do with academics, but HR decided to eliminate the handbook. The problem with that is that our Constitution refers to the handbook and that is how shared governance participation of civil service is addressed. Even though that is not academic, it is something related to shared governance and to the Constitution. If it is broadly related to academics, shared governance or the Constitution, it should come to the Senate. 
The next question we struggled with was who would decide if a policy had constitutional or shared governance ramifications. We decided for the first round, everything will go to the Academic Senate. The Executive Committee of the Senate could take a look at new policies and revised policies to see if it is something that is in the realm of control of the Senate. If it is, then the Senate will take care of it. Otherwise, we identify some other body that will be responsible for that policy and also future revisions of the policy, so it would not come back after that first time. 
We thought the first round should come to Exec probably. There was discussion that maybe we should have an ad hoc committee that would look at this right now because right now we have 380 policies the Provost’s Office has identified and listed. The question was who would serve on that ad hoc committee who would really know what is under the Senate’s purview. So at the end, we thought that the Executive Committee was the most qualified body to look at all of these things, at least for the first round. 
Senator Holland: Assuming that we are not going to look at the 300 the first year, we are just going to look at ones within x number of years.

Senator Fazel: That’s why we decided on the ten years minimum because our usual assumption was that every five years we review these policies. After we looked at 380, we thought every five years we won’t be able to do this. So we are saying in this policy at least every ten years. Many policies say every five years, every three years, we have to look at those. Those have to be done according to their own requirements in terms of policy review, but otherwise at least every ten years we need to look at them and the reason was to make it manageable, especially for the first round. 
After the first round, it’s probably going to be streamlined and not everything will come to the Senate. Also there was a mention on the update link that talks about the website coordinator. It will be forwarded to the policy manual coordinator to be published on the policy website. Every policy is supposed to go through the policy manual coordinator. We don’t really have a manual; we only have the website. Also, it is a good idea to have someone, preferably in the Office of the President, because everything will go to that person. We thought about the Senate secretary, especially if the Senate says some policies can be taken care of by others, then the Senate secretary really shouldn’t be responsible for telling other bodies what to do with their policies. We didn’t put down the President’s Office because the president might want to ask the provost or some other vice president to take care of this, so we left that open, but somebody should be designated as the policy coordinator and that person sends notices to different units that your policy is up for review and also would post everything on the university website. Sometimes we make changes to our policies that changes the numbers and we want to make sure that somebody is responsible to make sure that all of the corrections are made throughout all of our policies.
Senator Kalter: When you rewrote the original policy into this, it was worded differently in places. I thought it should be the same thing everywhere, so on page 2, under Implementation, that it be worded when creating policy that affects the academic area broadly understood. Eliminate the “as” before broadly understood.  It’s also in other places.
Senator Fazel: So consistent language?

Senator Kalter: Right. Since we recently had an issue where people were looking at policies that were outdated, I was wondering if in the last paragraph of 10.1.2, we could say if the policy is approved by the president or the president’s designee, it will be forwarded to the policy coordinator to be published within two weeks or in a timely fashion because faculty, staff and students need to know that the policies they are looking at on the website are timely and that they are the right ones.

Senator Fazel: How about just adding in a timely manner? We did talk about it and we said how do we know how long it takes to go from the President’s Office, so disseminated to appropriate members of the university community in a timely manner?
Senator Kalter: That would be great. I understand the explanation about the ten years, but I am uncomfortable waiting ten years as a policy. For the first round, ten years is appropriate, but would we change it to five years or eight years afterwards or now.
Senator Fazel: Right now, we decided on ten years. If we go through all of this and find out that the Senate needs to be concerned about only 100 of them, then we could just go to this policy and change it.

Senator Kalter: I wonder if in ten years we are going to remember that we wanted to do that.

Senator Holland: My suggestion is to say somewhere in this policy that the policy will be up for review in ten year with the possible suggestion of reducing the number of years.

Senator Fazel: It will be up review in ten years anyway. We don’t have to put it down.

Senator Holland: My guess is that for most policies, ten years is going to be sufficient and anything that is not, we should put on shorter cycles.

Senator Kalter: If we could ask people as we are doing this ten years’ worth of policies, every time we do it, to put in how often the policy should be reviewed, then we wouldn’t have to put it in here. Maybe that could go on the New Policy and Policy Review Forms. In 10.1.3, five paragraphs down, the Executive Committee may approve the document if minor or no changes are recommended. I am uncomfortable with that. I don’t think we should have the Executive Committee being able to approve the policies. I think that in all cases, we should send it through to the full Senate as a notification.
Senator Fazel: The whole thing was to make sure we didn’t create a bottle neck.

Senator Kalter: You are going to have the bottle neck with or without changing this because an Internal Committee will be approving it.

Senator Fazel: If something comes from one of the units and says this doesn’t need any change, the Executive Committee takes a look at it and it really doesn’t need any change, then sending it to a committee… Right now, the AFEGC Policy has been sitting on Rules’ agenda for two years and we haven’t had a chance to get to it. We are going to get into a situation where it may be too much, so if the Executive Committee feels that we don’t really need to change this—it’s not a high priority…

Senator Kalter: I am saying not to send it to a committee. If the Executive Committee thinks it’s minor or no changes, then we forward it to the full Senate.

Senator Holland: Instead of forwarding it to the full Senate, would it be alright to put it on the Consent Agenda?

Senator Kalter: That would be ok. For those that are broadly understood as academic, shared governance or constitutional should always go in front of the Senate and not to the Consent Agenda. 
Senator Hoelscher: If it is on the Consent Agenda, one person can kick it to the full Senate.

Senator Holland: I am a little bit loathe to take to the full Senate 15 policies that we say need no change.

Senator Kalter: I understand that, but it has always been our policy that the Academic Senate… We shouldn’t change what we have been doing for the last 15 years. If it is in that broadly understood category, whether it’s changed or not, we send it through the Senate and see if there is anything from the floor.

Senator Holland: So you would like two parallel lines. If it happens to be one of our standard policies that we always review to go ahead and it will probably be sent to Rules anyway and anything like human resources’ policies that are not in our purview would just go to the Consent Agenda?
Senator Fazel: According to this, they wouldn’t even go to the Consent Agenda. They would go back to HR. If it is not under the purview of the Senate, we say somebody else should be reviewing this. Not every policy at the university should be approved by us.

Senator Kalter: That’s true. I feel like this paragraph changes what we commonly do and what we commonly do is good. When we decided no changes to something, we always just send that to the Senate in case we missed somebody’s opinion.

Senator Fazel: A few times, there were editorial changes, especially if we are dealing with 380 policies, do we want to send every one of them to the Senate for that? But if it is something that in the opinion of the Executive Committee is important enough for the Senate to take a look at it, then the Executive Committee will send it to the Senate or to a committee of the Senate.

Senator Hoelscher: We have to ask ourselves how time-resource limited are we and what is this going to do to the Senate and how many very important things are going to get squeezed because of things that are perhaps of lesser importance. I am a bit torn. If we send it to a Consent Agenda, any one senator can kick it back. On the other hand, I am reluctant to change something that has worked for a lot of years.

Senator Holland: Perhaps an additional clause could be minor changes, such as, but not exclusive of, things like telephone numbers.
Senator Fazel: Susan, can you reword this so that it addresses your issues. 

Senator Kalter: Yes, I will reword it and give you an option. I did not understand the paragraph before Implementation.

Senator Fazel: This whole thing was about policies, procedures and guidelines and for every one of these titles, we had creation and approval of new policies, procedures and guidelines and revision of policies, procedures and guidelines. Then we said it is really guidelines and procedures that are related to policies that we are addressing here. If they are just by themselves, the Academic Senate doesn’t look at guidelines or procedures unless they are part of a policy. I will email your suggestions to the rest of the committee.
03.27.14.03
From Farzaneh Fazel/Rules Committee: External Committee Elections (Faculty Caucus 4/9/14)

Senator Fazel presented the list of candidates for the vacancies on the External Committees. Senator Kalter sent a message to CAS humanities faculty in order to fill a vacancy on CGE.
03.27.14.02
From Martha Horst/Faculty Affairs Committee, Jim Jawahar, Associate Provost: Illinois Open Access to Research Articles Act (Link: Public Act 098-0295) – Email Request to Add to Faculty Affairs Committee Task List
Senator Hoelscher: Faculty Affairs would like to have a discussion about this next year with a representative from the Office of the Provost. We would like it added to our task list. An open access journal would be one that wouldn’t require a subscription from the library. That was the extent of our conversation. What do we contribute to this as a Senate body?

Senator Kalter: My understanding is the state statute that just got passed last summer requires us to think about it and requires us to make recommendations about whether the policy should be university-wide or state-wide. They are going to start looking at our intellectual property policies and other kinds of policies and if there are any changes that come out of these forums, they are going to propose policy change and then it would have most likely gone to Faculty Affairs anyway.
Senator Hoelscher: So I think the general faculty feeling is this is the university’s problem; it will not affect us. It is something the university will deal with and then our publications will be open access.

Senator Kalter: Our role is advocacy back to the state explaining why mandating is not a good idea because there are fragile economies behind our publication practices and a great deal of relatively open access. We need to say these policies need to be on the university level, not on the state level. 
Senator Holland: I believe the Senate sometime next fall would want to have a presentation by the committee on their findings and what they are proposing and then the Senate would either endorse or not endorse the action.

Senator Hoelscher: Does it make sense to ask next semester for a provost representative, Jim Jawahar, to come to our meeting or even quicker, the message needs to go out that we need to more fully participate in this endeavor? 
Senator Everts: This is state statute, so we must comply. The fact that so few faculty attended the forums worries us because this is in existence and we must comply. So perhaps it is a full Senate presentation if that would be helpful.

Senator Holland: I think a full Senate presentation as to where we stand… I don’t think the committee is ready to talk about it.

Senator Kalter: I think it would be a good idea to have it as a department chairs and directors’ agenda item for one of their department meetings so that we get more feedback.
Senator Fazel: We want to know about it, but we don’t feel we can actually do anything about it. Is there something that we can do; are we going to send a Sense of the Senate Resolution? Is our president, for example, going to do something with other presidents? Otherwise, what can we do other than working out the details of how we are going to comply?

Senator Kalter: Right now, we are in the process of complying. They are asking us to do these forums and gather this feedback and if we feel merited to create policies, but then also recommend to them whether this should be a state-wide policy. My personal opinion is that that is a very bad idea.

Senator Everts: To be in compliance, what we needed to do was have the taskforce in place by 2013. We had that taskforce in place.

Senator Hoelscher: We need to convey that this is our problem. Faculty are disinterested and disassociated with it because they feel like it is a university issue and the university will fix it. We need to turn that around through faculty liaisons, through chairs’ agendas and through some other type of intense communication that this is all of our problem.
03.28.14.01
From Pete Smudde/Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Academic Impact Fund Recommendations (Information Item 4/9/14)
Senator Buckley: The Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee discussed this over a series of meetings. Pete Smudde consulted heavily with Mardell Wilson in preparation of this. Alan Lessoff had a lot to contribute as well.
Senator Kalter: There is one sentence I don’t understand. On the second page, number 5, the second sentence: We recommend the Provost’s Office explain the substance and management of the AIF shifting to account for new circumstances the university faces as driven by instructional programs and external forces. I told Pete that I would ask him on the floor of the Senate.
Senator Buckley: I am not sure what the context was for that.

Senator Fazel: My understanding is that he is asking how AIF has been changing or shifting its focus to account for new developments and circumstances.

Senator Kalter: And that’s an explanation to the Senate?

Senator Buckley: To try to get the word out as much as possible.

Senator Kalter: Not just to the Senate, but more broadly.

Senator Buckley: Yes.

03.28.14.02
From Dan Rich/Planning and Finance Committee: Institutional Priorities Report (Information Item 4/9/14)
Senator Holland: This is of the standard format, which has been working very well, where everything is a bullet item. It has made it very easy for the various areas to respond and we had very good reports from them.
Senator Fazel: Is there anything that we haven’t included in this priority list because we are supposed to focus on certain things that we are going to working on in the next one to three years?

Senator Kalter: I was trying to figure out how 3.1 became 3.1 since I have recently heard a faculty member complaining about how attractive student housing was more important than academic things.

Senator Holland: It’s broken down into categories and enhancing the educational experience and not living in a shack is one of them.

Senator Fazel: Where is the priority because everything is listed and that is number one of item three? We don’t have money for all of this.

Senator Holland: Some of them are not that expensive.

Senator Schumacher: I sat on the committee. This isn’t listed in order of priority.

03.28.14.03
From Martha Horst/Faculty Affairs Committee:  AFEGC Annual Report 

Advisory Item on April 9, 2014.
03.28.14.04 
From Susan Kalter, Senate Secretary: Animal Safety/ Hazardous Classrooms: 

Is further action needed, whether policy or other type of communication to faculty, about their rights and responsibilities in classrooms?

Indemnification Link for Acts or Omissions: 

http://generalcounsel.illinoisstate.edu/downloads/QuestionsandAnswersaboutISUsInsuranceandIndemnificationProgram092606PDF.pdf
Senator Kalter: Martha Horst reported last time at Senate that Lisa Huson had explained the indemnification program and act and said that they decided not to do a policy. This originally got brought up as an issue about whether both faculty and students know and understand their rights and responsibilities. Are there other things we need to do to communicate that to the campus? One place we could start was next year having Lisa Huson come to the Senate or Faculty Caucus to explain this to us and then how it might be better disseminated because the concern was that there are some particularly hazardous classrooms and faculty might not know they are covered.
Senator Hoelscher: The short version of this is if you are not breaking the law, you are covered. The committee voted to drop it, but we can pick it back up. My concern is when you don’t know. There are multiple examples of when the law is sufficiently complicated that you don’t know exactly what to do. That would be a really good conversation to have because none of us really have a clear understanding of what the complications are that come about in some of those situations. We need a clear feel for when we are covered and when we are not and when we need to get additional coverage for ourselves.
Senator Dietz: I think Lisa would be happy to do some background work on this and give a presentation to the Senate.

Senator Holland: I think it would be an excellent caucus presentation in the fall.

Senator Hoelscher: I am not sure we need to be involved if it is strictly an informational issue, but if it is a policy issue, we would be glad to take it back up.

Senator Kalter: I kind of understand why you decided to move away from bringing any kind of policy. It sounds as though we should start with a presentation to the Faculty Caucus and decide if it also needs to be presented to the Senate.
Senator Fazel: My only concern about the Faculty Caucus is that students are also mentioned here. If you recall, and this really bothered me when I read this, last year when we were talking about student participation on search committees, the counsel told us that we cannot protect our students because they are not insured and students have to be employees of the university before we could insure them. According to this, that is not correct. This says the university and the following persons are covered. It lists everything including students, volunteer workers, visiting faculty and committee members who have been assigned duties for the delivery of university service. Students participating in authorized internship, externship, professional practice and similar work, learning opportunities are covered. Students don’t have to be employees of the university to be covered. If they are serving on a committee or doing service for the university, they are covered. For best practices for search committees, we did have the discussion that students are not covered so it is not fair to have students on the committees. That was misinformation.

Senator Hoelscher: Do we have a venue where someone researches that issue, like Lisa Huson, and then issues an opinion?

Senator Holland: She did issue that opinion on the search committees.

Senator Hoelscher: She said it, but that doesn’t carry the weight of her writing it in a memo. I would like to do it before a case comes up. We have a question and she issues an opinion and she does the proper research and explains why it applies or does not apply. Then we have it in writing and we know. It could be that she made a mistake and didn’t see this. It could also be that it doesn’t apply for a reason we don’t fully understand. Can we ask her to do a ruling on that?
Senator Dietz: Sure. She can take a look at this in the context of what is going on at other universities.

04.01.14.01
From Susan Kalter/Academic Affairs Committee: General Education/Graduation Requirements - UCC Procedures Revisions (Dist. At Meeting) (Information Item 4/9/14)

Senator Kalter: I just sent this around in hard copy from Academic Affairs. We got a question from the University Curriculum Committee about whether or not we should change the global studies graduation requirement. That then led to a more general discussion about how do you go about changing something that is a graduation requirement as opposed to a Gen Ed Program thing. The provost suggested to Jonathan Rosenthal, you have these new procedures on how we change the structure of Gen Ed. I took that and modified it for changing graduation requirements and passed it along to Jonathan to look over. He thought it was fine. It went to Academic Affairs and everybody thought it was fine. So it is coming forward as an Information Item. 
Basically, what we did was to say calls for revision can be initiated by a bunch of different people. When they happen, the University Curriculum Committee gets a subcommittee together to sort of look at whether it’s a good idea to change the graduation requirements. There is a list of preferred ways to do this like get a survey, have public forums and student focus groups, in particular when you are changing the kinds of things like a writing requirement, Constitution or global studies, ask the faculty in that area who are already involved in the curriculum, look at comparator institution. The rest of it goes along the same lines of the committee makes a decision and forwards it to the Academic Affairs Committee. If there are any budget implications, it goes to another part of the Senate.
Senator Fazel: I see that the title for this is procedures for changes. Going back to the document we just approved (Creation and Revision of Policies), we said that we are not going to have procedures and guidelines unless they are related to a policy. So maybe we should go back to our document and add policies, procedures and guidelines and remove that statement.

Senator Holland: That would bring up some interesting issues on CTE right now because they want to change some procedures.

Senator Fazel: Would that come to the Senate?

Senator Holland: If we put that as coming to the Senate, procedures coming to the Senate, then it would. If it is only the bylaws that come to the Senate, it would not.

Senator Fazel: The procedures are not a component of the bylaws?

Senator Holland: They were extracting a lot of the procedures from their bylaws and putting them as a separate procedure document is what they would like to do.
Senator Fazel: The question is should I take this policy back to committee because if you are going to add those things, we will probably have to discuss it. If I take it to the committee, we could discuss it and bring it to the Senate not at the next meeting, but at the following meeting. The last meeting of the Senate is with the new senators. We try not to have final approval there, but occasionally we have had it.

Senator Holland: The only thing we are asking is if this should be a Senate issue. We don’t have any significant changes in the content.

Senator Fazel: That document, does it cover just policies or policies, procedures and guidelines and should we…

Senator Holland: I think it only covers policy.

Senator Fazel: That is what we thought. Now that we have these procedures coming to the Senate… 

Senator Kalter: I think we always have procedures coming through the Senate because no one really understands the difference between a policy and a procedure.

Senator Holland: If a procedure is in a policy, then it is definitely policy. 

Senator Fazel: Our document covers that. If it is just a stand-alone procedure or guidelines…

Senator Holland: Then I would guess that we would originally pass it in the Senate and then it would go to the Council on General Education if they ever want to change it. If we want to maintain control of that, then we can call this a policy.

Senator Fazel: Is there a policy in addition to this?

Senator Holland: I think we are getting into the bylaws for the Council on General Education.
Senator Kalter: Or UCC. The one that we are introducing is really for UCC because graduation requirements go beyond General Ed, but they are both External Committees of the Senate. Personally, I see no reason for you to delay your policy on the creation of policy.
Senator Fazel: So just keep it as policy.

Senator Holland: That would be my suggestion.

Proposed Agenda for the Academic Senate on April 9, 2014: 
Academic Senate Meeting Agenda

Wednesday, April 9, 2014
7:00 P.M.

OLD MAIN ROOM, BONE STUDENT CENTER
Call to Order

Roll Call

Approval of Minutes of March 26, 2014
Chairperson's Remarks

Student Body President's Remarks

Administrators' Remarks

· President Larry Dietz
· Provost Sheri Everts

· Vice President of Student Affairs Brent Paterson 

· Vice President of Finance and Planning Greg Alt
Committee Reports:  

Academic Affairs Committee: Senator Stewart
Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Senator Smudde
Faculty Affairs Committee: Senator Horst
Planning and Finance Committee: Senator Rich
Rules Committee: Senator Bushell
Information Items:

03.27.14.01
Policy on Creation and Revision of Policies (Rules Committee)

03.28.14.01
Academic Impact Fund Recommendations (Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee)

03.28.14.02
Institutional Priorities Report (Planning and Finance Committee)
04.01.14.01
General Education/Graduation Requirements - UCC Procedures Revisions (Academic Affairs Committee)

Advisory Item:

03.28.14.03
AFEGC Annual Report (Faculty Affairs Committee)

Communications
Adjournment
Motion XLV-56:  By Senator Kalter, seconded by Senator Schumacher, to approve the agenda. The motion was unanimously approved.
Adjournment
Motion XLV-57:  By Senator Hoelscher, seconded by Senator Shapiro, to adjourn. The motion was unanimously approved.
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