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Call to Order

Senator Kalter: I just want to call the meeting to order, and I just want to let you know a couple of announcements first. They’re not, Oral Communications is not on here, but, first of all I did ask, because the President wasn’t going to be here, I did ask the President’s administrative assistant to forward this stuff both to LJ and to the Legal Office so they would know.  So Lisa might also join us for this conversation. So that’s one thing. 
(Lisa Huson arrives.)
Senator Kalter:  Second thing is Kathleen won’t be here. She wasn’t able to come today. Third is there is an extra help person that is going to come in to cover Cynthia’s duties. That man is starting tomorrow, his name is Adam Raboin. I hope I’m pronouncing that correctly because I actually didn’t ask him how to pronounce it. But, Adam Raboin. So if you start seeing his name, please welcome him. He’s extra help so he’s going to be here only 25 hours a week, as opposed to a full time job. But, we’ve got somebody to come in to start covering that stuff. Okay, so those are three announcements. 
Senator Krejci:  Did the transcription service work, or not?

Senator Kalter:  Yes, absolutely.  We have transcriptions. We don’t have a proofread transcription yet. Apparently there was one that came in three different parts. So we’ve got to format and put it together and stuff, but hopefully that will be part of what we’re doing tomorrow and Thursday, Friday. And next week it’s sort of, my schedule next week is awful. So hopefully Tuesday, Thursday, Friday will be a good training and then we’ll be launched sort of. The other thing I was going to say, we can kind of start, but I think we should go out of order because not only does the Provost have to get to the Tree Lighting, but at least one of our guests has to get to the Tree Lighting. What’s that?
Vice President Johnson: Kick Off, Tree Lighting.

Senator Kalter: Oh, Kick Off, oh. Gotcha.
Senator Hoelscher: So, have we ever gone in order?
(Laughter)
Senator Kalter: Not since I’ve been chair.  What happens, by the way, is these things get on the agenda in the order received, but that’s not necessarily the order of importance. 
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Senator Kalter:  So I’ve got something to say about our agenda and those materials that are first, but let’s start with the Student Government Association stuff. And I just want to say a couple of things about this before turning it over. Overall, I really support this initiative, the inquiry into the matter, especially how the Code and the processes of SCCR are implemented. I do disagree with the characterization in the first bullet point that the Code was hastily approved. I wouldn’t necessarily disagree that we were being asked to rush it. Right? I would agree with that, but we got to remember that the record shows differently. That we did not rush it through. That we gave ample opportunity for people to stop the process. The SGA had the opportunity themselves twice to stop the process. When asked, nobody asked for it to be tabled for a year or what have you. Nobody made that inquiry. So I do not believe that we curbed necessary questions or chilled essential debate. In fact, I kind of anticipated that it would be talked about last year. So I just want to gently say that I do not agree with that part. I do think that the rest of the questions are framed in a way that I would concur with, and I know that Senator Gizzi disagrees with me. We’re going to have to agree-to-disagree on this one. 
Senator Gizzi: For the record, I disagree with that. I feel that there was a lot of implicit pressure to push that through, and then that was what made that. It did chill some of the discussion that would have and could have happened if it wasn’t under that pressure.

Senator Kalter: I would say that I had many, many Senators coming up to me after each debate saying “we don’t see any issue here… we’re not hearing the problem.” That may have been because there is more about the process than the policy itself.  It’s hard to say. So I will hand it over to Dan, to Kyle, to Beau, and to Morgan to say what you want.
Senator Heylin: Awesome. Thank you. So I’ll give you a general overview and then I can even address some of the… our first two bullet points. So I think a big thing is that we really want everyone to be aware that we’re not trying to create any kind of extra work or extra headaches for people. We think that what we have outlined in our grievances and then also in the committee are very big problems for the student body here. And we really hope to go through the correct processes and the shared government process to alleviate some of those concerns.  Our main goal is to create this Student Conduct Code Review Committee, to create a structured conversation about whether or not our current Code of Conduct is beneficial and is really doing what it needs to be doing, and having the best interest of students at hand. So that’s the overall goal. 
The Declaration of Grievances, which we titled it, that’s just an introductory rationalization for why we’re going through this process. Just an overview and a history of that is that myself, Beau, Ryan Powers, the Student Trustee, and then Matt Porter, our former Chief-of-Staff from last year, started discussing these concerns in the Spring semester of last year. Throughout the spring and over the summer this is what we’re working on and continually discussing. And it kind of turned into this Declaration of Grievances as well the Code of Conduct. So I won’t go through the entire Declaration or the Code, and I’d be happy to take questions if people have it. 
But to really quickly address your point, Susan, when we were looking through the minutes, there were some statements that we saw where… Dr. Munin on April 18th said in response to Senator Gizzi, “The problem that presents for us is that it would literally be a year because even to bring this up in the fall and have it pass in the fall, there are substantive changes that require the retraining of staff and the recreating of processes that we need in the summer in order to make it happen. I want the absolutely best Code for students, and I think this is what we have before us. I want the students that we have at ISU next year to benefit from this Code.”  Senator Paterson also on February 4th said “We wouldn’t be able to impose a new Code in the middle of an academic year. So it is something that we have to do at the beginning of the year, so if it goes beyond May then it will be another year before we can put this in place and may force us to do some processes that don’t fit with the current Code. Some of that is legally, some of that is process oriented.” 
So looking back at the minutes, and I’ve read over all these minutes many times, more than I probably wish to admit. Those are some of the statements, at least for student senators, where we didn’t really want to go against the urgency that the administrators were placing. So that’s kind of from a student perspective as well as at the time I was a sophomore and it was my first semester on Student Government. I would say because of Student Government I’m a much different man than I was back then, which is why they are coming up now instead of last semester or last year. If there are general questions, I’d love to answer them and provide further rationalization for the process we’re going through. 

Senator Hoelscher: I’m just guessing at all of this. I perceived a real need last year and we passed it and that brought us into compliance with a lot of things. Yea, us.  But it does make sense to me that… is this going to be difficult to reopen and just give serious consideration to and maybe let it be Student Government driven and say “OK, work with Legal and here’s why we have this, and here’s why we don’t like it”? I mean is that… you know, forget about the past.

Senator Grzanich: Yes, and basically that exactly what we’re trying to accomplish. Where we did look at the Code itself, we did try to decipher it amongst the group of students who are actively trying to pursue it. But, at the end of the day, we decided it wasn’t right for us, and it wasn’t our place to edit it on our own. That’s why we wanted to create the committee so we can establish the dialogue that is so desperately needed in terms of deciding where change would be needed and where change could even happen in case of legal… making sure that we are in compliance with those regards. So basically I think the committee itself would be that kind of open dialogue.
Senator Kalter: I just want to say before anybody else talks. Please say your name if I don’t say it when we talk, and that that was Beau Grzanich who just spoke, for the tape because the new person is not going to know that.
Senator Heylin: I should have talked a little bit more about the committee itself. So the committee is going to be as it says an ad hoc committee with a one-year term. And the reason we did that is, I guess a lot of my rationalization happened from my experiences over the summer.  I know Susan knows this, but I interned for the Secretary of Education Beth Purvis. And one of the main things she instilled in me was that good policy is always driven by good data. And then that is kind of what I think Beau was alluding to when, we did kind of have our changes in mind that we wanted to see, and we were kind of debating, should we propose certain changes to the Senate or how should we go about this. It was from having a lot of discussions with Beth Purvis where she really instilled into me the importance of data, and I think you see that. And the first two functions of the committee itself is that they’re going to be analyzing student data, and they’re going to be analyzing financial data, and the processes within SCCR so that we have informed, fact-based, data-driven changes that the committee itself will be proposing. 
Senator Gizzi: For full disclosure, the students came to me, I think it was Ryan initially, and the two of you came to me last spring, in May, and asked if we could sit down and talk about the Student Code. And I was on sabbatical but we did, and I remember we talked for about an hour. And we talked about the idea of how to approach this, and I suggested to do your homework. That was my first thing.  I said look at other codes and see what’s going on and stuff like that. And then over the, by the end of the summer we met again and came to the conclusion that you weren’t ready to make changes to the Code. And then you suggested this approach, which I thought was remarkable. I really liked this because it seemed to me on the one hand there’s the issue of the theory underlying the Code. And on the other hand there’s the practice in terms of how the Code is implemented. And I believe a lot of the criticisms have to do with how the Code is implemented. This sense of unfairness that is perceived by many students that have faced disciplinary hearings. The fact that police reports by themselves automatically… even in the student planner that went out to students at the beginning of the semester… handed out to anybody at Festival, there’s actually a page in there that says “What happens in Normal, doesn’t stays in Normal. This isn’t Las Vegas.” It says “If you get a drinking ticket from the Normal PD, you’re getting one from us.” It was very crass in many ways… and bold actually.  It raised issues about practice that I thought were valid questions. 
And then when they sent me the full proposal I did make some suggestions for the committee to make sure it seemed balanced. But in the end I thought this was a remarkable effort by the Student Government to create an approach that I think would be beneficial for everybody. It would take time. It won’t make changes right now. It will take over a year to look at what’s going on, because when we asked for information a year and a half ago we got some of it, but I don’t think we got all of it. And to be honest, the one week when the Senate met, when some of the responses came back, I was in DC. I wasn’t even there. So the minutes would have been a lot different if I had been at that discussion on some of the issues. But regardless I think this is a great thing, and we should encourage it. I think this is true shared governance and it shows the role that our Academic Senate has the real potential, the Student Government and the Faculty Caucus together and we can have a reasoned, intelligent discussion about this over the course of the next year as a campus.
Senator Hoelscher: And then I guess the only other question is “Do we have the logistics?” and “Does it sound like a good idea with the administration and Legal?” The only thing I, the dichotomy between this and somebody outside the window chanting “hell no, we won’t go.” I just love it.  I like it a lot better this way. And everybody is recommending a reasoned, patient approach. And by the way I did hear my voice say “patient approach” and that’s not what I’m known for. But, so if we have the logistics for it, I would recommend we go this careful path.

Senator Kalter: Should I step in, or does anybody else…? I have some concerns, but not with the proposal. “Gosh, I open this up and there’s a Senator Kalter who says I think that the students should own their Code of Conduct, and should have responsibility for its review on a regular basis.”
(Laughter)
Senator Heylin: I have it highlighted in mine.

(More laughter)

Senator Kalter: So one question that I have, that we will put to the side and then come back to, is should this committee be formed by the Senate or should it be formed by the SGA? And, I see that one of the rationales for forming it is exactly what Dr. Gizzi just said. That we want to have a mixture of faculty, students, staff. However, it’s an interesting question that I would just like to throw out there. 
Second one that I wrote down, and unfortunately because of Cynthia being out, I haven’t had the chance to research this yet. What we call now the University Appeals Board which is if you go through a process and then you want to have a hearing you go through the hearing. And that was an interesting reminder, reading through the minutes, that what was said there is we don’t have enough staff to do the number of hearings that you might be asking for. Well that’s a really serious problem with our process, because then that essentially discourages people from going through a shared governance process and that is troubling. 
What I am getting to is that first there is the administrative discussion and then eventually perhaps a University Hearing Panel and then what we now call the University Appeals Board is after the hearing.  That board went through three transformations in name. One, it’s now the University Appeals Board; it was Students Appeals Board. Before that it was called SCERB, a horrible name, but what it meant was Student Code Enforcement and Review Board. In other words, it used to be, and I remember arguing about this two years ago that they actually wanted to take that out of the description. That there was any form of, any need for that board to be a review board for the Code. I can’t remember where that ended up. I may have lost that debate, but I mentioned to Art “that’s really troubling to me.” It’s really troubling that we would be evacuating that function, and essentially giving it to either the Vice President or the Dean of Students or a combination. That should remain a shared governance process. So one of questions I have is “Why is this question not already on the books as the review is supposed to be happening in the SCERB?” So is it even necessary to set up a new committee rather than charging the University Appeals Board with going through this process. It may very well be even if it is their responsibility because this is kind of a unique set of circumstances. But that is another question. 
The third thing is there are going to be complications given some of the legal changes that have happened over the last couple of years, especially with Title IX. So even if we end up, for example, with number 3, “We strongly disagree with the notion that the formal rules of due process, procedure, or technical rules of evidence are applied to criminal and civil court and the low standard for guilt.” We may have control over some of those. We may not have total control every single place where the Code applies those. So that will be a very interesting discussion.  I have marked there “Lisa.”  I have marked next to number 4 and number 5 “LJ.” “We are gravely concerned that a student can receive an interim suspension based solely on a police report with no appeals process. This is an egregious undermining of due process. And then number 5 is “We rebuke the notion that a police report is an objective confirmation of guilt and is sufficient evidence to prove the wrongdoing of a student.” So there are going to be some complications, but that’s the point of talking it through. Before I go to Mike I wanted to ask if LJ or Lisa had anything you wanted to say after reading this, the materials that we sent. And you don’t have to say anything.

(Laughter)

Vice President Johnson: I think ongoing review of policy is a good thing. It’s supposed to happen on an annual basis, and to engage the campus community in order to do so. Yeah, that’s appropriate. So I have no argument with that. Actually I invite and I say “welcome to my world” as it relates to the educational process in order to get at what might be good best practice for this campus community. I think maybe through that process of looking at what other institutions are doing, what is best practice, what are we legally bound to do; I think in the end you are going to come up with probably the same conclusions that may already exist. And others, you know what, there may be some flexibility because, guess what, campuses do do things a little bit differently. Some campuses don’t believe in double dipping as it relates to fines, both internally and externally to an institution. So there may be some things that as a campus community we might be like you know what, yeah we got some room for some changes here and we have some new recommendations, but for these others it makes a lot of sense based on the human capital that we can actually put into this, that there might be different standards by which we can’t go to letter of the law within the court systems and so on.  But I think the educational process for however long it takes is probably a good one. I guess I would have questions, just as you’re raising, because again, new kid to the table and to the block. I’m not sure what already exists and if there are structures that are already in place that are supposed to be doing this and that we should have and could be going through, then unless it’s bad, why are we reinventing the wheel? Or if it’s not sufficient, then maybe this new proposal of means by which we address in order to get feedback from the community is... I can’t answer without some additional feedback from my Dean of Students folks and some other individuals who have been around a little bit longer than myself. 
Senator Kalter: Lisa, before you go; Mike, it sounds like you wanted to say something.

Senator Gizzi: Yeah, I think something here… I don’t see necessarily the list of grievances as what has to drive the committee. I think the committee should… that’s more of a preface, or why we did this… these were the concerns that the students had. And, it seems to me that the committee that they propose is given specific tasks and they can choose to look at those lists of grievances, but I don’t see that that is what necessarily drives that. I think the bigger question for Exec is more “does this go to the Academic Affairs Committee or can this come from the Student Government directly to the Senate as an information item?” I don’t think we have to debate the full… It’s a question of what, how to process this? And I agree, not everything. And I know that it’s not a criminal code, I know it’s a student code of conduct. I’ve also been vocal about criticisms about it. I’m perfectly honest with you. But, what I see here is a very well-reasoned document that came from… that was signed by every member of the student government; the SGA. And it seems to me why not let that go to the Senate and say create the committee? The committee isn’t going to cost much other than… yeah there will be some staff costs and asking them to collect some information. But we do that all the time, alright? The Senate asks Academic Affairs to provide information all the time. So I don’t see that that is a fundamental stumbling block. And I think it’s absolutely essential that this come through shared governance, through the Senate, not as an SGA thing. Just as you wouldn’t have… it’s one thing to do an internal review of your activities within a department but the idea is here to say “this is campus-wide and this is something that students have said very clearly in one voice is important to us.”
Senator Kalter: Can you articulate a little bit more what the reason is for that, because I think I’m getting it but, and I think I agree with you, but are you saying…

Senator Gizzi: The reason for what?

Senator Kalter: The reason for it going through Senate. Is this to make everybody aware that this process is going through instead of having it be just the students?
Senator Gizzi: I think it’s absolutely essential because first off it’s calling for a committee that consist of members that’s appointed by… that has members of the faculty… what does it say?

Senator Walsh: Three faculty voting members. 

Senator Gizzi: Three faculty voting members, two Senators, one non-Senator; three student voting members, two Senators, one non-Senator; two Division of Student Affairs staff members selected by the Vice-President of Student Affairs… that one could be you if you wanted it to… ex-officio member… oh no, it couldn’t because you’re an ex-officio member… Director of Student Conduct and Conflict officer or designee, Vice President of Student Affairs or designee, Director of Housing or designee, and Chief of Illinois State University Police or designee. So it’s created a structure that looks a lot like other committees that we’ve done. I think it has to go through Senate, because I don’t, the Student Government could not appoint those people to it; we can. So I would move we send this to the full floor, the floor of the Senate as is. It’s unanimously approved by the Student Government. I don’t think it needs to go to the committees.
Senator Hoelscher: Ready for a second?

Senator Kalter: Not quite, because I want to have Lisa be able to say… anything.

Ms. Huson: Yeah, I had a couple of comments. This is not a legal thing, it was just, when you were talking about SCERB, and I don’t know the answer to this. I don’t know whether they actually reviewed the Code. You know what I mean? Whether that, whether those, the acronym, Student Code Enforcement Review Board, I mean I could see them also just having that be enforcement and review of the decision. I don’t know whether they actually reviewed the Code. Just an observation from somebody on the outside, that’s what I thought about when you said that. As an aside, and this isn’t my business, but the Student Code when they work on changes, doesn’t it typically come from the students and then go to the Senate? Or do they usually do it like that? I’m just asking. Like how Mike’s saying to have it go, or is it usually these Code changes come from students?
Senator Kalter: So, I don’t think that in general the Code changes have come from the student body. In general, the Code changes over the years, as far as I understand, have come from either the Vice President’s office or someone in that structure. And then the first committee that reviews the revised Code is SGA. Then when it comes to the Senate we have decisions to make about whether it needs to go to an additional internal committee, or whether it can go straight to the Senate floor. You would see last time it did a little bit of both. So some things were sent straight to the floor but there were items that we sent to Rules committee — the plagiarism issue and the restructuring the committee issue – so it really depends, and that’s true of all. I mean we’ve had other policies that come out of one internal committee and then get referred to another because of a particular issue that needs to be… it’s not often but it has happened. So yeah, but as far as I know, and I don’t know this beyond about a decade. I believe almost all the changes have come out of the staff in the Vice President of Student Affairs division.
Ms. Huson: And then they react.
Senator Kalter: And then the students discuss it in SGA and then send it to Senate for the full approval.
Senator Gizzi: This committee wouldn’t have any power other than to make recommendations, which would then go through the full shared governance process. Meaning it would go to you, and then make its way back.
Senator Kalter: Beau, were you going to say something?

Senator Grzanich: I was not. I was just intensely listening.

(Laughter)

Vice President Johnson:  Pretty intense! I thought he was going to say something too. And just as a point of clarification, again back to your point of wanting to speak very clear. When we talk about additional cost that could be incurred from some recommendations, it’s not to the process of review… it’s to an outcome that could happen from the recommendations… as far as human capital.
Senator Gizzi: That’s where the shared governance process would come in as part of the discussion. 

Senator Hoelscher: I would say that if I was going to build a committee to achieve buy-in from all parties, that’s exactly how I would do it, and so I stand ready to second the motion to bring it before the full Senate and form the committee whenever we’re ready. Because I just think it’s a well-formed committee, and it will ease a lot of minds and achieve buy-in. I don’t know what else you could ask. 

Motion:  By Senator Gizzi, seconded by Senator Hoelscher, to send the items directly to the Senate rather than to an internal committee

Senator Kalter: So we have a motion and a second, and we have a Provost waiting to speak.

Provost Krejci: I was just trying to clarify about this SCERB, because I couldn’t find it anywhere.

Senator Kalter: What you will find is if you go to the Senate website and you put in “SCERB,” a couple of things will come up. But they’re not, it’s no longer in our Blue Book.

Provost Krejci: That’s fine.

Senator Kalter: It is now called the University Appeals Board. And like I said, I didn’t have the chance to look at whether that charge changed the way I did not want it to change, or if it was sort of stable.

Senator Gizzi: While it’s hearsay, and this isn’t a legal code, so okay. I know my colleague, Dr. Jessie Krienert had chaired that for a long time, and we had lots of conversations. And she would argue that while she tried to review the process, that generally didn’t happen.
Senator Kalter: Okay, yeah, that happens a lot around here.

Senator Gizzi: That definitely did not happen. She ran into walls every time she tried. 
Senator Kalter: Oh, that’s interesting.  So it wasn’t that they didn’t try.
Senator Gizzi: She would try. But with the former director in that area, with Rick, she would have stumbling blocks and just didn’t get anywhere. But it doesn’t matter because that’s not the point.
Senator Kalter: No, but that’s a really important thing to know because sometimes we put things in charges and they don’t get done simply because there’s so much other work. It’s important for us to know, and for you folks to know that that was the case. That when people initiated it, or tried to initiate discussion about the Code it was blocked.

Senator Gizzi: I believe, again it was hearsay, I remember conversations with her, and we’re talking a couple of years ago when this first came up.

Senator Walsh: I’m entering my second year on the University Appeals Board, and I just went through the whole training process that we also do that meeting, and not once was reviewing the Student Code of Conduct ever introduced as a possibility. 
Senator Kalter: That was Kyle Walsh who just spoke.
Senator Heylin: And just for… if you look at the Code for the functions… number six… one of the outcomes.  So one of the last things at the end of the year the committee will be determining is what will happen with the committee, and one of those options I wrote in was to become a permanent standing oversight committee. And it was kind of looking from the minutes when you talked about SCERB and I couldn’t find anything either. That’s kind of where I got this idea. If they deemed it necessary that they could become a standing oversight committee.
Senator Kalter: Because I mean the model on that is the housing and the student fees structure, right? You have both. You have people looking at housing and dining stuff, I think dining, and you have people looking at student fees and have input into that process. That’s not hard to build into our processes as long as we’re doing it, in my opinion, sort of efficiently. Because one of the things here is having, how many bodies can we get to do this work? And are we doing that in a way that’s taxing everybody’s time? Or are we doing it in a way where we can have, and I don’t mean efficient in that bad sense, but we don’t want to have to duplicate effort or have a lot of additional time when there are already people working on similar issues. 

Senator Grzanich: And so in that case we could dissolve the committee after a year. 
Senator Kalter: Yeah.

Senator Grzanich: Just saying. It’s the option of holding it. If we felt we were all satisfied with its work and wanted it to continue, then we could vote to do so, if we did not then it doesn’t have to continue.
Senator Gizzi: We would recommend to the Senate.

Senator Grzanich: Yeah, exactly.
Ms. Huson: I just wanted to say the two things that you actually asked me about, because I inserted my opinion that wasn’t really appropriate. The two legal things I wanted to concur with what you said about it’s possible that some of that Title IX stuff with the sanctioning we don’t have a lot of leeway on. I don’t know, but it’s possible. And the second thing was I noticed that you might to ask for demographics, and you might want to be careful about that because we’re not going to give out race and gender.  

Senator Kalter: Even in the aggregate we can’t do that?

Ms. Huson: It depends, because like it could be that there are such a small number in one of them that you could identify. 
Senator Kalter:  Okay.

Ms. Huson:  So I’m not sure if they keep that, they may, I don’t know the answer to that. So we would have to be careful with that. You could get year, like year and major and stuff like that, but we might need to be careful with gender and race.

Senator Kalter: I am concerned about that. Hopefully that will not be the case because one of, anecdotally, from cases that come across my awareness, let’s say, I have wondered if the Code, and obviously this is also a conversation around the country whether, not the Code itself, but whether the processes can be biased with either implicit or explicit bias against students of color, or against male students, for example, or what have you. And it would be really good for us to able to investigate that in the aggregate if we can. 
Ms. Huson: It’s possible

Senator Kalter: American Indian and Alaska Native is obviously the sort of, the one that makes that very difficult.

Ms. Huson: Let me give you an example. Let’s say there’s some, and this isn’t going to be right because I don’t know what the things that get charged, but, let’s say it was theft in an administrative building. That’s not going to be it, but let’s, I’m trying to give you an example. And there was only one person who did that? If you gave that out, people could figure out who that was. So you don’t want to do it. That’s the same thing we do when we give out information under FERPA like if there’s a subpoena or something like that. We won’t give it out unless it’s aggregated enough that it won’t identify. 
Senator Gizzi: We could broaden the category of what we’re asking for so that…
Ms. Huson: Sure.  Yeah, I’m just telling you the possible things so that you have them in your head if you’re going forward. That’s all.
Senator Kalter: Thank you for that because I was actually just about to ask you whether or not this Title IX stuff, about that. And so it’s not good to hear that confirmed but it’s important to hear that confirmed. What was the other thing I was going asked about? I don’t know how far we want to get down into the specifics of all of this. But, I do think that we need, when the community gets together, obviously, one of the things that will come up is when you have a really, really high level accusation against a student… as we have had very recently… some of the things about police reports and interim suspensions really have to be considered on several different levels. What if the accusation is a felony level versus a drinking ticket? It’s really important to be having that conversation because it’s not obvious what the answer is. Those are I think what Dr. Munin and Dr. Paterson, and I don’t remember who said what, but they pointed out we have to remember that one of things about this not being a legal process is that we’re trying to protect all of our students. And sometimes protecting the mass of students means doing something with one student that we may not want to do, but that is necessary within the circumstances of living in a community with one another. So I don’t think we should talk necessarily about those kind of issues now, but it is… I don’t think any of the answers to these questions are all that obvious.  Did anyone have anything else they wanted to ask, talk about? Alright. So then the big question, there are two big questions.  So we’re going to first vote on whether or not this… what was the motion?
Senator Gizzi: Send this proposal straight to the floor of the Senate.

Senator Kalter: Alright. So we’re first going to vote on that motion. 

The motion was unanimously approved.

Senator Kalter: Alright. Second thing is timing. I was hoping to cancel the next Senate meeting. Is this something we would need potentially to discuss at the next Senate meeting?

Senator Walsh: I personally think this is a little bit more urgent. So we do need to go ahead and try to get this conversation on the floor as soon as possible. I know we have canceled the one Senate meeting and I’m afraid if we do cancel another, things will get a little bit backlogged. And I would hate to see that happen. 
Senator Kalter: Got you.

Senator Gizzi: Because we can’t approve it in one meeting.

Senator Kalter: Absolutely…well, we can. But, you and I will both object to that.

(Laughter)

Senator Gizzi: I mean… I would object and then vote for it… I guess.

(Laughter). 
Senator Gizzi: I think if you have any chance. I think Kyle is right, I think we have to move forward on it if you’re going to get any work…  If you’re lucky, you’ll have a committee set up before the end of the fall so you can start in January and then have a year to do it. And if you wait you’re slowing that down.

Senator Kalter: Right. That’s sort of what I was thinking. So going back to our agenda which we are going in out of order.  Oh, and thank you so much.

Vice President Johnson: Thank you for having us. Happy Homecoming.
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Senator Kalter: Thank you. A couple of things we need to think about. First of all, we haven’t yet talked about the stuff that was previously distributed and where it should get distributed. So that’s one item.

Senator Gizzi: I should have asked her, she just sort of said that she didn’t write any, she doesn’t make any of the changes to the Code but it sure sounds like she did. 

Senator Kalter: My guess is Wendy Smith was the person who worked directly on those, from what I understand.
Senator Gizzi: So within the same office?

Senator Kalter: Oh sure. Yeah. Lisa is the head counsel, and Wendy and Alice are the two…

Senator Gizzi: I meant to ask.

Senator Kalter: Yeah, I probably should have invited her to stay here for the Title IX discussion. But I think it probably a good idea if we go first to the agenda itself. And one possibility is that we just put some of the other stuff on that agenda and just have a regular Senate meeting, but I don’t see any of the other things as being urgent. In fact, Senator Gizzi and I were talking about how this stuff from Academic Affairs is really consent agenda style stuff. So we have one option would be to approve the agenda with only the SGA issue on it. Which would give us time for our caucus meeting with the AFEGC materials. The other would be to have the Rules Committee stuff and the Faculty Affairs stuff also go on to that agenda. So, do we have…
Senator Gizzi: I move that…

Senator Hoelscher: I would like to have a conversation very quickly, and I apologize… I wasn’t here at the last meeting. But, the meeting before was canceled. Is that correct? So what concerns me are the reports. I really treasure those reports from all of our upper level administration. I’m going to in the end do a lot like Gizzi suggested. I’m going to protest and then vote for it, right? But I do think we need to be cognizant when we cancel a meeting and don’t include those reports. We don’t want to skip that more than maybe one time. So that we can get our upper level administration reports. Now this time it’s on my shoulders, but this would be the third one for me.

Senator Kalter: We do have a Senate rule that we must meet once a month during the academic calendar year.

Senator Hoelscher: Oh, so that takes care of itself.

Senator Kalter: In some ways it takes care of it, but I do take your point, that if we cancel them and only meet once a month, you don’t have as much fluidity of back and forth exchange of information.

Senator Hoelscher: And I would suggest that that is critical because again we had a long discussion about ownership and buy-in, and that’s really how upper administration gets from us a clear understanding of what’s going on. And, in a sense, ownership and buy-in into that process. However, this time I fully, and I do apologize, I was at a conference, but it’s going to be particularly poignant to me this time because I’m really starting to miss it. I just mentioned it. I don’t think though that that’s…  I think this time we need to do what we need to do.

Senator Gizzi: Couldn’t we just have our reports and the student’s Senate issue, and that would be the agenda.

Senator Kalter: Absolutely.

Senator Gizzi: We don’t have any committee reports.
Senator Kalter: We could actually “x out” committee reports and just have a double report next time.
Senator Hoelscher: I would encourage you to do what you think is best. I just mentioned it but it was, I was the one that was at fault for not being at the last meeting. So if we had full reports at the last meeting it’s not going to be as critical of an issue for everyone else. I don’t think we should act on that. If we just put this on the agenda and explain why we’re not having our upper level administration reports, then that’ll be fine.

Senator Kalter: I do think it’s important to surface the fact that the Senate Chair gets two very different pressures. One is to have short meetings, and one is to have full meetings, and to have lots of meetings. Right?  So when I’m asking if we can cancel the Senate meeting it’s not because I don’t want it, it’s because I’m trying to make sure that, especially after last year’s Caucus meetings to 10 o’clock in the evening almost every time, that we give our faculty a break frankly. That they’re not sitting there, and because we’re going to have ASPT also coming back to us fairly soon. So I’m trying to make sure that we’re not overtaxing our Senators, but at the same time making sure that business is getting done and getting done in a timely way. I think it’s right that we do have a meeting on the 12th for that reason.

Senator Hoelscher: And with that in mind, I think the worst thing you can do is somewhere in the middle. So you know I expressed a little bit of caution, and think now it’s probably in all of our best interest to make that Senate meeting as short as possible, get our business tended to, always with this in the back of our minds that we need to be mindful of that. But I don’t think it serves any purpose to say “okay, Mark, let’s do the reports.” Because that is just going to add time.
Senator Kalter: Why don’t we have a motion to approve the agenda as it is written here, and then decide what we want to keep on and take off.

Motion:  By Senator Haugo, seconded by Senator Heylin, to approve the proposed agenda.
Proposed Agenda for the Academic Senate on October 12, 2016: 

Academic Senate Meeting Agenda

Wednesday, October 12, 2016
Wednesday, October 26, 2016

7:00 P.M.

OLD MAIN ROOM, BONE STUDENT CENTER
Call to Order 
Roll Call 
Chairperson's Remarks

Student Body President's Remarks

Administrators' Remarks

· President Larry Dietz

· Provost Janet Krejci

· Vice President of Student Affairs 

· Vice President of Finance and Planning Greg Alt
Action Item:
09.16.16.05  Faculty Affairs and Planning and Finance Committee Blue Book Pages – Membership Revisions (Rules Committee)
Information Items:

09.03.16.02
From Lisa Huson, Legal Counsel: 1.2.1 Anti-Harassment & Non-Discrimination Policy Complaint Procedures
07.28.16.01 Proposed ISU Constitution Article IV, Section 3B (Rules Committee)
09.29.16.02 Current ISU Constitution Article IV

09.26.16.02 Policy 3.5.2 Laboratory School Continued Service – Faculty Associate (second 2016 revision) (Faculty Affairs Committee)
09.19.16.06 Policy 3.5.2 Laboratory School Continued Service – Faculty Associate (first 2016 revision) & May 19, 2016 memo from Jeff Hill to Perry Schoon & Janet Krejci
09.29.16.04 memo from Jim Pancrazio, Academic Affairs Committee chair with AAC agenda & policies attached (Academic Affairs Committee)

Academic Affairs Committee: Senator Pancrazio
Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Senator Hoelscher
Faculty Affairs Committee: Senator Dyck
Planning and Finance Committee: Senator Marx
Rules Committee: Senator Horst
Communications

Adjournment

Senator Kalter: So right now the agenda on page 2 has a call to order, roll call, we could if we wanted to have the capital operating budget request presentation or we could wait till the night of the 26th. I would recommend waiting. Student Body President, Administrator remarks, then under action items and information items, in my opinion none of this is urgent, so we could put all the current action and information items either on the consent agenda for the Pancrazio ones or for the other ones onto the 26th. And then, instead have the information item on the SGA proposal. Is that where you want to go?

Senator Hoelscher: I didn’t completely understand what you just said, but my point…

Senator Gizzi: The Academic Affairs ones are so minor, that we on the committee are saying it should go to the Consent Agenda.

Senator Hoelscher: Oh, and yea, no problem. But I’m getting back to, even the Chairperson’s remarks, Student Body President remarks and Administrator remarks.  I think it’s appropriate to say we’re going to suspend those as well. You may have said that.

Senator Kalter: Actually I wasn’t saying that.

Senator Hoelscher: Well I was arguing against it earlier, and I know you wonder about me when I do these things. But now we’re trying to save as much time as we can, so we need to remember, we need to be mindful of what our goal is.

Senator Laudner: Are you expecting a lengthy caucus?

Senator Kalter: I’ve been led never to expect anything. It could go very quickly, but here’s the thing.  We could put a time limit on it and then if we’re not done… I want to start the conversation, but if we don’t finish it, we can actually now approve parts of the AFEGC. There is one part that is more urgent than the others. So we could do something like that. So it could be a long caucus, it might not be a long caucus, but if it is we could arrange it so it flows appropriately and space it out.

Provost Krejci: And people appreciate because you started to do hard stops. And then people know, as long as people know I think they’re willing to do whatever.

Senator Kalter: So what I would say, but I’m only one vote, is to keep Chairperson, Student Body, Administrator remarks and then do the SGA thing. But maybe get rid of the…

Senator Gizzi: Get rid of everything else, and send the Academic Affairs stuff to Consent?

Senator Hoelscher: I just didn’t want all that on my shoulders since I argued for it. Like “Fine Mark, we’ll do that.” 

Senator Gizzi: But if you made the motion for it, you wouldn’t have been able to vote in the other direction.
Senator Hoelscher: Yeah, that wouldn’t have been good.

Senator Kalter: We do have some questions about the EAB that I think Jonathan was going get back to us, but I don’t remember exactly what they were. 

Senator Gizzi: Do that in two weeks on the 26th.

Senator Laudner:  It was what services they provided. He said they provided like thousands of services, and they wanted some examples.

Senator Kalter: Yeah, some examples. Well, I was going to say actually that Janet has those for Administrator Remarks. We could just do it on the 12th.

Provost Krejci:  I know Jon and I touched based for a minute. So I mean they have webinars and white papers, and conferences, and consultations. So I’m not exact because I wasn’t there. What specifically you wanted, and every person in the university has the right to go and access those. So I think we pushed those out.
Senator Kalter: That may have been the other question. How we get access to those.
Provost Krejci: And we pushed those out quite a few times but we can push them out again. It’s just a user name and real easy. And it’s, for me it’s overwhelming because there’s so much, but now I’m familiar with it because I just spent a couple of weekends looking at it. 

Senator Kalter: Let’s see. So, we have an agenda, amended agenda, one information item, no committee reports but with the chairperson, student body, and administrator remarks, and communications, and then adjournment. Alright, any other discussion? 
Senator Laudner: But EAB will not be part this?

Senator Kalter: Not unless Janet wants to put it in, the answer to those questions in Administrator Remarks, which is sort of the norm to do that. We had a question at last Senate and it comes back at the next Senate.

Provost Krejci: How about this. If I get the specific questions, so I know what it is, so I can respond, and if it’s doable to get that by the 12th and put it in there. Otherwise it will go on the 26th.

Senator Gizzi: If we do it on the 26th, we don’t slow down this meeting with long discourses.

Senator Laudner:  Right, because I think that will open up a huge debate again.

Senator Gizzi:  That’s my biggest concern. I would say wait until the 26th.  I would urge you to wait until the 26th. Given the need to have a long Caucus meeting.
Provost Krejci:  I’m happy to do whatever.
Senator Kalter: One of the other things is we do not have minutes yet. So, you know, when we are going to have time to go back and see what those questions were.

Provost Krejci: I’ll plan on the 26th. And is there anything else you need from me while I’m here since I got to go to the Tree Lighting.

(No responses)

Provost Krejci: If I could just say, I think it’s really great what the students did. I mean that’s really shared governance in action to go back and do that. I just think you should write it up. I mean, you know for the national… like how, it’s just a really cool thing that SGAs are that… and nationally people should know that.

Senator Walsh: Thank you very much.

Senator Heylin: Thank you. 

Senator Grzanich:  Thank you.

Senator Gizzi:  The real battle is once the committee starts. [Inaudible] beyond best practices.

Provost Krejci: But if you have a national conference, really, I’m serious. Anything else?

Senator Kalter: No. Thank you. I will say you guys do better research than we do. So I’m actually surprised that you even had to say that because I mean, because my guess is that they were already on it. Okay, so let’s go back if we can to, shall we go through the Rule Committee, Faculty Affairs, and Academic Affairs stuff. We’ve got…  

Senator Hoelscher: I don’t remember passing the amended agenda. Did we?

Senator Haugo: We didn’t vote.

Senator Kalter: Did we not vote?

Senator Haugo: No. We had a motion. 

The motion to approve the agenda as amended passed unanimously.

Senator Kalter:  Alright, I guess Janet having to leave must have interrupted my thought process.

Senator Hoelscher: Well and if it’s strictly on the tape recorder that someone else has got to do that isn’t even here. So it’s kind of important that we did it.
From Academic Affairs Committee:  
09.29.16.04 memo from Jim Pancrazio, Academic Affairs Committee chair with AAC agenda & policies attached

Senator Kalter: Thank you Mark. So Academic Affairs Committee… does everybody agree that those three policies should go on the Consent Agenda and that the fourth should be removed, the class scheduling, everything on the class scheduling portion from the Task List for Academic Affairs committee.  Alright, so we’re agreed on that. So those, those are going to be simple. 
From Rules Committee:  

09.29.16.01 civil service constitution wording memo from Martha Horst, Rules Committee chair
07.28.16.01 Proposed ISU Constitution Article IV, Section 3B
09.29.16.02 Current ISU Constitution Article IV

Senator Kalter:  Rules Committee, what happen with this one is we--a long time ago--identified that the Civil Service Constitution wording was not up to date. It took a long time, and we finally got it off the Rules Committee list, as you’ll remember.  It went to the Civil Service Council. They came up with new wording. Came back here this year, I think it was on August 22nd. We said we think this needs to go to Rules Committee. It went to Rules Committee, and Rules Committee approved with no changes to the proposed wording. So the question is, and I think I know the answer to this question, but does this need to go in front of the full Academic Senate? And I think you’re going to say yes given that you said it should go to Rules Committee in the first place. So when we’re doing a change to the Constitution it should go through the full Academic Senate. So we will put that one on the Academic Senate agenda for the 26th. Did anybody have any comments or questions about the substance? 
From Faculty Affairs Committee:  
09.29.16.03 memo from Mary Dyck, Faculty Affairs Committee chair
09.26.16.01 memo from Jeff Hill, Superintendent of ISU Laboratory Schools
09.26.16.02 Policy 3.5.2 Laboratory School Continued Service – Faculty Associate (second 2016 revision)
09.19.16.05  Hill-Kalter Correspondence

09.19.16.06 Policy 3.5.2 Laboratory School Continued Service – Faculty Associate (first 2016 revision) & May 19, 2016 memo from Jeff Hill to Perry Schoon & Janet Krejci

Senator Kalter: The next one from Faculty Affairs committee, this is what I call an example of why Senate review is really important. So what happened was that over… because I’m sitting at the moment on Faculty Affairs committee I was informed during the first meeting of the year by the Faculty Associate Senator that over the summer they had changed one of the three Faculty Associate policies that we had actually sent to them a couple of years ago. It fell through the cracks and never got to the Senate after the summer change, and the summer change had to do with compliance and you’ll… The best way to understand that is to read Jeff Hill’s letter, which is very thorough and sort of shows all of what happened. However, when they forwarded that to me, I read the policy and could not make hide nor hair of what it meant. So I asked them which lawyer worked on this, saw Alice Maginnis, who was the one who worked on it, and then asked her about it. And she noticed that what had happened was that they had removed references to what date a person was hired. So before a certain date you could get tenure as a Faculty Associate after two years. After a certain date you could get tenure after four years. So obviously the longer span was the later hires.  
But when they changed the policy over the summer, they merely took out the dates but then they had people going up tenure both in their second year and in their fourth year, which of course sends the signal that you can get tenure after your second year even though that’s not what they wanted. So once I called that to their attention, Alice worked with Jeff Hill to take that first paragraph out to confirm that, yes indeed, it is four years before tenure. And I said ‘you know, I’m never going to ask you to do this again, I promise, but you might want to post that right away.’ Because we don’t want, as Lisa has told me time and time again, we don’t want something posted our website that is legally impossible for us to do. Or allows somebody to say, well I could get tenure after two years. And so that’s what’s coming to us, but because it has been posted it’s also not urgent that we put it through the Senate right away, we can just do the 26th of October meeting. So that was long but it seems like a necessary thing. I might not go into all that on the Senate floor. Any questions about any of that?
Senator Hoelscher: That’s coming up on the 25th agenda as well?

Senator Kalter: The 26th. Yeah. 
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09.03.16.01
From Lisa Huson, Legal Counsel: Code of Student Conduct (Dist. SGA & Academic Affairs Committee) 
Senator Kalter:  And I think we’re almost done. The other thing I think we ought to talk about is where to route the Title IX concerns given that we’re probably going to have a committee on the Code but that those concerns are both student and faculty. Should we route, so for example …

Senator Gizzi:  I think it goes to this new committee.

Senator Kalter: That’s what I was wondering. Instead of going to Academic Affairs, could we route the student part to the new committee. And we could still route the faculty part to the Faculty Affairs Committee for long term discussion. 

Senator Haugo:  That makes sense.

Senator Gizzi: What about the Student Code stuff that went through on August 1st? Is that still just…

Senator Kalter: That’s another question. Yeah, thank you.
Senator Gizzi: I’m still upset about that because…

Senator Kalter: Yeah.  And we unfortunately didn’t keep Lisa here to talk about that.

Senator Heylin: Are we talking about that right now?
Senator Kalter: Sure.

Senator Heylin: Ok, I have a question. So I was reading through the Higher Education Code, the amendments to it that mandated the changes, and then I started looking at some dates, so…
Senator Kalter: You’re all smiling. 
(Laughter)

Senator Grzanich: Oh Dan.

Senator Heylin:  They’ve heard this a lot.  

Senator Kalter: We’ve got to go call Lisa back.

Senator Heylin: So what was amended was the Higher Education Code, 110 ILCS 155, specifically sub-section of Preventing Sexual Assault in Higher Education.  So the amendments came from two public acts.  For those who don’t know, when legislation is signed by the Governor, it becomes a public act. Those two public acts originated from House Bill 821 and Senate Bill 2039. And then I started looking at, it has the effective date next to it. The one, both have made, the public act that makes substantive changes to the Higher Education Code was Public Act 99-426, which took effect 8/21/15. So that was last year. Then the other one was Public Act 99-741 which took effect 8/5/16. So the second one was a very minor change, and all it had to do with was a few lines about the range of sanctions. The substantive one was in August of ‘15, which made me question why if a public act was passed in August of ‘15, it was such an urgent need for President Dietz to sign it over the summer and no one ever said anything last year. And I might be wrong but that is what I infer from looking at the legal changes.
Senator Kalter: May I make a suggestion? Ordinarily I would be right on the bandwagon of no excuses, but I have a feeling that summer events. Prospective student conduct may have had something to do with it. Involving a parent… 
Senator Gizzi:  The rape case. It’s public knowledge.

Senator Kalter:  Yes, that’s my guess, is that while they were looking through the Code and saying you know what, we were already behind, or we didn’t even know about this 2015 change, and we better get this in order. 

Senator Gizzi: That shouldn’t justify all the other changes.

Senator Kalter: Absolutely, absolutely.  No kidding, Mike.  No kidding
Senator Gizzi: That doesn’t justify cutting out stuff and changing the standard of guilt and all this.

Senator Kalter: I couldn’t agree more.  

Senator Haugo: That may be why.

Senator Gizzi: I have no problem with those parts.

Senator Kalter: I think that is why the compliance thing was probably scrutinized. This happens all the time around here where we are actually out of compliance a lot, and then something occurs that forces us to get into compliance.
Senator Hoelscher: Or at least strongly encourages to because now the lens is on us.

Senator Kalter: But I do wish that I’d remembered that so that Lisa was still here when we asked about those things, right? Ok, so we’ve made these summer changes and many of them have nothing to do with the compliance stuff. What do we want to do with that? Do we want that to be a part of the agenda for next Wednesday or do we want to deal with that in a different way? 

Senator Hoelscher: Are we referring to what you just read?

Senator Gizzi: The whole thing. As opposed to…
Senator Hoelscher: I would declare victory. Accept that it happened the way it did, because to do anything else is to take a very aggressive stance for little or no gain. Okay, so we all sit around this table and we agree. Somebody told me an expression once.  “It kind of stunk on ice.” But we’re here where we are, Legal smiled when we said we wanted to do a committee and do a review and take our time. I would declare victory and put that away. And it shall never be spoken of again. And they may have very good reasons for doing it.
Senator Haugo: Except that you do want to review some of those changes?

Senator Hoelscher: Oh, we want to review the changes, I’m talking about the reasoning.

Senator Gizzi: I have a suggestion. Add to the proposal for the committee to review the changes made summarily during this summer of 2016. That goes through the shared governance process.
Senator Hoelscher: Any changes deserve the patient consideration.
Senator Gizzi: Of that committee. Instead of raising it as a separate thing.
Senator Hoelscher: Right, right. I completely agree. I just would not, I mean, I think you did really well not reading that while Legal was sitting here. Because that would have been taken as an aggressive stance, and we all sort of agree. We don’t really know what happened. But they agree that this is a good idea. I recommend we take that smile and move forward.

Senator Haugo: I think the existing proposal covers that.

Senator Heylin: Yeah, it is the current code.

Senator Haugo: Because changes have been made, it is the current code.

Senator Grzanich: We would have the capability of reviewing that. In a more effective manner.
Senator Kalter: Is that agreeable to everybody? to pitch it to this new committee?

Senator Heylin: I think it already is.

Senator Kalter: That was where I was going to. There’s no reason for everybody, for this to be farmed out to a bunch of different folks. And if we have, the real question there is if whether we wanted to make the changes back sooner rather than later. But if everybody is okay with the delay in making those changes back, where they were not about compliance but just sort of editing, somebody in the Legal office deciding they didn’t want the introductions and stuff like that. If it’s okay to delay that in order to get the big, to get all of this at once.
Senator Gizzi: The committee could send us recommendations even while they’re working.

Senator Kalter: True. Absolutely.

Senator Hoelscher: And I do think it’s very interesting information. I’m very glad you did it and I’m glad that I heard it. And it makes me go “hmmm,” but at the same time we don’t want to raise hackles.
Senator Haugo: Yeah, I agree too, but you have the information and it may be useful for the committee to hear that information when the committee is called, right? When you have an official chair. 

Senator Hoelscher: Yeah.

Senator Kalter: Two weeks ago Mike and I had been talking about putting this on the floor really soon to get it back to where it should have been, but it makes more sense to do it this way. 

Senator Gizzi: I’m fine with Senate’s… and we still have the reality… The President is being cooperative as well but he comes out of the same student services world. And I know I’m on the record but I don’t care, but I’m just saying I think we made good progress and nothing else is really going to happen in the interim anyway so just see what they’re doing with the Code, that’s the way to find that out.
Senator Hoelscher: Well and in 2015 we were still getting over a very unfortunate Flanagan era, and that might have held things up for a while too.

Senator Kalter: That did hold things up, I can tell that to you for sure. The Code would have come through the Senate the year before, if it had not been for the unfortunate Flanagan era. 

Senator Gizzi:  The eight months.

Senator Kalter: Absolutely.  And I think that was also part of the “rush, rush”. We get “rush, rush” around here all the time, and it drives me absolutely bonkers. But again, I’ll just say, and I’m just always going to disagree with you about this, Mike. We asked several times “does anybody want to have this tabled… does anybody want to refer it to committee for a long time” and nobody took it up. So that is the majority rule. 
09.03.16.02
From Lisa Huson, Legal Counsel: 1.2.1 Anti-Harassment & Non-Discrimination Policy Complaint Procedures (Route directly to full Senate)
The only other question that I think we need to discuss is 1.2.1 Anti-Harassment and Discrimination Policy. We talked about this briefly two weeks ago. I personally don’t see any reason not to just route that straight to the full Senate and put it on the agenda for the 26th. Is that agreeable to everyone? And with that, I think we’re actually done with our agenda. 
Adjournment
Motion:  By Senator Gizzi, seconded by Senator Hoelscher, to adjourn.
