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Call to Order
Senate Chairperson Susan Kalter called the meeting to order.

Oral Communications:
Strategic Plan 

Senator Kalter: This was kind of an oral communication but it became a distributed communication.  At the next Senate meeting, we're going to be looking at the long-in-coming new version of – and I can't say it anymore.  I can't say it's the new version of Educating Illinois because it's now Educate, Connect, and Elevate – the first version of ECE.  Anybody have any comments about it?  We're going to have a presentation and essentially what we do after the presentation is an endorsement, but if anybody sees anything seriously awry after a full year…

Senator Marx: I like it.

Senator Kalter: You like it?  I like it, too.  And it actually looks really nice and pretty now that it's in this format.  All right.  And I thought they did a great job on this page.  

Senator Marx: Big pictures.  Yeah, that was very nice.

Senator Kalter: We had a whole discussion about making sure that these two things were at the top but that it didn't look like anything took priority over anything else, which is sort of a hard thing to do.  All right.  So, that's that.  
Distributed Communications:
10.27.16.05 From Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Policy 3.2.13 Administrator Selection and Search Policies (Information Item 1/24/17)

01.09.18.05 From Senate Chairperson: Email from Susan Kalter (Information Item 1/24/17)

01.09.18.06 From Senate Chairperson: Excerpt from Executive Committee minutes 10/31/2016 (Information Item 1/24/17)

01.09.18.07 From Senate Chairperson: Possible Administrator Selection wordings (Information Item 1/24/17)

01.09.18.08  From Senate Chairperson: John Baur’s feedback (Information Item 1/24/17)

Senator Kalter: We're starting with stuff that actually, unfortunately Mark isn't here for.  But he said, well, you're keeping me in the loop so this is fine.  Last time we talked briefly about the Administrator Selection and Search Policy, but we didn't have it in front of us.  And the big question here is what we should send to the floor of the Senate and if you all think that it's true that we can send it to an information item and then talk about the sort of things that we might want to add or change just on the floor.  And if so, should we send 01.09.18.07 so that people – or a modified version of that – so that people can see what we might be suggesting?  So this was the one that had gone to Administrative Affairs and Budget sometime last year, I think, then went back to them and we didn't want to have to send it back a third time.

Provost Murphy: Is this the one, am I remembering right – and I'm so sorry, am I remembering right – that there was a question about the AVP for Grad Studies and the makeup of the students on that committee?

Senator Kalter: Yes, exactly.  And the number of students on that committee.  What I would like to suggest on the floor is to up the students from two to three and specify that two of them have to be at the grad level and/or that one's a doctoral, one's a Master's, and one's an at-large, you know, whichever way.  We can talk about that on the floor, how they should get nominated.  You know, would it be strictly out of…  It obviously can't be really out of SGA because the SGA doesn't have that much contact with the grad programs, so what's the best way to find both undergrads who might be interested in grad school and then to find grad students who can serve on the committee.  So we can talk about that when it's out there.  
But then the other two things that, because of various types of timing did not go through the committee when it first came back to Exec last year, Dr. Krejci mentioned a couple of things, one of which AABC did talk about and rejected – and I don't think there's any objection to their rejection of it, right?  – that she was talking about trying to diversify the Panel of Ten pool and diversify the search pool, but AABC said let's not do it through this policy, essentially.  But you'll notice on 01.09.18.07 there is a KS1 where she also said, hey, you know, when I was appointing students for dean searches, I often got names from SGA that were not from that college, which is somewhat problematic, right?  So SGA found students on SGA who wanted to serve, which was awesome, but then they would find out, oh, wait, but that's a College of Arts and Science student that wants to serve on a College of Applied Science and Technology search.  Can we do better and make it so that you're actually involving the students in your own college?  And so her suggestion was something like two students from a list of ten provided by the appropriate college council in consultation with the SGA and with either the Grad Student Association or the Grad Council.  And so does that seem like a simple enough thing to ask the floor of the Senate to consider during the information stage, and then if it seems to be like that's acceptable, then it would come back in action with that wording?
Senator Grzanich: The name of ten, or the ten names would be formed with the college and SGA? 
Senator Kalter: Yes, exactly.  So it would be…  College Council would work with SGA and they would also work with the, probably most of the time, with the Grad Council, to find students who might be interested in serving from that college and then put them, you know, give a list of ten to the Provost and then the Provost would choose two.
Provost Murphy: My question is, do we need any – I mean, I agree with this – do we need any provision for a couple of our real small colleges where getting ten students might be an issue and/or Milner Library where…  For Milner Library, they could be from anybody, any students, right?

Senator Kalter: My guess is that Milner would say we've got students who work for us and we'd like to have…  

Provost Murphy: Okay, so we'd still go back to their college council.  That makes sense.

Senator Laudner: I think even some large colleges, you may have trouble getting ten.  Because we have some committees that we need one student representative and we can't get them.  And we're a large college.

Senator Kalter: What if we went to five?  Would that be too few?

Senator Laudner: Well, I mean, can you say ten…  up to?  It doesn't have to be ten.  It maybe can be less than that.   

Senator Kalter: Great.  That's a great idea.

Senator Grzanich: Have we been providing ten, or do we just provide two at this point?  Do you know that background information? 
Senator Kalter: That's a great question.  I don't know.

Senator Grzanich: Because I find it hard to believe that we would put ten names out there and not a single one would be from that college.

Provost Murphy: For the bigger colleges…  And I'll bet Janet is thinking, I'll bet it would not be uncommon for maybe we've got…  I'll bet we had the Mennonite Dean Search and I'll bet that might have been a small enough college that you could have had two names and maybe no Nursing students.  And maybe that's the one.  

Senator Grzanich: That I would understand because Nursing we have a very hard time getting people involved.
Provost Murphy: Absolutely.  Good question.

Senator Kalter: That's a really great question.  I try to stay out of the dean selections, and I usually stay out of the student selections anyway.  But I feel like colleges should have…  You know, they don't want the Senate chair intervening in their search.  So I always take a step back from those.  So that would have been Janet dealing with that exclusively, and so she didn't mention, I don't think, exactly how many names she received.  But I'm guessing that it was her own college that she was thinking of because she did the search for Mennonite and for Business and my guess is that Business, you have enough people on SGA from Business that she got names from Business.  

Provost Murphy: But think about…  Let's play this out.  So if I'm trying to form a CAST search committee, let's say that Todd wakes up tomorrow and wants to raise chickens and we're going to search for a Dean for the College of Applied Science and Technology.  And if I get ten names but only a couple of them are students from CAST, what I'm trying to do with those ten students is fill in some gaps, too.  So I'm looking at who my committee is, who's been elected to the faculty reps, and maybe I have nobody.  I'm looking at that committee thinking I have nobody here from Agriculture, so I'm hoping that maybe of those ten students all from CAST I might have an Ag person there.  So it is helpful, if at all possible, if all of them are from the college because it does give us some flexibility to make sure those committees…  It's just another way to make sure those committees are very representative of an entire college.
Senator Grzanich: I agree completely.  I know for context we've been having a lot of trouble involving the Graduate School on the SGA level, and with Amy Hurd's help, with an e-mail from her, we had some 44 people reach out to us about the position, which ultimately I think SGA just has trouble finding those people on our own.  So, I would say if you wanted to change the wording of this, I would prefer to keep the power of giving the list from SGA but basically switch them, so in consultation with the College Council.  So give us the names.  And I don't anticipate it being like, oh, well we don't like this.  But just how Amy consulted us about the Graduate School, we could get the Mennonite College to bring that similar information to us.

Senator Kalter: So there were two reasons why it wasn't written that way.  One is that, for the same reason you're just bringing up about Amy's really helpful, if it were SGA leading, then that might take out graduate students as possible students serving on a Dean Search Committee, and we wanted to make sure that it was at least possible for graduate students to be there even though we often populate those committees with only undergrad.  But the other thing is that the College Council will also be able to draw people up from their department.  So, like the dean or the associate dean will contact department chairs or what have you and say, can you nominate…  Because especially in our large college, the dean's office isn't necessarily going to know the students, but the various departments and their undergrad directors will.  So that, then, helps.  So it was partly a logistical thing to put the College Council as the one that would provide the list but work with SGA and Grad Council together.  Does that make sense?  But you're thinking it should say provided by the SGA.
Senator Grzanich: It just seems like SGA is being downgraded to like an advisory role into where we used to provide a list of ten, which I don't think we have been, but if we re-analyzed that and understood that better…

Senator Kalter: Totally.  We could say something like jointly, right?  Provided jointly by the College Council, the SGA, and the Grad Council or something like that.

Senator Grzanich: That sounds good to me.

Senator Kalter: It would put you on an even playing field.

Senator Grzanich: Yeah.  I just don't want like a college saying, "Oh, well thanks for the tips, but we already have our list of ten" if SGA does have someone that would be good.

Senator Kalter: That's a good idea.  And I can also see, if it were worded in the way that it is here, you also potentially getting cut out of the process altogether or like just people forgetting.  Because that happens over time, right?  People will say, "Well it's us," and then they don't read the fine print and all of that.  Okay, cool.  The other decision is a little bit harder, and that is should we show…  So my thought is that we're probably going to need to send a version of this to the floor of the Senate just because it's kind of complicated revisions, right?  On the next page, the other thing that Administrative Affairs didn't talk about was the…  There's this part of the Administrator Selection Policy that I call the catch-all part where it says that there might be other Academic Affairs administrators that need searches, but we don't know who exactly they are, but we're going to set up a template to search them.  And so we created two alternatives – one where we say – so on the second page in, you have an alternative where you have four to six tenure-track faculty, one or more students, and if the Provost and Academic Affairs can't agree about either the number of students or what have you, then here's what the number will be, right?  The other possibility is to leave it basically the way it already is but then add a paragraph that says, "If in the judgment of the Provost and the appropriate shared governance body the numbers above need adjustment, then you can do it in an ad hoc way as long as you stay within certain sort of proportions" and that kind of thing.  So we could send that whole thing with both choices to the floor of the Senate or we could choose one and send that to the floor or what have you.  Or, I mean, there's a third or, we could leave it alone.  Right?  We could just decide not to monkey with this part of the policy.
Senator Marx: Isn't that what the second choice is here?  It doesn't look like there are changes to that.  
Senator Kalter: Do you see on the third page?

Senator Marx: Oh, this is added to that part.  Oh, okay.

Senator Laudner: I'm trying to think of when a situation where the first description requirements wouldn't be enough.
Provost Murphy: And I hate to do the second one because then trying to form an ad hoc committee just to figure out the structure, to then form the committee…  Usually we have the time.  You know, usually…  Like, think about right now.  Well, no.  I'm thinking dean and we've already got the dean.  What if we don't have that level of time or…  So I'm thinking with Kevin I almost would propose the first one.  I worry about the second one being too cumbersome to really…

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  I see what you mean in terms of the practicality of the process.

Provost Murphy: Right.  Of having…  Oh, I see.  I read it wrong.  I'm back again.  I'm so sorry.  So, "If in the judgment of the Provost the numbers above need adjustment, an ad hoc committee structure…"  I thought we were forming an ad hoc committee to determine the new structure.  My bad.  So sorry.  It's been a long day.
Senator Kalter: No.  So let's say, for example, that we decided that the role, for example, that Jana Albrecht is playing right now as an interim needs a Panel of Ten search because we think it's related enough to the academic enterprise or what have you.  But we look at this and we say, you know, four tenure-track faculty members, a civil service member, an AP, and a student isn't really quite a big enough committee or it's not the right stuff.  Then the Provost would come to Exec, because essentially because it's a university rather than a dean – a Provost's office rather than a dean's office – and we would say, okay, what do we need and just try to stay within those proportions.  Or if it was a dean search…  Now, it probably wouldn't happen with a dean search because those are already spelled out.  Yeah, so that's how that second option…

Provost Murphy: Yeah.  I really read that so poorly.

Senator Laudner: So why not just put that last addition that you just read at the end of the first option?
Senator Kalter: Oh, so that you have the four, two, six students and the one or more students and all of that but have…  

Senator Laudner: Yeah.  And then administrator serve as secretary and then underneath that…

Provost Murphy: If for some reason that all doesn't work…  

Senator Laudner: "… If, in the judgment of the Provost…"  I don't know.

Senator Kalter: That would work.  

Provost Murphy: That would cover it all.  Rather than showing the two different options, I think we give them one option for conversation.  I like that.

Senator Kalter: Does that seem good to you guys?

Provost Murphy: I think that would cover about anything we could come up with.

Senator Kalter: What do you think?

Senator Marx: Do we still need the line that if they cannot agree that the numbers shall be XXX?  
Senator Kalter: Yes.  What I was thinking there after I read that again today was…  Actually, now that I think about it, if you added that paragraph from the other option, you could probably get rid of this option, that little half sentence, because it's essentially trying to determine that.  It's saying it's that proportion.
Senator Marx: Correct.

Senator Kalter: Okay, cool.  We will revise this and send it forward with the policy and we'll just suggest these as floor… on the floor amendments for the full Senate and the committee.  Awesome.  
01.09.18.03 From Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: AABC AIF annual report FY 2018 (Information Item 1/24/18)

01.09.18.04 and 01.09.18.05 From Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: AABC AIF Statement of Priorities and Guiding Principles Report - FY18 11.28.17 (Information Item 1/24/18)
Senator Kalter: So, I prepared for this particular meeting here, right now, today, about a month ago.  And I then put my notes about it in my bag, and I was carrying my bag around for like a month.  And yesterday, somehow, the notes got out of my bag.  I don't know how that happened.  So I may not have remembered everything that I wanted to say about the AIF report, but I think there was only one thing, which was that we probably should give a clean copy of the committee's actual report rather than giving the one that has the mark-up, right?  Since we did the mark-up at the last Exec and then Mark provided this after AABC said yes, we agree with all of these changes.  But let's not give them the mark-up.  Let's give them the…  

Senator Murphy: Sure.

Senator Kalter: So, can you create that, Cera, from this?  And we won't need the mark-up at all.  We just need the clean copy.

Ms. Christensen: No problem.

Senator Laudner: Mark made all the corrections?

Senator Kalter: Yes.  Can you see that on your computer?  
Senator Laudner: I can see if they're accurate?

Senator Kalter: Yes.  That was part of what I prepped in December.  That much I remember.

Senator Laudner: Great.

Senator Kalter: If not, I will e-mail everybody.  But I'm pretty sure that they were all accurate.  I think I checked all of them.  I think, in fact – now that I'm remembering – that's why I needed the recording, because I wanted to check it against what we had said in the minutes.  Does anybody else see anything about the AIF stuff?  Thank you to the Provost's office for sending us a very slightly updated annual report.

Senator Laudner: And Alan's coming to that meeting?

Provost Murphy: Sure he is.  You bet.  Because I'm not going through that alone.  I mean, no!  He'll be there.

Senator Kalter: Could you repeat that?

Provost Murphy: Did you get that?  Yeah, he'll be there.

Senator Haugo: Yeah, I'm sorry.  I didn't hear that.

11.29.17.01 From Rules Committee: Policy 1.18 Compliance Program MARK UP (Information item 1/24/18)

Senator Kalter: Nice.  That's awesome.  All right.  So that's ready to go.  The Compliance Program Policy.  I think we had an information item about this, but we need another one because it got sent back to the Compliance Working Group, which is now called the Compliance Committee, and they made further changes so we're just going to put it back through.  I'm trying to remember.  Did this come up through Rules?  Yes.  The other option is that we can send this back to Rules, but as I remember, Martha was okay with us just sending it forward again as an information item.  So, anybody see anything on that that needs discussion?  If not, that's ready.  
12.07.17.01 From Rules Committee: Policy 5.1.5 Drug and Alcohol Free Campus MARK UP (Information Item 1/24/17)

12.07.17.02 From Rules Committee: Policy 5.1.5 Drug and Alcohol Free Campus CLEAN COPY (Information Item 1/24/17)

Senator Kalter: We are going to remove from our agenda the Drug and Alcohol Free stuff and just move it over to the next Exec because Martha is not here and we need to take care of a couple last minute things.  The Physics Department has asked that the Planetarium – why don't you say it, David?  

Senator Marx: Well, we want to be able to hold the Wine & Cheese Receptions at the Planetarium, so Dan Holland requested that alcohol be allowed in the Planetarium.  

Senator Kalter: So in any case, we're not going to talk about that right now.  We're going to move that to the next Exec.  
12.07.17.03 From Academic Affairs Committee: Changes to the Structure of General Education and Graduation Requirements CURRENT COPY (Information Item 1/24/18)

12.07.17.04 From Academic Affairs Committee: Changes to the Structure of General Education and Graduation Requirements MARK UP (Information Item 1/24/18)

12.07.17.05 From Academic Affairs Committee: Changes to the Structure of General Education and Graduation Requirements CLEAN COPY (Information Item 1/24/18)

Senator Kalter: The next thing is from Academic Affairs, their changes to the structure of General Education and graduation requirements.  So what they're doing is just adding the rules for how you get an existing course into gen. ed., how you get a new course in a gen. ed., how does a gen. ed. task force get formed.  The only thing I had a question about here, on the second page of the mark-up, you'll notice that the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate and the Academic Affairs Committee have been struck through, and he notes this was struck through by the Executive Committee.  This was so long ago that I can't remember why we struck through it, but can anybody think of a reason why we ought to leave either of those committees in?  In other words, this is when…  The University Curriculum Committee has been discussing changes to the structure of gen. ed.  It goes to Academic Affairs Committee and they conduct a review.  Academic Affairs Committee is making recommendations to the Senate, and then the next thing says, "If necessary, the Academic Senate, the Exec Committee, or the Academic Affairs Committee can send the proposal back to UCC" (which is normal, right)?   We usually have it so that if something comes up through an external committee to an internal committee, that internal committee can send it back for changes.  The Executive Committee can send it back through the internal committee, suggesting that it go to the external committees for changes, or the whole Senate can do that.  And for some reason we're suggesting to strike out that whole process and just say the Academic Senate, and is there any reason to leave it in or take it out?  
Provost Murphy: Is it inconsistent or consistent with how we would treat other external committees of the Senate?

Senator Kalter: Consistent, I believe.

Provost Murphy: To have the strike-out is consistent?

Senator Kalter: No, to have the stuff in is consistent.

Provost Murphy: Yeah.  It seems to me that, you know, the Academic Affairs Committee, as you said, I mean, this is an external committee (the Academic Affairs Committee), so why could they not send it back?  That doesn't make sense.  In terms of the Exec Committee, you know better.  I'm not going to second guess your thought on that.
Senator Kalter: No, I agree.  Ann, are you Mm-hmm-ing?

Senator Haugo: Yeah, I am.  I guess my question was whether the sending back to Academic Affairs or the Executive Committee is implied by just saying Academic Senate because of the process that's already in place.  So, is it a process that has to be articulated in every document?

Senator Kalter: That's a good question, because I was also thinking, Ann, of maybe just shortening it to say "the Academic Senate or its committees" or something like that.  

Senator Haugo: Yes.

Senator Kalter: Theoretically, actually, we could have Faculty Affairs decide that they wanted it sent back, but I guess in that case the full Senate would have to agree.

Senator Haugo: Have Faculty Affairs?

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  I'm just thinking of examples where you might have something come to the floor of the Senate and then another committee identifies a problem that's not under their jurisdiction.  But in that case, the Academic Senate itself covers it, but in the other two cases like where it's the committee that the external one reports to, usually that internal committee can send it back or the Exec can send it back.  So maybe just shortening it would work.  Not have it so long-winded.  Say, "If necessary, the Academic Senate or its committees may send…"

Senator Laudner: I can see why they struck Academic Affairs Committee because if you read it in succession, it says it already sent it on to Academic Senate.  So that's already saying that they approved it and it's gone on to Academic Senate.

Senator Kalter: Right.

Senator Laudner: I'm not sure why they struck through the Executive Committee part.

Senator Kalter: Because you could imagine a scenario where that happens and Academic Affairs forwards it to Exec, somebody on Exec identifies something that nobody on Academic Affairs noticed, but Academic Affairs, when they get it back, says we really ought to consult with UCC about this.  Let's send it all the way back.  So that's probably why Academic Affairs was in there in the first place.  But you're right, the wording sounds awkward.

Senator Laudner: Well, I'm just saying because it says, "The Academic Affairs Committee of the Academic Senate will conduct a review of the proposed structure.  It will make recommendations to the Academic Senate for discussion and action."  So I guess that's saying if they don't approve it, they're making that recommendation to Senate for discussion.  They can't take that action.  They can't reject it outright; they can just propose to the rest of the Senate to reject it.  

Senator Kalter: Sorry, I'm now just a little confused.

Senator Laudner: So, the Academic Affairs Committee is meeting, and then they're making their recommendations to the Academic Senate.  They can't take any action other than making a recommendation to the rest of Senate.

Senator Kalter: Right, although…

Senator Laudner: They can't send the proposed structure back to UCC.

Senator Kalter: And I think what Jan was pointing out was that when we don't spell it out, they could, right?  In other words, right now, not spelling anything out, any internal committee can send something back to an external committee and say, can you please reconsider this or can you consider this new thing that we didn't think of?  
Senator Laudner: The way they have it right now with striking out Executive Committee and Academic Senate, Academic Affairs Committee, I think it takes their right away to do that.  

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  And that that's not a good thing is what you're saying.

Senator Laudner: Right.

Senator Haugo: Okay.

Senator Kalter: Which raises an interesting question.  Do we need to send this back to Academic Affairs, or should we just send it forward to the floor and say, hey, let's change the wording but keep this in?  

Senator Haugo: I think we can send it forward and raise the question.

Senator Laudner: I would say so, too.

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  Let's not waste everybody's time by sending it back.  I just want to make sure I'm going through all the correct hoops.  Okay, cool.  So we'll suggest more concise wording but send it forward so that we can talk about it next week.  All right.  
12.08.17.04 From Faculty Affairs Committee: Policy 4.1.13 Classified Research MARK UP (Information Item 1/24/18)

Senator Kalter: The next thing is two items from Faculty Affairs Committee.  I feel like we already saw something about maiming and incapacitating people, so I don't know if this is déjà vu or what.  But I think that what has happened is that maybe I saw it last semester, they talked about it and are sending it back and have good additions and changes to the maiming policy – to the don't main policy, the never main policy.
Provost Murphy: Who's BJ?  Who's the comment, BJ?

Senator Kalter: I'm guessing that's John Baur.

Provost Murphy: I love that where, "Really, shouldn't killing and maiming of human beings be restricted regardless of whether it's warfare or not?"  That's my favorite comment coming from the master of understatement.
Senator Kalter: I remember saying, shouldn't we not get rid of incapacitating?  Like, you could maim somebody without incapacitating them or incapacitate them without maiming them.  So we might want to include both rather than getting rid of one or the other.  Yes?

Senator Grzanich: What's the purpose of this paragraph?

Senator Kalter: Of that first paragraph?

Senator Grzanich: Right.  

Senator Kalter: To prevent the university from ever entering into a contract that would…
Provost Murphy: Like a government contract that has to do with warfare.  Like, let's pretend we have a…  I don't have a good example.  Let's pretend we got an aeronautical engineering program and we were going to test bombs.

Senator Marx: Or design bombers.

Provost Murphy: Oh, there you go.  That's better.  Thank you from the physics professor.  So it's just saying that, you know, we can enter into government contracts, but it should not be for these kinds of purposes.

Senator Grzanich: Okay.  I think we should keep in that it's some type of governmental contracts or military oriented at some facet.  Reasoning, death, if it's something along the lines of researching assisted suicide or anything like that, that is up for a social debate on a national context, it restricts this entirely of saying no member of the university will enter into research for the purpose of killing, which it could be a broad term.  I don't know.  It seems a little bit too vague for me.

Provost Murphy: Open for interpretation.  So if someone had an area of expertise that was…  Well, we have a grad student in the building whose area of expertise is physician-assisted suicide.  He's a Department of Communication grad student, I think.  So you're saying what if someone interpreted that to say any research at all about that could be interpreted as assisting killing.  Am I hearing you right?
Senator Grzanich: Right, exactly.  I just think it might restrict some people.

Provost Murphy: That's interesting.  I hadn't thought of that.

Senator Kalter: That's a very interesting point, that by eliminating those two words – contract, supporting – you get into an area of academic freedom essentially.

Senator Grzanich: Exactly.  

Senator Kalter: As opposed to…  In other words, it's one thing to restrict the university from entering into that contract.  It's another thing to say that faculty members as individuals cannot do any research.  Now, of course…
Senator Grzanich: Or students as well.  It just says "no member."  

Senator Kalter: The rest of the sentence is kind of interesting, right?  Because it's not research about killing, maiming, or incapacitating.  It's “for the purpose of.”  

Senator Grzanich: Right.

Senator Kalter: As in…

Provost Murphy: "For the purpose of killing" is different than "about."  Yeah, that's a great…  

Senator Marx: If they did any research in criminal justice for incapacitating criminals or something and trying to apprehend them?  Something like that?  
Provost Murphy: That's a great point.

Senator Marx: That's another example of something that might be legitimate.

Provost Murphy: Yeah.  It's a great point.  It's up for interpretation.

Senator Marx: But of course the last paragraph said you can request an exemption to this.  If you did have something legitimate like that, you could request an exemption.

Senator Kalter: We have what used to be called a Classified Research Committee, now is going to be called something else, that we constitute every year in case there are people asking for exemption.  

Provost Murphy: So, beyond IACUC.  IRB, sorry.  IRB is people.  IACUC is animals, that's right.  
Senator Kalter: Right.  It's not IRB.  It's actually its own committee, interestingly.  And John would know whether it meets at all, how often it's met.  I don't know about that.  I just know that the Faculty Caucus elects a member to it.  
Provost Murphy: Would it be worth asking John to look at that first paragraph again and make sure they feel comfortable with wording that can't be overly restrictive to see kind of…  So, talk us through again why taking out chemical, biological…  I mean, I'm looking at his comment, and I hear what he's saying, but it's a good point and is there any way that wording could be misinterpreted and end up restricting academic freedom?  And maybe it needs to be a bigger paragraph.  Maybe we need a second sentence that then further defines research that is about these kinds of things as being different than research for the purpose of.  So maybe we just need a second…  But it's a great point.
Senator Grzanich: Right.  I would also define human beings as if we're just going to research for the purpose of killing that status of, like stem cells or embryonic research could be up to interpretation of whoever's researching or looking at this.  Is stem cell research killing, maiming, or incapacitating human beings in that similar set?

Provost Murphy: That's a great point.

Senator Kalter: So it sounds like we're sending this one back to committee.

Senator Marx: I suspect there's a legal definition of what a human being is that would be applicable.

Provost Murphy: Yeah, and then we could include it.  Yeah, that's a great point.

Senator Marx: I have trouble with the last paragraph, before the one about the appeals.  "University will not enter into any contract," and as an addition, "which requires the approval of any outside person or agency prior to publication."  I've been involved in research in the past, and probably will be soon in the future, where if I was doing some work contracted from a company that was providing the funds for the research, part of that agreement might be that they would like to at least look at whatever might be submitted for publication.  And if there's something proprietary in there, they might want to say, hey, we'd like this sentence removed because it's giving too much detail.  But the publication would still go forward.  You know, that kind of an agreement I think would be okay.  All they have is a limited amount of time to make comment on the publication.  It still goes through for publication.  I'm saying they can't stop it, but they can at least have some time period to look at it and make requests for changes in the document.
Senator Kalter: Do you think the sentence actually prevents that?  Because I don't read it as preventing that.  I read it as preventing them from making the decision about it.

Senator Marx: … which requires approval prior to publication.

Senator Laudner: I think John's trying to give you…  protect your freedom to publish what you want rather than giving the granting agency the decision.

Provost Murphy: You can still show it to them, but it does protect you to say, wait a second, I can still publish this.  This is still a publication.  You know, this is still my data and I'll publish it.  So I think this really protects you on the front end.  

Senator Marx: Exactly.  I would want to make sure that that kind of an agreement would still be okay.

Provost Murphy: It would protect you, to me, on the front end.  

Senator Kalter: You don't want us to remove that sentence.  You really don't.
Senator Marx: No.  I'm not saying remove it.  I want to make sure that I can still have an agreement like that with the company that would sponsor the research.  That I would give them, say, two to four weeks to respond to the proposed publication before it's actually submitted.

Senator Kalter: Which this doesn't prevent you from doing at all.  My dad entered into contracts with, like, Eli Lilly and Monsanto and you know what's going on with the Monsanto stuff with the stuff blowing across crops and killing everybody's crops and everything like that.  You don't want Monsanto to have the ability to say…
Senator Marx: To stop any kind of…  

Senator Kalter: Yeah, and to have it be like, well, this is proprietary and so…

Senator Marx: Right.  No, I wouldn't.  I wouldn't.

Senator Kalter: So it seems like it's okay as-is, right?

Senator Marx: I just want to make sure that what I was saying is still within the context of this.

Senator Laudner: I can see this going both ways.  I understand exactly what John is doing, and it's the right thing.  But I know there's some agencies that that's a requirement.  They have to see it.  And I know there's some faculty that would say I'll take that chance.  If they're willing to fund this, I'll go through their hoops of letting them essentially approve or not approve of the manuscript.

Senator Kalter: In other words, people don't know our policy?  That this policy exists?
Senator Laudner: Oh, yeah.

Senator Marx: Oh, no.  They do.  They do.  There's usually a discussion of intellectual property when the agreement is made, and that is clearly spelled out.

Senator Kalter: But you're saying you think that there are faculty who have signed agreements that give over their rights?

Senator Marx: That I don't know.  But there could be.

Senator Kalter: And then, is it the faculty member doing that or is it the university?  Because this restricts the university from entering into that kind of a contract.  Unlike that first paragraph which John changed to "no member of," this one is "the university will not…"

Senator Laudner: Sure.  I mean, the faculty member's doing it through the university, so it's essentially the university that's entering into the agreement.

Senator Kalter: Right.  
Senator Marx: What could make a contract outside the university?

Senator Laudner: Yeah, these are not.

Senator Marx: It's a direct contract between the person and the company.

The Executive Committee entered into Executive Session to continue the discussion.  It then reentered regular session.
Provost Murphy: I would hate to ever see a faculty member get a grant and sign away their right to publicize because then that tells me an agency…  I would not trust whoever it is.  You know, meat marketing board, Monsanto, you know, Alanco, whoever that is.  If they can say, well, if I don't like your data, if it's not going to be favorable to my product, I don't want you to publish it.  That just feels icky.

Senator Kalter: And then it has a really negative effect on the public understanding of what a university is.  That you're just being hired by the company to do research that confirms what you already…  What the corporate…

Senator Marx: But not necessarily.

Provost Murphy: Well, this will go back to committee, right?  Let me give John a head's up that there are two areas that we've had questions about.

Senator Marx: I would like a little bit more flexibility in that particular paragraph because, you know, in my previous position we often entered into proprietary research contracts where we were just maybe taking measurements on some materials.  Not really publishable.  It's not publishable, but the company would be interested in the data.  And what that does, it benefits the researcher because then you bring money into your lab that you can support your…  Your research doesn't have a grant and you can buy equipment and what not.
Provost Murphy: Well, and you're not planning on publishing it.  

Senator Marx: You're not going to publish it because it's nothing that's publishable.  But on the other hand, you benefit from it.  So you should be able to enter into those proprietary contracts if so desired.

Senator Kalter: This might be invoking what we were just talking about where we want to send it back through Faculty Affairs back to URC, which is not really an external committee of the Senate at all, but University Research Council was the one that proposed some of these changes.  So let's send it back and tell both Dan Liechty and John Baur that it's not a rush.  We're not asking for it to come back in two weeks or in four weeks or whatever so that we can get them the minutes and they can talk about all of that.

Senator Laudner: This goes back to URC?

Senator Kalter: To University Research Council, yeah.  

Senator Marx: That is what I want them to know.  That there may be cases where you do want to enter into those kind of contracts for the benefit of your own research lab.  You can buy equipment and support students and you can do all kinds of things with that money that you bring in from those proprietary contracts.

Senator Kalter: Lisa ought to be in on that, though, in a sense because of the risk to the university.  Even though that may be good for the faculty member, it could, like I said…

Senator Marx: It would need some review.

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  And if people around the country start doing that, then all of a sudden, you know, not to name names, but Fox News is going to say, you know, look.  We're right.  The universities are biased.  Although in this case they may be biased in the direction that Fox News would like, right?

Senator Marx: That's not the kind of research I'm talking about.

Senator Kalter: But it could be, right?  It could be.

Senator Marx: It could be.  So, therefore, it does need some…  Somebody has to review it and sign off on it.
Senator Kalter: Yeah.  Which is what the committee is for, the Classified Research Committee, is to say, well, sometimes…  And my guess is that that's what John's answer will be.

Senator Marx: But this is implying we won't generally do that.  We don't generally want to do that.

Senator Kalter: Right, but the next paragraph says that a request for any exception to any portion of this policy should be sent in writing.

Senator Marx: Exactly.

Senator Kalter: And so doesn't that make…

Senator Marx: But it has to go through so many people.

Senator Kalter: Well, it goes through a committee that's made up of basically Kathy Spence, John, who's the Director of Research and Sponsored Programs?
Provost Murphy: Kathy Spence?

Senator Laudner: No, Jason Wagoner.

Senator Kalter: Jason Wagoner, thank you, and somebody appointed by the Academic Senate.  So it's a four-person committee.  They review it.  

Senator Marx: Oh, I see.  The last sentence addresses what I was just talking about.  If it's viewed as relatively minor.  Something that wouldn't normally be publishable is the kind of case I'm thinking of.  

Senator Kalter: Okay.  We're going to send it back.  
12.08.17.05 From Faculty Affairs Committee: Policy 7.6.3 Indirect Cost MARK UP (Information Item 1/24/18)

The indirect cost one.  Does anybody have anything about that that would prevent it from going to the floor, or anything else about it?  All right.  That one, then, will go to the floor.  
11.27.17.10 From Todd McLoda: CAST Bylaws MARK UP (Dist. to Rules)

11.27.17.11 From Todd McLoda: CAST Bylaws Clean Copy (Dist. to Rules)

Presentation to Academic Senate on Housing Master Planning process by Vice President Levester Johnson

01.11.18.02 From Beau Grzanich: Open Source Textbook Presentation 

Senator Kalter: And I was going to tell you all anyway that we were going to cut this meeting short and move a bunch of this stuff onto the next agenda because I didn't think we were going to have time anyway.  
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10.27.16.05 Policy 3.2.13 Administrator Selection and Search Policies (From Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee)

12.07.17.01 Policy 5.1.5 Drug and Alcohol Free Campus MARK UP (From Rules Committee)

12.07.17.02 Policy 5.1.5 Drug and Alcohol Free Campus CLEAN COPY (From Rules Committee)

12.07.17.03 Changes to the Structure of General Education and Graduation Requirements CURRENT COPY (From Academic Affairs Committee)
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12.08.17.04 Policy 4.1.13 Classified Research MARK UP (Faculty Affairs Committee)
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Academic Affairs Committee: Senator Pancrazio
Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Senator Hoelscher
Faculty Affairs Committee: Senator Liechty
Planning and Finance Committee: Senator Marx
Rules Committee: Senator Horst
Communications

Adjournment
Senator Kalter: So let's move to approving the proposed Senate agenda, and maybe we'll get to distributing two things to Academic Affairs and then we'll adjourn.  So, I had a couple of things.  Actually, first let me ask for a motion to approve the proposed Senate agenda.
Motion by Senator Grzanich, seconded by Senator Rubio, to approve the proposed senate agenda.
Senator Kalter: Excellent.  Just a couple things here.  I think that we could move the second action item to first place so that we can do Academic Affairs thing and then maybe do the Faculty Affairs stuff as a slate if that's going to be possible.  We've already invited Alan because, what was the quote, "I'm not going to do that alone?"

Provost Murphy: No, it was like more, I love working with Alan so much and it's always helpful to have two voices for any meeting.  

Senator Kalter: That is the real quote.  That's what I heard.

Provost Murphy: I think that was the real quote.  

Senator Kalter: Is that what you heard, Ann, the first time?

Senator Haugo: Absolutely.

Senator Kalter: We're going to add a modified version of that extra stuff with the Administrator Selection and Search Policy thing.  So we'll take whatever that was, 01.09.18.07, and modify it slightly based on our conversation and add that to the agenda with that thing.  We're taking off the Drug and Alcohol Free Campus Policy for the moment and moving it to later and we're taking off the Classified Research Policy.  Anybody else see anything that needs to be modified on the agenda?  All right.  

The motion to approve the proposed senate agenda was unanimously approved.
11.27.17.01 From Legal Office: Videotaping Class Statements (Dist. to Academic Affairs)

11.27.17.02 From Legal Office: Permission to Record form (Dist. to Academic Affairs)

11.27.17.03 AAUP Targeted Online Harassment of Faculty (Dist. to Academic Affairs)

12.08.17.01 From Jonathan Rosenthal: Email from Jonathan Rosenthal (Dist. to Academic Affairs)

12.08.17.02 From Jonathan Rosenthal: Proposed Student Leave of Absence Policy Cover (Dist. to Academic Affairs)
12.08.17.03 From Jonathan Rosenthal: Proposed Student Leave of Absence Policy Recommendation to Senate (Dist. to Academic Affairs) 

Senator Kalter: Excellent.  All right.  I'm thinking that just because of what they are, we should send to Academic Affairs the videotaping statement and the proposed Student Leave of Absence Policy for them to review.  I love the proposed Student Leave of Absence Policy.  Why hadn't we thought about this earlier?  And thanks to the legal office for creating the videotaping class statement.  I actually was just…  In my DFSC meeting this came up and I let the members know that it was coming soon, the ability to protect yourself from surreptitious recording of your class. 

Senator Marx: Audio and/or video.

Senator Kalter: Yes, audio and/or video.  Yes.  All right.  Everybody okay with that?  Do I have a motion to adjourn?
Adjournment
Motion by Senator Porter, seconded by Senator Marx, to adjourn.

