Academic Senate Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, November 9, 2015
(Approved)
Call to Order
Senator Kalter called the meeting to order.

Oral Communication:

From President Dietz: Honorary Degree Selection (Executive Session 11/18/15)/Approval of Senate Agenda
Senator Kalter: We have an Honorary Degree Selection. The Honorary Degree is given out in February on Founders Day. Unfortunately, Jay sent this to us the morning of the last Senate meeting. I said it is too late for it to go on the agenda. Prefacing all of this, I would really, really, really like to cancel the Senate meeting or drastically shorten it so that we can have another longish caucus. This is the time when students need more time. I going to kind of skip around here, but there are three or four things that I think we can do provisionally. If we go first to looking at the proposed agenda, the Employee Assistance Program Policy has already been passed, so that one is going to come off anyway. I told the College of Applied Science and Technology not to hurry with their bylaws. They said we have a meeting on November 20, so it would be better for us wait until the December meeting. Neither of those action items needs to happen. I also emailed Peter Bushell this morning and said to him I would really like to shorten or cancel the Senate meeting because the Disestablishment Policy and the Termination Notification Policy are not urgent; that is part of that financial exigency stuff. It is not urgent at all and we can talk about that because they are on the agenda for today. I know that everybody loves the remarks, especially Mark gave a really eloquent argument for them sometime last year. What I am thinking is that we should convene merely for the purpose of voting about the Honorary Degree recipients. So not cancel the Senate meeting, but basically have a call to order, roll call and then vote on the Honorary Degree in Executive Session and perhaps have the committee reports because people will have met that night anyway. What do people think about that?
Senator Hoelscher: I would communicate it; I think we all are trying to do what is most important. That sounds reasonable. I would just communicate it so that everyone knows the expectations. It should go over much better than that save every Wednesday.
Senator Kalter: I expect that. Kathleen tells me that it was my evil plan and that the reason we are going so rapidly is because of that. In any case, so that would be great if we, let’s just move to a motion to approve the agenda first. 
Senator Hoelscher: As amended?

Senator Kalter: Yeah. I was just going to say that the Constitution tells us that we are supposed to meet once a month and we have already done that for November, so I think not having administrator remarks during that is just fine. Motion to approve.
Motion: By Senator Hoelscher, seconded by Senator Daddario, to approve the Senate Agenda.

Senator Kalter: What I would suggest again is that we eliminate everything below roll call basically up until the committee reports.

Senator Johnson: Can we still do an approval of minutes?

Senator Kalter: We could, yeah; that’s fine. That takes like two seconds. Then communications and then we adjourn.
Senator Hoelscher: And then go straight into Faculty Caucus?

Senator Kalter: To the caucus. The other thing about that, we are going to have Shane McCreery to come to talk to us about Article II, which was changes to the equity plan stuff. Part of it. It seems like there was something else. That’s right. IBHE-FAC Report and an election. I knew that there was something else and I think it was the Hearing Panel faculty election, so that is going to be somewhat lengthening the meeting. Any other things about the agenda.

Provost Krejci: Just a clarification because I can’t remember about what goes to caucus and what goes through Senate. So Honorary Degree goes to Senate.
Senator Kalter: Yeah.


Provost Krejci: The DP just goes to caucus.

Senator Kalter: Yes, I believe that that was changed a decade ago that it goes because of the way it is sort of considered rank and even though it is not officially part of ASPT.

Provost Krejci: Just as an FYI, the DPs met and I met with them and they had some follow up communication. They wanted to do a clarification and I am supposed to be in receipt of an email sometime in the next week or two and then through the process. So that is coming for caucus, but I don’t know if it will be there for the 18th.

Senator Kalter: I believe that in this little packet I have a letter about the December meeting from you. University policy regarding Distinguished Professors indicates that up to two individuals may be appointed. President Dietz will be ready to make the recommendations at the December 9 meeting.

Provost Krejci: We thought we would have the decision in hand by last week, because that is what has happened in the past. But there was some ongoing discussion the group wanted to have.

Senator Kalter: That sounds positive, but time consuming.

Provost Krejci: Part of it again was some of the issues about the policy and some other things they wanted to clarify. It was not specifically about candidates, but process.

Senator Kalter: Great, thank you. Anything else about the agenda?

Proposed Agenda for the Academic Senate on November 18, 2015: 
Academic Senate Meeting Agenda

Wednesday, November 18, 2015
7:00 P.M.

OLD MAIN ROOM, BONE STUDENT CENTER
Call to Order

Roll Call
Approval of Senate Minutes of 11/4/15

Chairperson's Remarks

Student Body President's Remarks

Administrators' Remarks

· President Larry Dietz

· Provost Janet Krejci 

· Vice President of Student Affairs Brent Paterson 

· Vice President of Finance and Planning Greg Alt
Action Items:

10.18.15.02 Employee Assistance Program Policy-Revised (Alan Lessoff/Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee)

10.22.15.01 CAST Bylaws-Clean Copy (Paula Crowley/Rules Committee)

04.30.14.01 CAST Bylaws-Markup

Information Items:

10.26.15.01 Disestablishment of Academic Units Policy (Peter Bushell/Faculty Affairs Committee) 

07.27.15.04 Termination Notification Policy (Peter Bushell/Faculty Affairs Committee) 

Committee Reports:  

Academic Affairs Committee: Senator Gizzi
Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Senator Lessoff
Faculty Affairs Committee: Senator Bushell  

Planning and Finance Committee: Senator Winger 

Rules Committee: Senator Crowley 

Communications

Executive Session:

Honorary Degree Selection

Adjournment

The motion to approve the revised agenda was unanimously approved.

10.26.15.01 From Peter Bushell/Faculty Affairs Committee: Disestablishment of Academic Units Policy (Information Item 11/18/15) 
07.27.15.04 From Peter Bushell/Faculty Affairs Committee: Termination Notification Policy (Revised by
Senator Kalter) (Information Item 11/18/15) 
Senator Kalter: Moving from that and from the Honorary Degree, I am just going to skip down for a moment to the things that were on the agenda. The Disestablishment of Academic Units Policy and the Termination Notification Policy from Faculty Affairs Committee. So we are going to essentially put these on the December agenda as information items. Did anybody have any comments about the recommendations from Faculty Affairs?
Senator Daddario: I had a lot of questions about the Disestablishment of Academic Units one. Let me see how to best summarize it. The language in this as it exists now treats the disestablishment of academic units mostly as a curricular matter. The words come up a lot. For example, in 2.a, any PDAU originated by an academic unit will proceed through the established curricular steps. I think that’s right for one way that you could absolutely read this document, meaning that it will be curricular if there are only administrative changes, but in the case of financial exigency or a negative review from an accreditation agency, I wouldn’t call those changes curricular. They become something else entirely and I don’t think this document reads in two ways simultaneously. I don’t think it reads as only curricular and more than that. So I am imagining a world where there are nefarious people who work at ISU trying to get rid of units. One way to do it is to treat it as a curricular step thing that follows a certain process.
Senator Kalter: Before we talk about that, let me just clarify for everybody because for some reason we still don’t have sort of uniform process for indicating changes. It should be bold, underline to add and a strike through to get rid of. So you see some of the bold underlines, like adding the Roman numerals and stuff. It is interesting, Will, that you would bring this up because this is one of the questions that Peter Bushell asked me about to clarify some things because as they went through the policy, they were like wait a minute, most of the time this happens as a curricular process, but we couldn’t figure out he said where, sort of, does all of that have to go through all of the steps. This was a hallway conversation as he and I were both going to our committee meeting rooms. I said no because that thing in 2.a. This is where the policy is intended to split. What they read was that any PDAU originated by an academic unit will proceed through the established channels and follow the same procedures. They couldn’t figure out what that meant. So they said okay if that just means curricular steps, let’s spell that out so that everybody really knows and then if is something else, a PDAU of another sort, if it doesn’t originate with the academic unit, which implies an assault of some sort, although it doesn’t have to be. It can be friendly in some way. That would then trigger the rest of the policy. It would trigger the academic planning process and everything.
Senator Daddario: There are some give aways, I understand that, but there are some give aways later in the language that really doesn’t put any power in the unit’s hands. There is what I call hollow language in section 3.c. If the academic unit proposed for disestablishment does not agree that the unit identified in the PDAU should be disestablished, the academic unit will inform the Academic Planning Committee in writing of its decision and rationale. That’s a nonsensical sentence because it wouldn’t be a decision. The academic unit, a decision has been made about it. It would be responding to a decision made about it. It wouldn’t be making a decision to…

Senator Kalter: Not really. Actually, that is the point of this. No decision has been made. In other words in 1, it is a proposal. It suggests. Even a BOT member or even the president of the university cannot just say, magic wand. You’re disestablished. We have made the decision. And we actually had one of these in our college. We had a dean who essentially tried to get rid of the German Program. This was the first year that Dan Holland was chair and Dan pulled this policy out of the policy website and said you have to go through Languages Department’s department curricular committee, the program itself, the college curriculum committee, which you should have consulted since you are the dean in the first place, and the University Curricular Committee and the Academic Planning Committee. You can’t just wave your wand. So this protected them.

Senator Daddario: So what does this mean? I still don’t understand. The academic unit will inform the Academic Planning Committee in writing of its decision. 3.C, what decision is that referring to?
Senator Kalter: I am trying to remember. 

Senator Daddario: The decision not to agree. 

Senator Powers: It is deciding we are not going to agree.

Senator Kalter: In 2.b, the proposal has been submitted to the Academic Planning Committee and that committee sends that proposal to the affected unit and gives them time to respond to the proposal.

Senator Daddario: I guess in practice, it has worked. Then that’s the test?  
Senator Kalter: Yes.

Senator Daddario: In writing, it seems confusing to me. Who’s initiating? At what point does a response count as an active agent and not a response to something and therefore you are planning from behind, I had a hard time tracking my way through it, but if you are saying that it has already been tested in a way.
Senator Kalter: Just because it has been tested doesn’t mean it will always work, but it has worked. One of the reasons I think it works, the Academic Planning Committee is the program review committee and so the Associate Provost is extremely knowledgeable about the history of those programs. Program by program and not just department by department. It works with the chairs and faculty and all of this kind of stuff. So when they get a proposal out of left field, it is largely faculty, there is faculty from every single college I believe on it. The Academic Senate Chair, Dan Heylin is sitting on it. So an undergrad and a grad student, the associate provost and I can’t remember Bruce Stoffel’s…he is the coordinator of academic program something something. So that is a pretty formidable group of people as are the department curriculum, college curriculum and university curriculum committees and all of that. I would have made much more markup on this if I didn’t feel secure about this policy. I actually think it is one of the better written sort of sequences. It basically says in 3.c, if you don’t agree, tell us why and then we will take from there and we may very well agree with you that this is really problematic.

Senator Daddario: Out of curiosity, what is an example? Is there is an example of the Board of Trustees originating a disestablishment of academic units?
Senator Kalter: I certainly hope not.

Senator Daddario: Because it is listed here. I just wondered why they are allowed to do that and what, that’s one of those academic freedom sticky points.

Senator Kalter: Cynthia, do you have any knowledge of any of that?

Ms. James: That has never happened.

Senator Crowley: One of the things that I have lived through, which is completely unbelievable. This was many long years ago, but there was a School Counseling program here on ISU campus and it would be so great to go into the history books to see when it was established and then it was disestablished. It was like so much of a storm, a very unhappy time because we had tenured faculty members in the School Counseling department and we had students enrolled and all of that kind of thing and a big decision came that this is going to be gone. At the time, our department chair spearheaded it and it was just pandemonium. The memory that I have is that the accreditation process required certain kinds of things that ISU couldn’t do. It was too much of a burden and required such a small faculty-student ratio and the supervision hours and clinical hours and this and that and this and that. It was just gone. It was not an inside decision at all. It was basically somehow the chair was able to get behind it and shut down the program because of outside pressure to measure up to a very expensive level.

Senator Kalter: I guess that the only other thing I would say is that, unfortunately, Boards of Trustees around the country have the power to do this, but they seldom exercise it because it triggers so many problems for them, challenges from tenured professors about potential dismissals, publicity, the AAUP getting down their throat, challenges to their own president’s authority. 
Senator Daddario:  So they are checked in a sense.

Senator Kalter.  They tend to be checked. Here, the way that it works is that we are delegated our powers from the BOT and they entrust us mainly because of the history of faculty governance with decisions about the academic area and we kind of stretch that boundary with our version of shared governance to include students and staff, but it rests on these longstanding national and even international traditions about faculty are better positioned to know whether a program should, in consultation with people who know stuff about budgets and all of that kind of stuff…
Senator Daddario: Up to a point.

Senator Kalter: Yeah, I guess that is the argument on the other side that a Board of Trustees needs that power if there is a financial exigency. They need to be able to say, we don’t really like doing this but we have to cut somewhere and we are going to do it here. We will try to do it in consultation with the faculty and the Senate still and the departments. But if it is a choice between the survival of the university as a whole and the survival of this program with three faculty, we just have to make that decision. Just saying that out loud sounds really bizarre, doesn’t it? Like that three faculty could make a difference. Usually in this kind of a university, that is not the case but like a liberal arts university.

Senator Ellerton: Two quick comments. It would be taken care if the state mandated something and the example of that currently is the state changing the requirements for middle school and elementary majors and it has halved our numbers in middle school just like that. That isn’t threatening the program because we are all hoping that students will realize that they won’t get jobs in elementary as easily as they would in middle school and therefore the numbers will go up, but it does show you the state can just say, right, this is what you are going to do and it could have dramatic effects. But that was just one observation. The other was it may and sometimes is helpful to look at the reverse. This is disestablishment. It is worth looking at the establishment of an academic unit and seeing the steps that are gone through. Different, yes, but some of those hurdles, it is really the reverse of those. So it is a nice way of checking that all of those are in place.
Senator Kalter: I have said this before. I think that at some point in this state that we may have to have one of the universities get into an academic freedom lawsuit with our state. If they choose that lawsuit, they may very well win it because there are precedents that basically say government should not get involved in tinkering around with an academic enterprise, because academic enterprises are one of the foundations with the press and freedom of speech of a democratic society. So when you start allowing legislatures, especially in a state that always has a legislature from the same party, you end up endangering your democratic process and so who knows how long we will sort of just sit back. I am very surprised that the University of Illinois has not taken up more of the AP thing because it threatens them more than it does even us.

Provost Krejci: They unfortunately have had other things on their mind.
Senator Kalter: Thank you for reminding me. I have some questions about the policy myself. I am wondering why they crossed out the Board of Trustees step. Can they cross that out and can they cross out the stuff about IBHE?  I feel like they consulted with Jim or somebody else about this, but I feel like that is not possible. That if we are disestablishing a unit sort of semi-hostilely or like not originating from the unit that it ultimately has to be approved by the BOT and it has to go to the IBHE. I think.
Provost Krejci: I was going to ask Lisa about this because she does the bylaws, but it is really Jay Groves because Jane Dennis is the attorney for the BOT who might have I don’t know, but that is kind of where I was trying to fish about who would actually have purview over this. Jay is out, Larry is out and people are out so I didn’t get a chance to do that, but those are things that eventually we will just have to check to see who has the authority to do that and I didn’t talk to Jim about this, but there may have been some very, very good reasons for why and I just don’t know what it is.
Senator Kalter: I am almost certain that the board stuff is in our Constitution, so we can’t tinker with that. The IBHE step, Jim would know. So I wonder if we ought to, because we are postponing this until December anyway, send it back to Peter and the Faculty Affairs Committee and say could you just make sure you check these two steps before it comes to the floor. Ryan is nodding; Alita is nodding.
Senator Powers: I would be shocked if IBHE doesn’t have to. It seems like a big deal.

Senator Kalter: Yeah, I mean usually, IBHE is usually like, okay, great. You are disestablishing X. 

Senator Powers:  Yeah, it’s a simple procedure.

Senator Kalter: Yeah. And definitely the board. That is an interesting step.

Senator Hoelscher: On its surface, you would say that they are trying to push that responsibility down to a president. I don’t know why they would want to do that, but you know, my plate’s too full. This is in the purview of the president and anyway, we will just push that responsibility down to a president. But that doesn’t really answer IBHE. Why would you pull IBHE out of that decision matrix?
Senator Kalter: I thought the same thing, Mark, that I actually would welcome it because I think the president should be the one rather than the board. I am just not sure if that is possible in terms of the way we are established that most university boards of trustees are the ultimate yes or no.

Senator Hoelscher: I don’t what is more disconcerting about that statement that we have lawyers that wouldn’t catch that, so I am going to assume it is possible or surely. I think it certainly merits looking into.

Provost Krejci: I don’t think this has gone to lawyers yet.

Senator Hoelscher: That makes me feel a little bit better.

Provost Krejci: When you do a comment, you know exactly where it is coming from, but when you do these changes, I never know who did that. Was that the committee? Was that somebody else? I don’t know, but I do think these are the questions I had too.

Senator Kalter: So let’s send this one back. I personally did not have anything on the termination notification one, but I think we should send this one back and that way we can get those two questions.

Ms. James: What was the second question?

Senator Kalter: What was the first question that you got?

Ms. James: Sending it back because of the board.

Senator Kalter: And the second one was about crossing out the line about approval by IBHE.

Senator Hoelscher: That is the one that is the hardest to understand for me. There doesn’t appear to be any logic there.

Senator Kalter: I was at a board meeting, the one at the beginning of the semester and they approved sequences in Family and Consumer Sciences as I recall. So if they approve adding programs, I am pretty sure that they have to approve disestablishment.
Senator Ellerton: Mine was just a quick one under 8. They have crossed out all of 4.4, added a new 4, but 3 is incorporated. They seemed to have missed that. Three says phasing out or reassigning courses. Oh, okay, no. It says phasing out or reassigning facilities or properties. They separate courses and facilities, so they have tried to do that.

Senator Kalter: You might remember that I sent this to them with my recommended edits because of having gone through the stuff about financial exigency over the summer. What I had recommended was 4 that they crossed out and this is from the AAUP. If you are going to get rid of a program, you can’t do it as an excuse and then hire non-tenure track faculty to then fill all those courses after you have fired the tenured people. That is a business model. You get rid of the people who are making the most money and have the most expertise. So what they are recommending instead of the language that I had suggested there and I actually wasn’t completely solid with my language because it is very difficult to figure out how to phrase this. They’re saying phase out and reassign facilities. When you phase out the courses, don’t impact the ones that are interconnected with other programs. What I think we should do is ask them about this one on the floor to justify it because still the AAUP recommendation is still there that try to safeguard against using this as an excuse to fire people, but maybe they had a reason why they didn’t want to include that.
Senator Ellerton: They tended to talk in terms of courses and they have left out of it faculty. They have implied faculty, but they have left them out. Now whether that will work, I am not sure.
Senator Kalter: And it may be that they are looking at 8.A.1, safeguarding the interests of students, faculty and staff and figured it was redundant. I am not sure.

Provost Krejci: So that is why, just cause so that I follow, because I couldn’t follow. If it was bold and underlined, I thought they did that and crossed it out, but they got that from you some of the edits and then they crossed out yours and this is the committee’s.
Senator Kalter: And I am pretty sure that that is the only one that I suggested that they crossed out.

Provost Krejci: But these other ones might have been from you or the committee?

Senator Kalter: I will tell you which ones are mine. The adding of the Roman numerals just to make it clearer where we were in the policy. The adding to number 3 of the “from 20 to 30 days” because that is in that document and I can’t remember whether I crossed out further investigation and made it smaller or if that was me or them. Then I think the only other thing that I suggested was that VIII.A.4 is now gone. It is crossed out again. I am pretty sure. I can go back and send around the one that we approved to send to them.

Provost Krejci: You do make this much clearer with Roman numerals, etc. As I look at other policies, some of them have that and some of them don’t. Some of them start with an A and some of them start with a whatever. I have no preference; it’s just that I wonder given we are doing so many policies, there might be a recommendation for as long as possible, could you follow this kind of format. I don’t know. It looks like you tried that before and it didn’t work.
Senator Kalter: The reason I originally inserted the Roman numerals is because they are in the text, but they weren’t in, and this is not the first policy that I have noticed where there are Roman numerals in the text referring to things in the text, but the Roman numerals aren’t there in the body and am I supposed to guess that this is II.A.5. Yeah, I don’t understand what happens between the time…
Provost Krejci: In some of these there is a policy with a procedure attached and some of them, there is not. It may be just useless to try this, but since we are putting in so much energy into refining it because even if there isn’t a procedure, you could say no procedure is necessary at this point. At least it would wake people up to say we might need a procedure to figure out how to implement this policy. I don’t know and part of this is just my own experience from previous institutions and how we did policies.

Senator Hoelscher: Or we don’t hunt for a procedure forever before we realize it is not there.

Senator Kalter: That will eventually bring us to the Alcohol Policy but before we get to that, were you going to say anything?

Senator Daddario: There are many grammatical questions like 5.A, a further investigation shall be carried out. I don’t know why it’s been substantivized. It should just be further investigation shall be carried out. There are just small word things. And like VIII.A.2, reassigning or otherwise safeguarding the rights of faculty to me sounds like reassigning rights of faculty. There is a lot of that stuff and now probably isn’t the time to look at it.
Senator Kalter: What I would do with that is keep those comments for the floor. That second one, the VIII.A.2 is very important because it means reassigning faculty and staff or otherwise safeguarding their rights, and I didn’t understand the one V.A.
Senator Daddario: Just like “a further investigation shall be carried out.” Is it a noun or is it a verb? It’s a noun; it’s just a grammatical thing. When I start reading very closely, I start paying attention to grammar and it never is balanced throughout the policy.

Senator Kalter: Technically, that is the opposite of a predicate, a subject. An investigation that is further.

Provost Krejci: Wouldn’t it be great for a grad assistant who was in writing before any policy got completely passed, the grad assistant would go through and really clean up all of the grammar.

Senator Daddario: That would require people to be taught grammar.

Provost Krejci: I am assuming a graduate student in English might have mastered grammar.

Senator Daddario: As long as we still have foreign language training, we will eventually learn grammar of our own language because how do we best learn grammar for our own language, by learning another language. So let’s not cut foreign languages.

Senator Crowley: It would go with the technical language, technical writing.

Senator Daddario: There is a lot in the Alcohol Policy, some of which are quite funny, actually.
Senator Kalter: Right, they are. So let’s see. We have done the Honorary Degree; we have done the two from Faculty Affairs and we are sending the one back with questions. We have done the agenda. The fourth thing was going back up to the Student Center Complex Advisory Board disestablishment.

11.06.15.01 Blue Book Update: Student Center Complex Board Disestablishment – Inactive Senate External Committee (Referencing Michelle Paul, Bone Student Center Director) (Dist. Rules Committee)

Senator Kalter: Cynthia, did she contact you about this?

Ms. James: I contacted her asking her if it was active. She said it was not. 
Senator Kalter: So we are distributing that one to Rules. It is interesting because there were some recent appointees on that one, but if they are not meeting, and they don’t anything. Janet, this one is the Blue Book one, one of our external committees. Apparently, at some point in time, the student center had an advisory board, and people don’t anything there I guess anymore. Do you guys appoint people to that?
Senator Johnson: I don’t think we were aware of this.

Senator Hoelscher: Sometimes I wish I had them in paper and sometimes I am glad I don’t have them in paper. 

Senator Johnson: I don’t think that we appointed anyone to it though. I don’t know if we were aware of it.

Senator Kalter: If I remember correctly, there are no students listed on our website.

Senator Johnson: I haven’t heard of this and I have been in SGA for three years.

Ms. James: They went to the vice president to fill all of the external committees.

Senator Johnson: There is supposed to be a Student Government Association member on it and I think were unaware.
Senator Kalter: We’ll figure out why they got rid of, why it is inactive.

11.06.15.02 From Teri Hammer/ General Council: Alcohol Policy – 2004
11.06.15.04 From Teri Hammer/ General Council: Alcohol Policy – Changes Memo – 5/28/15

11.06.15.03 From Teri Hammer/ General Council: Alcohol Policy – Old-New Comparison Table
11.06.15.05 From Teri Hammer/ General Council: Alcohol Policy – Revised 8/13/14

Senator Kalter: Alcohol Policy. As I said in my email, I hope this is the last of the Flanagan era.

Senator Crowley: It’s so long.

Senator Kalter: I was actually quite shocked. I emailed the legal office about this yesterday I think saying I thought this was going to be simple, turns out it is not. I am not really worried about the changes in the law that were made, but the changes in the purpose of the policy and just the fact that Dr. Flanagan signed this and didn’t tell us and the students had to, I don’t remember who the Student Body President was at that point. 
Senator Powers: Freddie Alvarez.

Senator Kalter: Freddie apparently noticed that the procedures had been taken down and I believe, given the timing, that this is the thing that triggered our consciousness that we were not getting policies from the president’s office during that year.

Provost Krejci: Only seven months, let me just say.

Senator Kalter: I stand corrected, I sit corrected. Seven months. 

Provost Krejci: It may have seemed longer.

Senator Kalter: Indeed. I am sure for those of you guys who were in Hovey, it seemed much longer. 

Senator Hoelscher: I still want to get Jay Groves just a little bit inebriated and say so Jay, tell us blow by blow.

Senator Kalter: We almost had a massive exodus. We did have a little bit of an exodus from our ranks. So my biggest concern, I actually don’t have personally a strong view about eliminating all of this language under Policy, but as I say in the margin, it kind of articulates why this is a Senate policy and I know that Dan Holland had been very active on the Alcohol Taskforce and even supplied me once with some stuff for one of my classes about the direct connection between the amount of alcohol use and grade point average, grades, absolutely direct. So what I would suggest is that we simply send it to Rules to get in line. It is already on the task list anyway for Rules to figure out whether there is anything that needs to be put back in and Lisa has asked and I think it is pretty clear from the accompanying materials, there is a bunch of stuff that is just law that we have to have in there. I actually thought it was great that they got rid of whole the detailed procedures about what you do if you want to have an event in the Bone Student Center. Like get rid of it; get it out of the policy. This is on page 14. Why go into that much detail in a policy that is simply telling you what to do, but I think that Rules and the Senate as a whole should figure out if we want some statement in there about misuse/abuse of alcohol, the purpose for the policy and the sort of implicit fact that the Senate is looking at student life.
Senator Daddario: There are some really funny things in here. Can I just point out residence halls and apartment living under…?
Senator Kalter: What page are you on?

Senator Daddario: Page 4.

Senator Krejci: This is the markup of your…

Senator Daddario: This is the markup of the Alcohol Policy revised 2015-11-06. There are four of them right? This is number 8. It says in residence halls and Cardinal Court, the possession and consumption of any alcoholic beverage, regardless of age. Age there refers to the alcohol. It’s a hundred year bottle of wine. Is it okay that we let that go or is it 18 year old bourbon? There is lots of that stuff. On page 1 under 6, whether the event prohibits. That doesn’t refer to anybody, but number 7, whether the event prohibits participants from providing their own alcoholic beverages to the venue as though people were going to bring their own alcohol and sell it to the venue instead of bring it. It seems like somebody was drinking when they wrote the policy. There are just strange…
Senator Powers: It would have been great if a student got caught and then was able to read the contents. So it just says regardless of age. Stuff like that.
Senator Kalter: I would suggest that Rules split this one up and give like one or two people as a subcommittee one page or one section to look at with a fine toothed comb, but also please consult the legal office.  Although again, really the legal office should be consulted at the stage when it comes back to us and goes on to the Senate floor and that kind of thing. I think that has always been the procedure. They are just concerned that we not take anything out that has to be in there legally. That is perfectly legitimate. Any other comments about that one?

Ms. James: I think it should go to legal before it comes, because we don’t know the law, so we can’t really decide what is the law that they have taken out.
Senator Kalter: They already did have it twice. 

Ms. James: Lisa sent an email that she did not want certain language taken out. So maybe the committee should be consulting with them as they are redrafting it. 
Senator Kalter: That would be fine if Rules wants to bring her in or whoever worked on it. That would be fine.
Senator Crowley: Do I hear Cynthia saying that it should go back to legal?
Ms. James: Consult with the committee.
Senator Crowley: Oh, that is easy.

Senator Kalter: I doubt you are going to change anything, I don’t think you are going to go wild and say there should be keggers in the residence halls, although some…

Senator Johnson: Some used to bring them up the building with ropes outside into their windows.

Senator Kalter: That one is going to Rules then. The next one is also going to Rules.

11.06.15.06 From Joe Blaney, College of Arts and Sciences:  C AS Bylaws – Addition - Appendix H (Dist. Rules Committee
Senator Kalter: This is actually not a revision, but an addition. This is a new appendix that the College of Arts and Sciences would delight in adding to their bylaws. So basically, they are just adding a technology committee formally. We have actually had one for quite a while; they are just putting it into the bylaws and I would just mention that I keep noticing that the college bylaws have these technology committees and I would love Academic Affairs to figure out how that connects to all of the technology discussion. Are these college technology advisory committees the appropriate place for the faculty student consultation about decisions like ReggieNet or do we need to have one above the colleges, university wide. Obviously, if we had that, we would have both. This will go to Rules, but just have that question about what is the connection between the college-level ones.  
Provost Krejci: Mark shortly I after I got here, because I was used to a different model and I could not figure out how because the colleges were more isolated from the university. Does that make sense? Like they just did it and there wasn’t a lot of interaction about, are there certain standards we need campus wide. So he actually meets with the IT people who are all on the IT committees. But they are the IT people, but there is also faculty on those committees, often, who chair or co-chair those committees. So there is a potential structure you could use because Mark meets with those, but it has nothing to do with Administrative Technology, which is I think what we have uncovered in this last year or so about the lack of communication between OAT and AT.

Senator Kalter: I will say something that I was going to talk to Dr. Dietz about. I am sorry he is not here, but the Data Stewardship Council met last week. The Provost’s Office is pretty busy in November, so I knew that I couldn’t make it to that meeting when we were prioritizing a list of to dos of we have got to this done, but I sent in a proxy. Then I noticed that the vote ended up being almost everything that I had put in as a high priority got put to the defer until later list. I thought that was interesting. I wonder why. Then noticed that there was maybe one representative from the Provost’s Office, but not the usual group, like Jim Jawahar, Mark, Troy, Sam. I am academic representative and I think there are at least two deans, the dean of Milner and the dean of Ed. I believe all of them were absent so I thought to myself, if I think that this is a high priority, but it got voted down, why would that be. Why did the vote go through on the ones that were academically related but with none of the academic people making the academic case in the room?
Provost Krejci: I don’t get those minutes or anything, but I want to ask about that. When was that? 

Senator Kalter: That’s a good question. It was during one of my classes last week.

Senator Hoelscher: Open up your smart phone.

Senator Kalter: I am pretty sure this was the November 5th meeting.

Provost Krejci: I am just going to send an email.

Senator Hoelscher: Everybody else got it.

Senator Kalter: Are you trying to say that I should not even be on the Data Stewardship Committee because of my ancient technology?  Is that what you’re trying to say?
Senator Hoelscher: Didn’t see that far ahead.

Senator Kalter: In any case, that is another structural problem is, but that is a good idea, Janet, that we have a structure that is kind of built in from representatives…

Provost Krejci: OAT is built in, but I don’t know between OAT and AT; OAT is the Office of Academic Technology and AT is Administrative Technologies. 
Senator Kalter: Having only gone to one meeting, my observation was that that lots of people bring in requests for things that need to be done, but the people who need to do them are all in AT. So then it is a matter of how many work hours are needed and you have Affordable Care Act compliance running up against data security, cyber security running up against ReggieNet problem. So we do not have enough staff on all of the problems that need to be solved. As I imagined, it boils down to a budget issue; what do we do first.
Senator Hoelscher: Just out of curiosity and it has improved immensely because ReggieNet is now fairly stable, but does any know if we have done the transition to the off campus?
Senator Daddario: No, it is happening over break; they need two weeks.

Senator Hoelscher: It’s going to happen over break?

Senator Kalter: And probably down for two weeks. 
Senator Hoelscher: We have made great strides, but there is still some issues that simply doesn’t do. We haven’t successfully. 
Senator Daddario: We sent the survey out.

Senator Kalter: The survey has a problem. Two problems we have received. Mike is in D.C. so he is not here to sort of deal with this. One is that there is no next button on somebody’s thing, but Mike tested it and said yes there is.

Senator Daddario:  Browser.

Senator Kalter: Probably. The other one is that there was no way to save or submit for one of the faculty members. So he is like I just wasted my time. Can I send that to someone?
Senator Daddario: Technology would probably be my way.

Senator Powers: I might be wrong, but every time you open the Select Survey, it automatically saves it.
Senator Kalter: That is what I was thinking.

Senator Powers: Even though you might not have a submit button…

Senator Kalter: It will save it, unlike ReggieNet.

Senator Hoelscher: So that survey, is that Qualtrics. Is that what you are talking about?
Senator Kalter: No, they are using Select Survey, unfortunately, although perhaps fortunately.

Senator Daddario: One thing to do would be to, I guess there is no way to check.
Senator Kalter: I can’t check because I don’t have access to the survey. 

Senator Daddario: Send me an email and I will send it back through the chain that got it out there, because I was on that.

Senator Lonbom: Who put the survey up? So it is actually out there? People have received it? Was it just today?
Senator Daddario: It went out today.

Senator Lonbom: Maybe I didn’t see it. I will check my email.

Senator Hoelscher: Which survey was this?

Senator Johnson: About ReggieNet.

Senator Kalter: A survey about how well ReggieNet is serving us.

Senator Hoelscher: Gotcha. I will see it at some point. Is that correct?

Senator Daddario: Alex Skorpinski has been the one who put together via Jonathan Rosenthal and we just recently in Academic Affairs.

Senator Kalter: I will send the stuff that acsenate has received to you and you can read it.
Senator Hoelscher: I haven’t seen any survey.

Senator Daddario: It came out today. It is probably in your…

Senator Hoelscher: I will admit today has been hard, so maybe it’s in my email.

Senator Kalter: Janet, were you about to say something?

Provost Krejci: I am just sending these two things to Troy and Mark about what provost reps staff or academic reps were at the meeting and about the priorities that got voted on, but then I am also saying it was also observed that there were some problems with the ReggieNet survey. Has anyone identified what these are?
Senator Daddario: I am guessing they are minor issues.

From Senator Kalter: Policy Review
3.3.12B Appendix to Code of Ethics -Consensual Relations in Instructional Settings (Dist. Rules Committee)

1.18 ISU Compliance Program Policy (Dist. Rules) 

9.7 and 9.7.1 Policy and Procedures for Campus Mass Electronic Communications (Dist. Rules)

5.4.1 Employee Representation and Indemnification (Non-Senate Policy)

5.4.2 Automobile Insurance (Non-Senate Policy)

5.4.3 Insurance - Special Needs (Non-Senate Policy)

5.4.4 Insurance Requirements - Vendors, Service providers, Contractors, Consultants, and Outside Users of Facilities (Non-Senate Policy)
Senator Kalter: We only have a couple of other things to do here. I am still sort of sending out policies for the review cycle. We are about halfway through the stuff that is still backdated like ten years and before. You will see that the last four, Employee Representation and Indemnification through Insurance Requirements, Cynthia is recommending that those are non-Senate policies. Anybody see any reason to put those through Senate committees? I sure didn’t. They looked like non-Senate policies, so thank you for clearing those out, Cynthia. Then what we have got, the first two, Appendix to the Code of Ethics – Consensual Relations in Instructional settings and the ISU Compliance Program Policy. These are on the policy review cycle because I noticed that Rules Committee has other things on their task list that deal with consensual relations and the ISU compliance, but not these two things. So I thought why are they reviewing one set of things, but not the other. So we are going to distribute those to Rules so they can look at anything related to consensual relations all at once and anything related to compliance all at once. This is sort of back burner because I know that Rules has got a bunch of other stuff and I haven’t heard anybody complaining about any of this.

Senator Daddario: I have a question about the consensual relations one. This strange, long narrative format. Is that because it’s an appendix?

Senator Kalter: Describe what you mean by this strange, long narrative.

Senator Daddario: This is the paragraph that if I saw one in a student paper, I would say why is this paragraph so long. It seems like you are just rambling on about things because there is a distinction in the middle of this between perception and actually infringing on law. The bulk of this long paragraph has to do with how things are perceived, which is not a policy enforceable issue. So if I was to revise it, I would first not make it into one long paragraph so that it would be easier to read, and two, I would take out everything that has to do with perception because it is not something we can, is that right.  Or is this one of those awkward? 
Senator Kalter: This is a very awkward policy. I was here for four years when this came through and it was going on for like a year or two or something. It was controversial even to have this on the books as I recall. 
Senator Daddario: Because people don’t want to name…
Senator Kalter: Let me just put it this way. When you are in the English Department, there are a lot of people who are related to one another in various ways and not necessarily when they first joined the English Department.

Senator Daddario: Right. Yes, that old story. That is interesting given the whole thing. Whenever such relationships exist, faculty have an ethical obligation to maintain documentation. What would that look like? Pictures of people together? We were sitting this far apart at the table. See there is proof. I can see how that. But this actually seems to be speaking to a lot of different populations at once erring on the side of how it is perceived.

Senator Kalter: My thought is that at the heart of that is where they say if something is alleged, it is going to be really hard to defend yourself. What does it say? “There are limited after the fact defenses against charges of sexual harassment.” 
Senator Daddario: Right and the next one too.

Senator Kalter: What is really horrible though about the one paragraph is that nobody is going to read it. So if the whole point is to boil down to watch your back.

Senator Daddario: Yes, that is the full purpose, which is actually right in the middle of the narrative. That is what happens when you are writing long paragraphs.

Senator Kalter: Who is going to notice it and plus it is said in such a way that, it is buried and also euphemistic. 

Senator Daddario: It is if you count the number of times perceived, uncomfortable situations, those words come up. If it is an appendix, I can see how it is helpful.

Senator Kalter: This is only a piece of our larger Code of Ethics. Beware Rules Committee when you dip into this, because it will be, it is like must/shall debates. It will be difficult.

Senator Crowley: Delicate.

Senator Kalter: The only other one in that batch was the Policy and Procedures for Campus Mass Electronic Communications. I do not know why number 9 policies are the longest of all policies. They are so long, but these are kind of important ones, especially because of what we were just talking about with technology problems. So those are also going on the, they are getting distributed to Rules because that is the committee that traditionally deals with the number 9 policies.
Senator Daddario: There is one called MyIllinoisState.edu announcements. Are we sure that that name and website and identity is going to be around in five years? Because if it is not, then naming it that seems unhelpful for policy sake.
Senator Kalter: You have got to love that the computer policies have all of these names. The very people who change everything every two and a half years. I noticed somewhere. It may not be in these, an iCampus one and I think iCampus is gone.

Senator Daddario: Yeah, that’s the tricky thing about that. I understand why they do it. These are referred to now, but would it mean that we would have to change the policy again?
Senator Kalter: Yeah, it is one of those things where we don’t have. I guess we have, but we haven’t been exercising a great sort of Consent Agenda or advisory type of updating a policy. There are a bunch of policies like this where.

Senator Crowley: You could easily just change the terminology.

Senator Kalter: And it doesn’t need to go to a full committee kind of review, but it needs to keep itself updated and we can just say, hey Senate, we are doing this, but no big deal. If you think it is a big deal, pull it off the Consent Agenda. I think that Senate used to do stuff like that a lot, like have advisory types of notifications, and for some reason doesn’t do it much anymore, but that doesn’t mean we can’t start it. Those are going to Rules. Anything else? I think that is it for the meeting.
Communications:

Senator Hoelscher: I would like to communicate something. This Friday, we have our fifth or sixth Startup Showcase. We have 18 student teams that are competing for a little over $114,000 in goods, services and prize money. I would like to personally invite everyone. I am going to be exhausted. But ya’ll probably will have a really good time. You have to let my wife know by this week, well Monday. Never mind. You can’t have lunch anymore. I bet she would be able to find a way to get in, but at some point, she is going to start screaming at me because she had to turn her number in Monday evening. This is Monday evening, so I guess you can still call her, but it should be a lot of fun. We had 18 that entered. They will all be there to be at a table and ten of those will get to present in the morning and then there will be four semi-finalists for the afternoon. And we should have a pretty good time, so I would like to invite everybody there. 

Ms. James: I, too, have a communication. I have been doing the minutes in kind of an outline form. It is easier for me to transcribe. I don’t have to worry about a missing “and.” It easier to proofread; it’s easier to read. I would just like to know if you want it back in the narrative form, or is it a problem…
Senator Kalter: Yes, we do and it is not negotiable. Transcription of the minutes is what we need because the campus community needs it that way.

Ms. James: I think this committee should make that decision. 
Senator Kalter:  I think that it’s in…  It’s not up to the committee.

Ms. James: It is not a written rule.

Senator Kalter: It is not up to the committee.

Ms. James: What do you guy’s think about that?

Senator Kalter: It is not up to the committee. We are going to adjourn the meeting.

Adjournment
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