Academic Senate Executive Committee Agenda 
Monday, February 24, 2025
Hovey 419, 4:00 P.M.

Call to Order
Chairperson Horst called the meeting to order.

Public Comment: All speakers must sign in with the Senate Secretary prior to the start of the meeting.
None.

Approval of the minutes 2-10-2025
Motion by Senator Sharp.
Second by Senator Bonnell. 
Unanimous approval.

Oral Communications:
Budget Revision Overview discussion cancelled.

Chairperson Horst: The Textbook Affordability Committee got a Team Excellence award. They received $3,000 and they do not know what to do with it because they don’t have an account. Does the money go to the Senate? Does it go to the library? The library could get some E-books? 

Senator Cline: Does the committee have an opinion about where they want the money to go? 

Chairperson Horst: They said they don’t know what to do. I don’t know what to say to them either because they don’t have an account. 

Provost Yazedjian: Would they do a scholarship or something? Or they could donate it to the Red and White Fund. 

Chairperson Horst: Or maybe for Milner to buy E-books? 

Senator Bever: Is there a scholarship that directly funds student textbooks? 

Senator Cline: There is the Persistence Fund. 

President Tarhule: The Persistence Fund is the closest. 

Chairperson Horst: Those are four ideas for them to consider. 

Distributed Communications: 
From the School of Creative Technologies (dist. to Academic Affairs)
Interdisciplinary Technologies name change proposal
Chairperson Horst: The School of Creative Technologies request has been withdrawn, so that is going back on the consent agenda. 

Senator Cline: The request to table it has been withdrawn? 

Chairperson Horst: That is correct. The request to take it off the consent agenda has been withdrawn. Now it is going back on the Consent Agenda. 

Provost Yazedjian: Can we discuss the process on that? Our office has not seen that request. Are we saying that it goes to Senate first and then to our office? 

Chairperson Horst: Maybe I will talk about that with you one on one. Rose came to my office and said, “Cooper told me that I had to do something with the Senate.” And I said, “Ok, this is what we did last time- we put it on the Consent Agenda.”

Provost Yazedjian: But the Provost’s Office had signed the form first. There is a line for the Provost’s Office signature and it is a process question about when that happens. For the FIF’s, the Provost’s Office signs first before it gets to the Senate, because what if the Senate says, “yeah” and the Provost’s Office says, “no?” 

Chairperson Horst: We can keep it off the Consent Agenda until you sign then form and let us know. 

Provost Yazedjian: Yes, once I see it. I only saw it here. 

Chairperson Horst: We will hold it and wait until we receive that it has gone through the Provost’s Office.   

From Dimitrios Nikolaou: Academic Affairs Committee (information item 3-5-2025)
Gen Ed Revision Proposal
Link to proposal
Link to implementation plan
Link to policy revisions related to Gen Ed: 2.1.12, 2.1.9
Senator Nikolaou: There are three documents that you see included. The first one is only a portion of the proposal that the Gen Ed taskforce put forward. If you remember, when it came to the Senate earlier this year, they included other sections about recommendations about what we should do. That was the recommendation from the taskforce, which is not something that we are going to vote on. The proposal right now includes only what are the 11 categories, what are the descriptions of the 11 categories, and what are the learning outcomes for these categories. Then there is the associated document for the policy revisions where we need to change some language in the baccalaureate policy, the pass/no pass policy, and the undergraduate catalog. These changes are going to be relevant only if the Senate votes to approve the new Gen Ed program. If the Senate says, “We are not approving the new program” then these changes are not going to be relevant. We also asked Amy Hurd if we can have a draft of the implementation plan, which is the third document we included there. Several questions when it came to the Senate were more about implementation than the content of the proposal. 

Chairperson Horst: We are not going to be endorsing this; we are just having this as an information item. 

Senator Nikolaou: That is why I put the word, “DRAFT” as a watermark. We are not voting to approve the implementation plan because it is not ready. The proposal, just to give you an idea, does not have too many big changes. The one change was when it came from several chairs from Social Sciences and Humanities about exploring the human condition. That category explicitly referred to Humanities and was with a capital H, so it suggested that it is only for Humanities disciplines. We revised it, so now it refers to our human-related experience. The description of this category talks about politics and economics, and communication, so it includes Humanities and Social Sciences. 

One of the other changes was under STEM. The previous language was talking about two STEM disciplines. We met with the CGE to ask if that was indeed their intention. Now we have revised the language where it says that at least one of the disciplines is going to be a STEM discipline and another discipline which does not necessarily need to be STEM. The comment that was made was, “If we have Physics, by default we are using math, but we are not necessarily teaching math, so it is going to be harder for some of the introductory courses to justify that they are meeting both STEM disciplines.” That was more for 100-level Chemistry, Bio, Physics. 

Chairperson Horst: So, you have to use Science and Technology or Engineering mathematics? 

Senator Nikolaou: If it was the previous language. Now it could be that it is math and computer science. It could be math and economics, or math and business administration. If course could justify the two disciplines. 

Chairperson Horst: Where is that language, the two discipline language? 

Senator Nikolaou: That is the proposal from the Gen Ed taskforce. 

Chairperson Horst: I mean in the proposed language from you. 

Senator Cline: It is page 12. It is the last sentence under “courses in this category.”

Senator Nikolaou: It says, “this includes courses that combine modes of inquiry or techniques from at least two disciplines, one of which must be a STEM discipline. Before, there was a sentence at the beginning of this paragraph where it said two STEM disciplines. We clarified the learning objectives that all of them need to be met. Before, it didn’t clarify if it is one of them or two of them. When we met with the CGE, they said the intention was that for each category, excluding experiential learning because that is the only one that says, “at least two”, it is all the learning outcomes that are listed. We did some small wording changes. One thing is we wanted to keep the description of the courses in this category and student-level paragraphs under each category to help CGE understand what each of the categories are. The wording is not binding. 

Under Scientific Literacy, the wording before was talking about scientific methodologies. You had provided specific language, so we changed it to say, “content and methodologies used to gain scientific understanding.” It makes it clear that 100-level courses can fall under this category.

President Tarhule: What is the idea behind “information fluency through writing?”
I know information fluency, what is information fluency through writing? 

Senator Nikolaou: I think that was to make sure there is a writing course required for the Gen Ed program. 

Senator Cline: There are two different writing requirements. One of them is this general writing requirement, which is listed as information fluency through writing. It can be more mechanical in terms of learning how to write and structure arguments and all of that that encompasses the current courses that are designed for giving students writing practice. The other writing is something that you can incorporate into your own discipline; a student can take one of these general courses and then the other one they could take an econ class or mass comm class that is focused on writing in their discipline. For us, it would be like learning how to write artist statements as opposed to something else. It is actually applicable to what they will be doing. The information fluency through writing is the language that we arrived upon on a general writing requirement that doesn’t have a requirement for specific content. 

Chairperson Horst: How do we want to present this? Do we want to go back to square one and bring Christ Horvath in? How should we go about presenting this to the Senate as an information item? 

Senator Nikolaou: Amy is going to be there; Lea is going to be there. 

Senator Cline: Chris expects to be there when this comes up. Chris has expected that many of the task force members would be on hand should there be specific questions. How you want to present it is up to you, but they will be in the room for the purpose of questions.

Chairperson Horst: On the one hand, we have at least 10 new senators who haven’t thought about this at all. On the other hand, the other 40 have. Do we want to start with this document, then you give a presentation and bring in Chris Horvath and he can augment it? Do we want to make a note that to get the context they should read the task force initial recommendation? 
That might confuse them?

Senator Nikolaou: That might be because some of the language is included there and it is going to be the proposal we are making right now. 

Senator Cline: I know Chris has a PowerPoint that he and Cheri for last time. I wonder if we could work with him to update that and distribute it? 

Senator Sharp: I would say since a majority has already been through the presentation, sending the PowerPoint to them ahead of time and if we need a recap have a brief presentation. 

Senator Cline: One of the biggest troubles with this is, as it has changed people have not kept up with the changes and they are still arguing about things that have already been fixed. Presenting what is actually now in front of them as opposed to the history of it is why I suggested an updated PowerPoint that we can send to everybody, so they understand what is currently being suggested as opposed to what was suggested two years ago. 

Chairperson Horst: I am envisioning we have a general presentation with you, Chris Horvath, Amy or whoever, then at another session we can take questions and then do an action item. 

Senator Nikolaou: For that first presentation, how much information to do you want to have?  Because we had the presentation earlier, and we got comments, and then we also got the comments from the surveys, and then people emailed me comments. Do you want me to address the questions that came up as part of the presentation, or let people ask the questions and address them as they come? 

Chairperson Horst: I think what you just said where “we had these concerns, so we made these changes.” What do other people think? This is a big proposal. 

Senator Sharp: Specific updates that are being made would be impactful since a lot of people have the base knowledge. I feel like those are the things we are going to want to hear the most about. If I don’t hear it addressed then I will know that maybe it hasn’t been touched on. 

Chairperson Horst: Start off with a shorter presentation by the taskforce chairs and then Dimitrios can tell us his concerns that we received at the beginning of the year and how you addressed them? Start with that and at some point, we will cut off the conversation and move forward so we can get other things done. Then we go to another information session if we feel it is necessary? I think we have a fair number of new senators, more than usual. 

Senator Cline: I don’t mean to give you a lot of work, Dimitrios. I understand that we have new people in the room, but we are also representatives of faculty and student bodies, and this is something that has people interested, people are asking about it. It would be good if we could share something with our constituents ahead of time. 

Chairperson Horst: We will reach out to Chris Horvath and Cheri Simonds. You will plan on giving some sort of presentation on what your committee’s work has done, you’ll give a summary statement about how you addressed certain objections and concerns. 

Senator Nikolaou: For the Excel, is it sufficient the way it is right now? The one that is called Academic Affairs requested information. That is the one that has a tab where we asked Amy where existing courses fall under the new Gen Ed program. She said she tried to do some matching based on the description and the new categories. There is another tab where it has comparable institutions and what they have in terms of their odds and ends. Do you want this information to be part of the packet? 

Senator Cline: I think you should. People are going wonder, “What about my class?” I know Amy has done that work, so that would be good. Maybe we could plan to have this come up as an information item at the following meeting? Just plan that. You are going to have your presentation, people will talk, they will have the thing to take home and show their constituents. Then we will come back as an information session second time around. If it turns out no one has any comments or questions, we can move it to action if we wanted to. That way you have time to put it together rather than rush by Friday.

Chairperson Horst: Ok, let’s plan on a general presentation at this meeting and then we will have some PowerPoint, and we will post it on the Senate page. People will circulate it and then we will have another information session about everybody’s particular questions. If there are no questions, then next time we will just move forward and then the next time will be action. 

Senator Edwards: For people who have read what came through in the fall, is there a markup version so we can just see the changes? Is that the one that you produced? 

Senator Nikolaou: We didn’t do a markup. 

Senator Edwards: How do we know what was changed? 

Senator Nikolaou: I can create a markup too. 

Senator Edwards: It doesn’t have to be markup style, but what is the difference between the fall document and this document? Just put it in red or something so we can focus on the new stuff. You did mention several specific changes, but if I can see them, I think we can process them a little better. 

Chairperson Horst: A markup implies that you are changing standard language, in my opinion. 

Senator Edwards: What do you mean by standing language? 

Chairperson Horst: If you have policy that has been approved and then you are changing…

Senator Edwards: There was a proposal that came in to everybody. 

Senator Nikolaou: I can put it in as part of the PowerPoint and just say, “changes relative to the fall presentation” or something like that.

From Lea Cline: Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee (information item 3-5-2025)
3.2.13 Administrator Selection and Search Policies
Link to current policy
Link to markup
Senator Cline: As I think most of you know, AABC last year spent the balance of the academic year working on revisions to 3.2.13. They came up with a big change, understanding that it wasn’t complete in their minds in the sense that there should still be some changes. It is so detailed on so many issues. We were given a checklist of things to do at the beginning of this year to revisit these revisions. All of those have been addressed by our committee. That doesn’t mean they have been addressed satisfactorily, but they have been addressed. I can see there are lots and lots of comments which I am glad to take back. 

Chairperson Horst: One of the things that caused it to go back to your committee came from Jeannie: who this policy applies to. I met with Jeannie like a year ago and she was pointing out that it says, “policies governing all searches.” I was noting in my comments, is this responsibility for all search committees? Should this policy apply to all search committees? 

Senator Cline: I contacted Alice in that office to ask this question and they have withdrawn that objection. They essentially withdrew that concern; I don’t really understand why. I went through this with you last time when it came back to Exec the first time this semester. We can make some adjustments, but it does not cover searches that are not in the academic realm. It is not going to cover searches for non-academic staff. 

Chairperson Horst: It covers the cabinet, right? 

Senator Cline: It is not going to cover positions like the Director of Athletics. That is not what is covered here because there is no curricular engagement at all. 

Chairperson Horst: It might be important for us to articulate that this policy applies to cabinet-level searches and most academic affairs administrator searches. 

Senator Cline: It is not just that, there is also chairs and deans.

Chairperson Horst: Academic administrators? In my mind that is who this policy applies to. 

Senator Cline: I am happy to bring back to my committee any statement that you want to put at the top of it. We have here “the search for vacant administrative positions must follow the guidelines set forth.” If you want to provide some additional language, I am happy to entertain that. 

Chairperson Horst: Does everybody agree that this policy applies to cabinet-level searches and then academic administrators? 

President Tarhule: Athletic Director is a cabinet-level position, but they don’t go through this process. 

Senator Cline: They are non-academic. 

President Tarhule: That language would be too cumbersome unless you pad it out. 

Provost Yazedjian: Would you say Advancement or Academic Planning would be academic? 

Chairperson Horst: I think they are in here. They are. I know it said “cabinet” but I didn’t realize the cabinet included the Athletic Director. 

Senator Cline: We could simply do this by putting in the first sentence that says searches for vacant academic administrative positions? 

President Tarhule: You could say, “Vice Presidents and academic administrative positions. Maybe that would cover it. 

Senator Cline: Chair and dean are also in this policy. There are two categories, those that include the Panel of 10 and those that don’t. Is the chair an academic administrative position? 

Chairperson Horst: The other way you could go is instead saying “responsibilities for all search committees” or “procedures for all search committees.” Or some qualifier there. I am trying to raise the concern that legal raised a year ago.

Senator Cline: We could say, “responsibilities of all search committees governed by this policy.” 

Chairperson Horst: Yeah. I know Athletics has a different culture surrounding how searches run. I can respect that.  We don’t want to make them work the way we work. Do we think this is ready to go to the floor? 

Senator Cline: I don’t. Every time I bring this is Exec, new issues get raised. At some point we are going to have to, or we will never get it out. If you have comments, please put them in so I can address that with the committee. Dimitrios, I tried to answer most of those things. 

Senator Nikolaou: I mentioned about the itinerary because in three searches that I have been in, every search committee has asked. It was unclear who is responsible for decided with whom the candidates are going to meet. If it is the search committee or the hiring authority? Sometimes the hiring authority gave the itinerary, sometimes they said the committee was responsible. That is why I was thinking if we want to leave it open and say that it is up to the hiring authority to determine if it is going to be with the search committee or the hiring authority that is fine, just some clarity about that. The other thing is the one for the deans. 

Senator Cline: Let’s do the itinerary one first. This isn’t new text, this is from the old one. 

Senator Nikolaou: I think it was unclear what expectations are for the search committee. 

Provost Yazedjian: If I were the authority, I would want to have some input. I would also seek input from the search committee. Search committee members don’t necessarily know who a person should meet with. All of the different constituent groups may or may not know that, but their feedback is valuable, so I see it as a collaborative effort. 

Senator Cline: So, put something like, “work with or collaborate with the hiring authority to set an itinerary”? 

Senator Nikolaou: The other one that I had was under dean search. For the “other administrator” I understand what you said, Lea, but then in here it allows for the possibility that a chair or school director would not be in the search for a dean. “Other administrator” could be an associate dean. 

Senator Cline: That text is there to cover Milner and MCN. Maybe we could say, “or other administrator in a faculty role where a former department chairperson or school director is not available? 

Senator Nikolaou: Or “In the case of Milner and Mennonite, associate dean.” 

Senator Cline: Is it only an associate dean in your college that would qualify as an administrator? 

President Tarhule: Do you want to specify that or just let it be? Then we might end up in a situation where the structure has changed. We can’t solve every problem with a policy. In general, I think this works fine. No one is going to deliberately go out and try to not have this representation. I don’t know if you need to specify to that level of granularity in the policy. 

Senator Cline: I would prefer to put something like, “when a school chair or director is not available.” In the unlikely event that you are in a small college where it is not physically possible. If you leave it a little bit broad and don’t just say Milner and MCN, it could possibly apply somewhere else. I don’t think we have that situation, but what if there is literally not a former school director available? Then you would have an out. It covers the same issue; it just doesn’t specify MCN or Milner. 

Provost Yazedjian: Maybe it is a smaller college, and they all want to apply for the deanship? As I was re-reading the other vice president positions, they only have the opportunity to have two people from their division on their search committees. Student Affairs VP, University Advancement, and Finance and Planning. If you look at Student Affairs there is tenure-track faculty, NTT faculty, no students, a civil service employee, and an AP. An administrator selected by the president and one voting member, maybe the president would select people from student affairs, but it does seem like in each of those you have more representation from Academic Affairs than people in those divisions. I just wanted to point that out. With Milner you would have a population of people that are not represented in the composition of the search committee. 

President Tarhule: You can think about Finance and Planning as well. There is Human Resources technology facilities, it would be nice if they are going to appoint somebody, to have representation from the major areas. This policy doesn’t allow it. If you follow this policy strictly you won’t have representation. 

Chairperson Horst: This is a philosophical shift that I don’t think we can accomplish right now.  

Provost Yazedjian: I’m just putting it out there for the record. 

Chairperson Horst: Lea has indicated that she needs to take this back to the committee. 

Provost Yazedjian: One more thing. Somewhere in there it says, “associate deans.” Early on in one spot. Maybe I didn’t see those comments. 

President Tarhule: It says it was held over from the AABC last year. I am reading your comments. 

Senator Cline: I said I didn’t mind deleting it, but was there a successive response? The associate dean things came up twice. I don’t mind removing that associate dean listing. 

Provost Yazedjian: I think it goes back to the questions we started with. For which searches does this policy apply? If it is just applying to the ones noted in this policy, I would suggest we cut “associate deans.” They are not mentioned in here. 

Chairperson Horst: Can we specify that associate dean searches be in all college bylaws? Now there is a section about associate dean searches in college bylaws, but 8 years ago there was not. 

Senator Cline: That sentence would read, “for example, vice presidents, associate vice presidents, assistant vice presidents, college deans, department chairpersons, or school directors and some other members of the president’s cabinet.”  

Chairperson Horst: As the bylaws have been going through, we have been making sure there is language about the associate deans, but I don’t think the College of Business bylaws have gone through since 2010. I don’t think they have standing language like the others do. 

Senator Cline: Right. Should we tell them we are going to remove this and they need to have some standing language. They need to revise their bylaws? 

Chairperson Horst: I would like to circle back to our oral communications. Senator Kapoor has stepped off the Senate and also stepped off of the Executive Committee. Now we are down one faculty member, and we have after this we have 4 Executive Committees left. I am wondering if we would like to elect an Executive Committee member to represent the faculty, and if we did that how would we do it? Technically, per the bylaws, the Executive Committee members are elected by the full Senate. If we decide to elect somebody and we go through the Faculty Caucus, then we are getting even later. We could solicit volunteers. The language in the bylaws talks about what we do in the Spring. “Faculty senators nominated for the Executive Committee shall be endorsed by the Faculty Caucus in a special meeting held during the last meeting of the spring semester. The final list shall be submitted to the Academic Senate. That is what we do at the end of the year. Would people like to elect somebody? If so, would you like it to go through the full senate? Would the students consider it going through the Faculty Caucus? 

Senator Blair: If we did the full Senate, what would the difference be, timeline-wise? 

Chairperson Horst: I would say we should do this right now. I could put out a call for volunteers right now or tomorrow. We could run an election through the full Senate or the through the Faculty Caucus. We can’t run it through the Faculty Caucus and then the full Senate, which is what we typically do at the end of the year. 

Senator Blair: I think the full Senate would make the most sense to me. 

Chairperson Horst: Typically, we nominate someone to bring forward and then we present the slate and the Senate endorses it. They are technically elected. Since I have been on the Senate there has never been any change in the slate presented by the Faculty Caucus. If we go through the Faculty Caucus, we are missing another meeting. Then it would be even later. We have a potential ASPT item coming through, and we have the Gen Ed document, and we have some other administrator evaluations. I think it is important that the faculty have full representation. I don’t have a preference one way or the other, but do the students? 

Senator Bever: Whatever is faster. Is going through the Senate faster? 

Chairperson Horst: We could potentially have two or three people run. If we have two or three people run, we will have a Qualtrics vote. We will either do it during the Senate meeting or during the Faculty Caucus meeting, which happens at 9 o’clock. 

Senator Cline: When there is a student absence and we have to make a replacement, the full senate doesn’t vote on that? 

Senator Blair: No. the way that our system is structured, the senators of the student government are the academic senators. We do that through our own process. The only reason why I think doing this through the full Senate makes sense is because when we elect in the beginning of the year, the Faculty Caucus does nominate, but it is the Senate that actually decides if those nominations go through. Even if they always end up going through, it is still the Senate that decides. I think that is more consistent. 

Chairperson Horst: I would say that we changed it to be these particular seated people just last year. Before that, the student government would put forward their slate and the Senate would have no say. We changed it because you guys have particular positions, so we changed it when we created the Student Caucus. I don’t really care one way or the other, but we might have a run-off election. Would you like the Senate to do it? The bylaws indicate that, and that is the way we usually do it. Or would you like the Faculty Caucus to do it?
 
Senator Bever: Full Senate, I changed my mind. I understand a little bit better now. 

Chairperson Horst: I will send an email out to the Faculty Caucus to see if anyone is interested, then we will do a vote. 

Senator Cline: When you do that could you tell them when we meet? In case they have a time conflict. 

From Martha Horst: Executive Committee
Proposed Edits to AFEGC Membership (dist. To Faculty Affairs Committee then Rules) 
Chairperson Horst: I noticed in the AFEGC membership that is prohibited the ombudsperson council from serving on the AFEGC. I also noticed the Panel of 10. I had a brief meeting with Fusun Akman and Rick Valentin. The AFEGC is like a jury pool for faculty, much like the University Hearing Panel. One of problems she indicated to me is that they are having trouble seating enough members in the panels to serve. We are having trouble just getting AFEGC members. She suggested that by having all these restrictions on who cannot be considered for the AFEGC up front, that we are limiting the pool. We say if you are on a CFSC you can’t serve on the AFEGC. Really, if you are on a CFSC where there is a case, it is going through the AFEGC. If you are serving on the CFSC in CAS and then there is a AFEGC case about the CFSC in Art, you should be able to be on that jury pool. We have this proposal, and it involves a lot of discussion at the Faculty Caucus level, and then it will go through Rules. It is a little bit tricky because the AFEGC belongs to the Faculty Caucus, but the committees and the language about the committees is over in Rules with the bylaws. I would suggest that this item go to the Faculty Affairs Committee, then the Faculty Caucus. Once the Faculty Caucus agrees to who might be eligible to serve on the AFEGC and changes the AFEGC language, then it would go to Rules. 

**Approval of Proposed Senate Agenda– See pages below**
Motion by Senator Nikolaou.
Second by Senator Blair.
Provost Yazedjian: Are we going to have a presentation? 

Chairperson Horst: We do not have anybody planned. We will cross that out. There are a lot of big-ticket items coming through the agenda, so the order is going to be increasingly important. I put the hard stuff at line 15, I don’t know if people notice that. Would you like the presentation on the Gen Ed at the top?

Senator Cline: Let’s bank that time we would have given to a presentation and give it to Gen Ed and remove 3.2.13.

The committee discussed the order of items on the agenda.  

Unanimous approval. 

Senate Action Requests: 
From Associate Vice President for Human Resources Janice Bonneville (dist. To UPC)
Policy 3.2.9 Personal Leave
Link to current policy
Link to markup
Link to application

Chairperson Horst: Now we have a proposed policy coming from Janice Bonneville, the Director of HR. It is revisions to Personal Leave of Absence. She did communicate with me about whether or not this should remain a Senate policy, and I found a lot of language about leaves of absence in the ASPT document. I expressed to her my desire that it remain a Senate policy. Are there any comments about the proposed language before we send it to a committee?

Senator Cline: I know some personal leaves in parts of this are being addressed in the union negotiations for the faculty employees. Is this going to upset that? 

Chairperson Horst: This applies to several types of employees. 

Senator Cline: It uses “employee” as a general term. For one sector of the campus, it might be affecting the status quo? That is a question. 

Chairperson Horst: That is a good question. I am sure the committee chair that works on it will have some interesting conversations with Janice Bonneville about that. 

Senator Nikolaou: For the 20 months cumulative that is mentioned, is that is legislation or is this university-specific? 

Chairperson Horst: She said the current language is inconsistent with the Group Insurance Act, but we have been managing consistently with that act, so she said it didn’t have to be expedited. Other than that, I could not tell you. 

Senator Nikolaou: There should be some clarification about the paid and unpaid. If you look, even on the first page, it talks about unpaid personal leaves. Everything else before that, does it apply to all types of leaves, paid and unpaid? Does it apply only to paid? Similarly, on the next page when this title is, “Benefits during unpaid leave.” Things that are mentioned under that are not only on unpaid leave. The first paragraph over there says “in paid status” which means it is for paid leave, not unpaid. Some more clarification throughout the policy about which one is paid, and which one is unpaid, and which one is in general about leaves. 

Chairperson Host: I feel like it is about the unpaid leave of absence, but I agree with your point. 
There is this line, “unpaid personal leaves cannot be used to hold employment at the university after another position of employment has been accepted elsewhere. I understand that, but there might be some circumstances. I thought of Ali Riaz, who went to a different government to do some sort of massive constitution negotiations. There might be somebody who is doing exceptional service that might warrant a leave of absence. I wondered if there could be some caveat like, “unless approved by the president.” If there are some exceptional circumstances, like somebody doing some sort of service. Does it make sense that this go to the University Policy Committee? 

Senator Nikolaou: They might want to reference article 9B from the ASPT. There is language over there where it says in specific cases the faculty can decide if they want to count their unpaid leave towards their tenure years or not. 

Chairperson Horst: Does it make sense that this go to the University Policy Committee? (nods)

Adjournment
Motion by Senator Blair. 
Second by Senator Bever. 
Chairperson Horst: Can we do a motion to amend the agenda? We forgot to put on the election. 

Motion to amend the agenda and add the election by Senator Blair. 

Second by Senator Nikolaou. 
Unanimous approval. 

Unanimous approval to adjourn. 
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