Faculty Caucus Minutes
Wednesday, December 9, 2015
(Approved)
Call to Order

Senator Kalter called the meeting to order.
Chair’s remark

The Executive Committee of the Faculty Caucus asked me to say a few words before we begin tonight, regarding, first, our discussions around Article II last time and, second, regarding the interactive process that occurs between Faculty Caucus and the University Review Committee now that we are reaching the end of our initial information item sessions.

I’ll begin with the latter.  Assuming we finish our information items tonight for existing Articles I through XIV and Appendices 1-4 and 8, we will have conducted information item sessions on all of the existing articles and appendices and the proposed appendix 8.  Therefore, we would be able to start the Caucuses in January with action items on all of those articles and appendices, EXCEPT for Article II, which I will discuss in a moment.

The URC has been taking in our feedback and discussing amongst themselves whether to clarify their initial recommendation and rationale, to change their recommendation and thus change the recommended revisions in the newest proposed draft to come to us in January, or to take other steps.  So when we reach the action item phase for those articles, we will have URC’s response to our discussion, plus any additional comment from the campus community as recently posted on the Senate website, and so we’ll have a revised draft to work from.  

The Faculty Caucus makes the final decision about all items, so if we do not agree with URC’s recommendation and/or their rationale, we do have the full authority to change it, as we have wider representation from campus and are the governing body.  

Most items that have been raised can be dealt with this Spring, but URC has received a few pieces of feedback from us that both the Senator raising it and the URC believe to need substantial time to investigate before making a recommendation.  Therefore, for any items that were raised “new,” that were not intrinsically related to a revision actually proposed by URC, there is a possibility that those requests will be handled off-cycle rather than this year, depending on how much research URC needs to do, but they will be investigated and URC will make a recommendation to Caucus about them within the next calendar year or so.  If you have questions about those, please email both Professor Houston and myself at the same time for clarification. 

An additional note: action items are unpredictable, as you’ve seen in the Senate itself.  Sometimes they take very little time and generate very little or no debate.  Other times, they actually go longer than the original information session.  We will be presenting items for action either Article by Article, or section of article by section of article, depending on how long and complex the particular article may be.  I will try to alert you before the fact of how we will do each.  Please remember to review your own notes prior to each of those Spring meetings to refresh your memory about what you’ve contributed yourself or from your constituents, so that when we get to that paragraph or paragraphs, you are able to check the newest revision against your own questions or concerns raised earlier.  Let me pause there and ask if there are any questions regarding where we’ve been, where we are, where we’re going, and how we’re getting there…


There were no questions.

The Executive Committee would like all of you between now and our first meeting in January to think about the logistics and needs of the ISU faculty as regards the performance of regular equity reviews per ASPT policy as required by current and proposed Article II.  What kind of a committee would need to be formed to perform this work, given that it is too much to task the URC both with conducting equity reviews and doing the rest of their work at the same time, and given that Shane McCreery had indicated last time that what we need and request often goes beyond the scope of the reports OEOEA writes to comply with various mandates.  In other words, he indicated that his reports may not be as comprehensive as we need or want.

The URC is an external Senate committee and the equity provision of the ASPT policy refers to ASPT processes, so indications are that a committee or task force performing this investigation of equity would be an external Senate body.  

· Who would be on such a committee?  

· Would it be a task force/ad hoc committee, or would it be a standing committee?  

· Would it be completely external, with no Senators serving, or a mixed committee with some Senators and some non-Senators?  Would one or more URC members serve?  Would it be only Senators and URC members with no others on it?  

· What would its relationship be to URC and Faculty Caucus?  Would it be similar to the CGE-UCC and CTE-UCC relationship, where some or all proposals originating from the committee have to go through URC and/or the Caucus?  

· Would people be elected or volunteer?  Be appointed?  If so, by which persons or bodies?  

· Would we want to take steps to make the committee diverse given the subject equity, and if so, by what definitions and who would ensure that, or is this not a concern?  Are there faculty on campus with types of expertise that would supplement the expertise in the OEOEA office?  

· Also, should the committee charge describe what equity encompasses or leave that work for them to define?  What should it encompass in an ideal world and what can it encompass practically speaking given how much time, resources, and voluntary or involuntary data we have at our disposal, and assuming, for example, division of five-years of tasks into manageable annual areas of focus?  

· Gender and gender identity, race & ethnicity, sexual orientation, disability status, country of origin?

· Salary, retention & junior and/or mid-level attrition, promotion at both stages, assignments from the chair and/or a committee assigning curriculum, performance evaluation?  

The subject is an important and complicated one.  Exec felt that we should not tackle it at the end of a semester; instead that we should put our energy into it at the start of a fresh semester.  So we are asking all of you to also start thinking about it toward January.  We will come to you with our recommendation.  In the meantime, feel free to send us any input that you may have.  The Senate bylaws are posted on the documents page of our website, if you’d like to look at those to see the kinds of committees the Senate can form.  Did any of the other members of Exec have anything else to add?

There were no additional comments from faculty Exec members.
Executive Session:

Request for Endorsement of Distinguished Professors, Honorary Degree Update, One Year Salary Report
Senator Kalter: The Illinois Open Meetings Act, section 5 ILCS 120/2 section c, 1, allows for closed meetings to consider “The appointment, employment, compensation, discipline, performance, or dismissal of specific employees of the public body or legal counsel for the public body”. Since we are doing a Distinguished Professor endorsement and we are going to have an update on the Honorary Degree and also a distribution of a piece of the salary report that I had forgotten to distribute last time.
Motion: By Senator Daddario, seconded by Senator Marx, to go into Executive Session. The motion was unanimously approved.

Regular Session:

Election of Textbook Affordability Committee representatives (two non-Senators; one Senator)

Non-Senator Candidates:

Hua Ou, CAS

Jeffrey Kahn, CAS

Julie Webber-Collins, CAS

Stephanie Gardiner-Walsh, COE

Miranda Lin, COE

Stefanie Pool, COE

Jennifer Peterson, CAST

Geoffrey Duce, CFA

Pauline Williams, COE

Roger Day, CAS

Alan Bates, COE

Eric Willey, Milner

Kathryn Wehrmann, CAS
Christy Borders, COE
Blanca Miller, MCN
Senator Kalter: We are going to start regular session with the election of the Textbook Affordability Committee representatives. There are two non-Senate representatives and one senator, so let’s do the non-Senate candidates first. Write down on a piece of paper whoever you select and then we can come around and collect those. I was absolutely thrilled to have so many people volunteer. Because this is a startup committee, I am going to actually ask everybody who volunteered, including the associate deans and the faculty associate, if they want to attend the meeting. If they want to go to the first meeting of this committee to see what it is like, they are welcome. I will let Dean Ward know that so they get a big enough room for the first meeting.

Senator McHale: How many are we voting for?

Senator Kalter: For this one, we are voting for two. There are two non-senators and all of these people listed here are non-senators.

Senator Crowley: May we lobby?

Senator Kalter: Yes.

Senator Crowley: I would like to lobby for Stephanie Gardiner-Walsh just because she is very excited about this and she has just finished her doctorate degree this year. She told me that she basically has grown up with technology and she is really excited about the possibilities of the Textbook Affordability Committee.  She would fit this so well.
Senator Kalter responded by reading the departments in which each candidate is located.

Senator Lessoff: Can I ask Senator Crowley a question?  What if you want people to have books?

Senator Crowley: I think that Stephanie certainly would say we need books, but I think that she is really familiar with the possibilities these days and I think that’s a very nice kind of perspective. I agree with you because I worry myself about if you have an author who really does a fine job within any discipline and then maybe were considered not really wise to choose. I know it’s delicate, but I am excited for our students that we might have somebody who would understand the possibilities of open source and things of that sort.

Senator Lessoff: What if you also think that authors need to get paid?

Senator Crowley: All of these issues, I know.  And musicians.  I know very well how serious technology…and maybe we need to come up with some new ways to charge. The music industry is an example.

Senator Dyck: I would like to lobby in favor of Blanca Miller from the College of Nursing. She is new tenure-track faculty this year.  However she has been on our faculty as non-tenure track and is just in the process of data collection for her dissertation and I think she is very interested in this topic.

Senator Crowley:  May I…?

Senator Kalter: I am going to shut down the lobbying. Is that lobbying?

Senator Crowley:  No, I am worried about someone who’s trying to do a dissertation.

Senator Dyck:  She’s okay.

Senator Kalter: We do have guests and it is 9:04, so if want to get to our hard stop time and also finish all of the Information Items… Do we have any senator volunteers for this committee? Senator Cox?

Senator Cox: If there are no other volunteers, I would like to put my name forward.

There were no other volunteers. Senator Cox was elected by acclamation.

Non-senator election results were announced after the ASPT discussion.
ASPT Discussion

Information item session on proposed revisions to (existing) ASPT Article XIV and Appendices 1-4, 8 (Article XIV will become Article XVII if four new articles approved) 

Senator Kalter: Let’s get started on the ASPT discussion. We did not quite get to Article XIV. It is very simple in terms of the revisions coming to us. Basically, they are changing nonreappointment to non-reappointment. Any questions in general on the right of access to personnel documents article?

Let’s go to Appendix 1. This is the university ASPT calendar for reappointment, promotion, tenure, etc. Let me go through the changes. On the first page, there is a must/shall that we are going to ignore. There is an editorial working to business days and then there is a substantive about inserting something about the note that formal meetings, which are a required preliminary step in all appeals, etc., must be requested within five business days. At the bottom of the page is what I would consider an editorial inserting an A.2 that says the timeline for appeals of non-reappointment recommendations on procedural grounds to CFSC is provided in Appendix 8. That is referring to a new appendix.
Senator Troxel: Wasn’t there a place where we previously had five business days that we changed to one week just for clarification?

Senator Kalter: We can look for consistency. I thought it was the other way around. If it was one week, we might have put it to five business days. Any other questions or comments on that page? Let’s move on to the next page. This is the beginning of the calendar for promotion and tenure. We have got an editorial about working to business. We have a must/shall. Another editorial and changing from article to section. I do have a question about that. A must/shall. A must/shall. A substantive that I believe reduces the timeline from ten business days to five business days. Also, under February 1, we have a change from article to section and that editorial about working to business. Another must/shall and a substantive addition of March 10 that in the event of a negative recommendation by either a DFSC or a CFSC, a candidate who wishes a university-wide appeal must inform the Chair of the FRC of the intent to file that appeal and actually, we need to add DFSC to that one. He or she intends to file an appeal of the recommendation of the DFSC/SFSC and/or CFSC.
Professor Houston: Could you repeat that?
Senator Kalter: So this is going on to…from the bottom of the one page on to the next page, the addition of the March 10 deadline. Although in the beginning it says, in the event of a negative recommendation by the DFSC or the CFSC, later it only says that they have to file an intent to appeal the recommendation of the CFSC. So we need to add DFSC/SFSC to that. This is November 1 through March 10.  Any comments?
Senator Bushell: Up in the section that says prior to December 15, the last edit that is there might be incorrect. It refers to Section XV.D, but I think it might mean XVI.D  like down below under February 1.

Senator Kalter: I think you are right because we are adding three to each, but also we are not changing any of those unless we approve the new articles. Actually, it should stay as Article XIII right now, but that is a good point. If we change it, it is supposed to be XVI.

I am a little confused about the article to section stuff. Shouldn’t it stay as articles?

Dr. Catanzaro: I don’t know if there is a rule about what it should be, as long as we keep a consistent convention. I think in other documents, if you are referring to the entire article enumerated in roman numerals, you call it an article, but if you are referring to Article VII.A, then that is a section.
Senator Kalter: We might want to check the rest of them because I could have sworn that we changed a section to an article and maybe that was your intent.

Dr. Catanzaro: We will check that for consistency. Whatever convention we use, we need to use it consistently.

Senator Kalter: Any other comments or questions?  

I would like to ask the rationale under February 1. This is where CFSCs must notify candidates of intended recommendations and provide opportunity to meet with them. If the candidate wishes to request a formal meeting, then the candidate must request that meeting within…right now it is ten business days. Is there a reason why we are changing that to five, especially for a promotion and tenure case?

Professor Houston: The rationale was to not extend the timelines as the review would essentially go up the chain of command, if you will.

Dr. Catanzaro: In other places, the timeframe for notification of intent is five business days and this was the only one that was different and we weren’t sure what the rationale was for why this was different, so we switched it back so that it was consistently notification of intent would be five business days for all things you would notify intent for.

Senator Kalter: I am a little concerned about that given that my department did have a tenure denial case once and I am not sure that having ten days isn’t important there and even changing the DFSC one to ten days, but I will just register that as a concern. Did anyone else have anything on that page?
Senator Troxel: This is referring to the faculty member notifying the committee that they want to have a meeting. Then the meeting has to occur presumably before the March 1 deadline?
Dr. Catanzaro: The meeting would have to occur such that the CFSC could finalize its recommendation and communicate it on March 1.

Senator Troxel: To me, that gives more time for that meeting to happen and to get scheduled. If you wait ten working days, then you only have two weeks to get that meeting in, which is pretty substantive.

Dr. Catanzaro: And the intention to appeal does not require the appeal statement to be finished.

Senator Kalter: It’s basically an email saying I am going to appeal?

Dr. Catanzaro: Yes.

Senator Clark: Just for a clarification, on the same page, it says prior to December 15 in that section. Must notify candidate of the intended recommendations within at least ten days. Do we want to keep that the same? Are we trying to make all of these consistent?  Should that be five?
Dr. Catanzaro: That is a different notification, so we recommend keeping it ten business days because that provides the window for people to prepare materials and have a meeting and have a discussion.

Senator Kalter: Anything further? Let’s move to March 15 through the end and also the beginning of the calendar for performance evaluation review. We have editorial changes under March 15, but the second one won’t change unless we do those articles. We have must/shalls. Another editorial that won’t change. A change on April 30 from provost decision to provost recommendation. That is because the provost is also advisory to the president and a must/shall. That is it for that set. Then beginning at C, there is a must/shall, a must/shall, a ten working to business days. Anybody have anything on that page?

I have a note to myself that says is 1.c confusing, faculty should have until February 5 for DFSC formal meeting. Should ten days be rethought? I wonder if that is the same thing, but I wondered if that was confusing. 
Senator Troxel: Could you say that again?

Senator Kalter: I am not even sure what I wrote. I may end up just sending this to Doris afterwards. I think that what I was trying to say was that the entire c is confusing or that we might have to look at it carefully.

Professor Houston: Confusing from the standpoint of…

Senator Kalter: It looks to me what I was honing in on had something to do with February 1 and faculty having until February 5 for the DFSC meeting. I am sorry; I can’t understand my own notes. We’ll skip that one and send it to you by email.  Sorry.
Senator Bushell: It sounds like the same point we just discussed. It’s notification before the next CFSC gets it so that there is an opportunity to notify, meet and maybe head toward appeal.

Senator Kalter: Yes, that may very well be. I think it had to do with timing and making sure everything fit in correctly.

Senator Marx: On the last line of February 25, number five is spelled out rather than being number 5.

Senator Kalter: Thank you. We are not quite to that one yet, but that is a good catch. Before we go to February 25 and on, do we have anything else for the other page?

Professor Houston: I have a question and it ties into perhaps some of the confusion in terms of following all of the various timelines. Would it help to have a flowchart of some kind, a visual aid? I am saying that not that I would have the particular skills personally to create such a chart.
Senator Kalter: I am seeing one nod from Senator Huxford.

Senator Winger: I was going to add that it would be very helpful, but I wouldn’t want to have to make one.

Senator Kalter: Senator Bantham is nodding, Senator Crowley is nodding. Senator Troxel is nodding, Senator Clark is nodding. Senator Chebolu is nodding; so let’s say yes.

Professor Houston: We will look at how we might garner our skills and abilities within the URC to be able to put together a flowchart that would be added to an appendix.

Senator Kalter: Excellent. Anything else on that page before we go to February 25 and on? I am not sure if everybody has this, but originally February 25 and February 15 were in reversed order, so we are going to change that. On that page, the bottom of the previous date, which was February 1, we had an editorial. Another one that is attached to the disciplinary articles. The addition of February 25 as a substantive., that faculty members who wish to appeal their annual performance evaluation to the CFSC must notify the appropriate CFSC Chairperson of their intent to do so in writing. The chair will respond in writing to acknowledge receipt of the intent to appeal within five days. This is for performance evals. I do notice that there is no timeline on the first one, but there is on the second one. Was that intended?
Dr. Catanzaro: I am trying to recall why that is a date and not a span of business days. I should double check this, but my guess/memory is that date might…

Senator Kalter: Leap year. This is about to be a leap year, so if the faculty member has to do it by February 25, then it would change the date, I believe. But that doesn’t mean that we couldn’t set a date.

Dr. Catanzaro: Right.  I’ll double check.  For some reason I am thinking the text to the article section cites February 25 or might, which might be why it got replicated here in the calendar, but I will confirm that.

Senator Kalter: We might want to check that anyway because then if it is five business days from February 25, just as a natural count, it goes past March 1, but then the March 1 thing says that faculty members must file with the CFSC any appeal.

Professor Dean: We are just confirming what Sam thought, that it is actually referencing the 25th as a hard date.

Senator Kalter: Thank you. Senator Clark, you were nodding because the dates overlap?

Senator Clark: Yes. It seems to me that faculty members notifying that they want to do an appeal and five days takes you to the thirtieth.
Senator Kalter: First or second.

Senator Clark: With the weekend in there.

Senator Kalter: This may have been what my note to myself was about. The confusion. I was in the middle of going through what we are looking at. We have got must/shalls for March 31. Another thing that is only going to be renumbered if we change something. A Must/shall and then in D, the calendar for cumulative post-tenure review under February 25, there is a substantive. Eliminating a meeting and replacing it with response in writing. It used to say faculty members’ last day to request a meeting with DFSC to consider their cumulative post-tenure evaluation and instead of requesting a meeting, it’s the faculty members’ last day to respond in writing. I did have a question about why would we eliminate a face to face meeting for a response in writing.

Professor Houston: It says in writing or in person.

Dr. Catanzaro: Susan, I believe that you and I have perhaps the same penultimate version because I have or in person jotted down here but not in the actual copy.

Senator Kalter: Are other people seeing different things? Okay, sorry about that. Anything else about C or the beginning of D.

Senator Winger: When would be a good time to propose something like doing faculty annual reports every other year instead of every year?

Senator Kalter: Right now would be just fine. Why don’t we finish this and then you can give us your rationale. Finish Appendix 1 and then we will talk about that. 

Senator Lessoff: Under February 25, it says must notify the appropriate CFSC chairperson, lowercase, of their intention to do so. The chair in the next sentence is capitalized. That should be lower case.

Senator Kalter: Thank you. Anything else? If not, we have got at the end of D is an editorial change to business days. A renumbering that won’t happen yet. A substantive addition under the calendar for reporting requirements of April 15. Reports of final results of faculty annual performance evaluations listing those evaluated as having unsatisfactory performance. All others evaluated and those not evaluated shall be submitted to the provost with the dean’s signature. These reports are initiated by the department/school and routed through the dean’s office for submission to the provost. So that is a substantive addition. Then there is also a change to May 1, crossing out shall submit an annual report. It says promotion/tenure. All of these are under May 1. A very small editorial change. A numbering change. A must/shall and something about sections under May 1. 

Senator Bushell: For April 15, that practice that is proposed. Had we not done that before or we did and we just didn’t have it in place here?

Dr. Catanzaro: It has been done. It has not been explicitly listed in the calendar.

Professor Dean: It is an existing reporting requirement, but giving it a calendar date and listing it facilitates better reporting. It is not a new practice being proposed; it is just a reminder being added to the calendar.

Senator Lessoff: Can I ask why that sentence is passive? To continue the previous line, it says shall be submitted to the provost with the dean’s signature. Wouldn’t it be better to say the dean shall submit a signed report?

Senator Kalter: I have the same question on the third of the May 1s. Instead of saying the fifth year review of college standards, etc., shall or must be submitted, rather, it should be the URC will submit or must submit the fifth year review of college standards.

Dr. Catanzaro: Those are two different questions. I believe this deadline is for colleges to submit changes, review changes. I believe that is what that is referring back to in the substance of the policies.

Senator Kalter: It may be, but it should be put in active voice.

Dr. Catanzaro: Okay.  Active voice is good.
Senator Kalter: And that is what Senator Lessoff is saying about the one under April 15.

Senator Lessoff: Right, it says shall be submitted. Then it says these reports are initiated, which is also passive, by the department/school. Why don’t you just say that the dean shall submit the report?
Senator Troxel: I would first add that the chair or school director submits the report to the dean who submits the report. Since it comes from the department or school, I think that is an important step before it gets to the dean before it gets to the provost somehow.

Professor Houston:  Thank you.

Senator Kalter: The only other thing I would say on that page is that I am not sure we can cross out promotion and tenure under annual report. That first of the May 1s. I would advise against that because it may be implicit and everybody might know what we mean, but it might become not implicit in some college. I would actually just put each CFSC shall submit an annual report on promotion and tenure to its college council and URC. Anything else on the rest of this?

We are going to pause before going to appendix 2 to entertain Senator Winger’s suggestion. You want to give us your rationale?

Senator Winger: It’s busy work. I have talked to a lot of people and everybody thinks that’s a good idea. This is my first tour on a DFSC and I am in shock about how much work my chair has to do composing the letters with the hyper-conscientiousness as he does. I see it as a form of torture, it’s Kafkaesque. Never mind the fact that we have to fill them out every year. I can see the rationale for doing it every year for pre-tenure, but once somebody gets tenure, and I would add also that I think it is best to actually to do your course reviews at the end of the semester. I don’t remember what I taught last spring. It is going to be tough. I would say that those things might be due to the department two weeks after the end of the semester, but your overall faculty annual report, if it were staggered so that the DFSC had to do half as many in a year and you did them every other year, I can see gains and I can’t imagine many losses.
Professor Dean: They are used to make salary determinations also and merit pay. It’s hard to remember that when there is not much on the table to divide.

Senator Winger: You could just double down on the previous two-year report on the off year.

Senator Kalter: My sense is that this will cause a larger debate than 9:45 will allow for.

Senator Winger: Fair enough. I just thought I would throw it out there.

Senator Kalter: But what I would suggest is that, also, it is one of those things that if URC were to consider it, it could not do it within the January 2017 deadline. So we can say can you consider this. Let me see how many people would want to have them consider that. How many people are in agreement with Senator Winger that it should be considered?

Senator Winger: Without voting on it.

Senator Kalter:  Yes, without really voting on it.  But are there other people thinking along the same lines?
Senator Daddario: In general, it is important to reconsider things that have become habitual. So it is only happening out of lack of thought, then that is a reason to bring it up. 

Senator Bushell: I think it might be happening out of habit but mostly because of salary. That is the big structural thing that is there. We need some kind of review, but I think emotionally we all think, we are doing it again? Can we wait another year?

Senator Huxford: I think it is a great idea if it wasn’t for the salary. But I think the salary thing kills it dead.

Senator Kalter:  Am I the only one in the room that values it a little bit?  I kind of like it.

Senator Clark: This is an issue that has come up in my department’s review in the last couple of years about the need for faculty who are fully promoted or tenured and promoted and the need for an annual review and some discussion about how an annual review might be revised and shortened.

Senator Kalter: Yes, I think that is a much more productive question, actually.
Senator Clark: So I would say to have investigation about how this process could be moved with some discussions would be welcomed by most units.

Senator Kalter: One of the reasons why I value it is because other employees at the university used to have annual reviews and sometimes they don’t and that has caused problems in both the AP and the civil service ranks because that also means that you don’t get opportunities for promotion and professional development. So it is actually kind of valuable that we get to do it every year. It is kind of a we get to do it rather than, at least in my opinion.

Senator Gizzi: I also think it is important to realize that there is a lot of variety in how it is done from department to department and in my department, for annual merit, we used to submit binders of a lot of stuff. Now we have it down to a small manila folder that is a much more simplified process and it isn’t really a huge burden anymore. Tenure and promotion is different, but that is not what we are talking about with the merit process.
Senator Kalter: In a lot of ways, what you are talking about is a procedural issue that can go with training that Sam does and comes out of the Provost’s Office in general of chairs and what they should advise their faculty. We found out a lot when we got an interim chair about that process.

Provost Krejci: I just want to say that I think it depends on the goal and the goal I think for evaluation is to develop and to also reward at some level and so I would hate to see them not be there. I don’t think we do enough development to begin with. The issue of the length of these annual reports is really an issue, not only for those who are fully promoted, but for young tenure-track members who have told me, from many departments,  that they can spend 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 days fully preparing this and that is a disservice to our faculty. Would hate to get rid of them; love to see them very pointed to the goal.

Senator Kalter:  For sure.  When I first came and all through my assistant professor years, I spent an entire week on them.

Senator Wortham:  Yes.

Senator Kalter:  Now I think that it was ultimately helpful to have that record going into the tenure process, but I’m not sure that it was all necessary.
Senator Crowley: On page 73, I just have a clarifying question. Why is April 15, May 1 repeated?  Is it necessary to have those dates repeated?

Professor Dean: The May 1 dates are repeated because they are actually referring to distinct separate types of reports that need to be made. So rather than keep them all on one paragraph with one date, they are separated out so that each entity responsible for making a report knows and it is called to their attention.  They can check that off as they are accomplishing it.
Senator Kalter: Anything else on the calendar, Appendix 1? We are going to start Appendix 2. I sent around a little markup copy of this one, at least of the first paragraph. Anybody have any questions on that first paragraph? I also sent around a little editorial about the first paragraph. “Committing the sin of nominalization.” Does anyone know what I am talking about? Any questions?  Any agreement/disagreement?
Senator Cox: It’s about your marked up copy. In the last sentence, departments/schools must consider a demonstration of quality of accomplishment and a standard of excellence as they select specific guidelines and criteria for evaluation. I find that troubling in my own department. We don’t have specific guidelines, so I wonder if you can elaborate on how we can lead departments and schools.

Senator Kalter: That is a very good question because, Sam, correct me if I am wrong, I don’t remember any departmental ASPT discussions about quality of accomplishment, standards of excellence, that match up to this appendix, at least. We have recently had something like that in my department, but it is after 15 years of...

Dr. Catanzaro: I am reading this and thinking that it is an aspirational kind of statement and the specific, and this could be clearer. I think the intention is that the word specific is intended to signify in this context that Politics has their own guidelines and criteria. English has their own, etc. Not so much that the guidelines themselves are so specific, but that they’re unique to each department and school. Maybe unique is a better word there than specific.

Senator Kalter: Would it be the URC’s function or the CFSC’s function to encourage departments to have that conversation?

Dr. Catanzaro: It would be a CFSC function because CFSC reviews and approves DFSC guidelines, which don’t come to URC unless there is some dispute that requires URC to render a policy interpretation.

Senator Kalter: So essentially, a member who feels that that conversation needs to be started in a department, if they not getting anywhere, they can go to their CFSC and ask for that to be encouraged for all departments?

Senator Cox: I wonder if that needs to be clarified here in the language that we are referring to the unique guidelines of departments and schools or is it something that I misread.

Senator Kalter: It would be a great idea to say something about the CFSC there and how they have responsibility for making that part happen.

Senator Lessoff: You worry about the word specific. What about particular? It doesn’t have the same connotation. Unique is kind of an overused word. Particular is like “their own.”
Senator Troxel: Or department/school specific guidelines.

Senator Cox: I read it in a different way, but if it were clarified maybe others….

Senator Lessoff: They set their own guidelines and criteria for evaluation.

Senator Cox: And then again, the addition of the CFSC’s role in reviewing specific guidelines should be somewhere.

Senator Kalter: I think that’s a very good idea. We have just hit 9:45. Do we want to keep going or do we want to stop?

Professor Houston: I guess my concern is that if we take out the word specific, would we really want to encourage the guidelines, I do think it would be helpful to add the CFSC, but wouldn’t we want the guidelines to be specific? Would not having that language, would it lend itself to ambiguity?
Senator Rich: May I suggest discipline specific to reflect what Sam’s understanding if that is the intent to make it discipline specific. That might solve Senator Cox’ concern.

Senator Kalter: That might work, but for departments like mine, we have about five disciplines so just to caution the URC about that. It could be discipline and sub-discipline or something like that.

Senator Lessoff: You could just get rid of the adjective and it would be just as good and say select guidelines and criteria for evaluation.

Senator Kalter: What we are going to do is have this in January. We will decide whether or not we want to start with this in January, but we are going to do Appendix, 2, 3, 4 and 8 in January or later and then start the action items. We are going to have the must/shall debate in January too.

Discussion Continued: Election of Textbook Affordability Committee representatives (two non-Senators; one Senator)

Senator Kalter: We have a tie. It is Stephanie Gardiner-Walsh and we have a tie between Roger Day of Math and Eric Willey of Milner.
By a show of hands, Roger Day received 17 votes and Eric Willey received 6 votes. Roger Day was therefore elected as the second non-senator member of the committee.
Adjournment
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