Academic Senate Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, February 27, 2012
(Approved)
Call to Order 
Senate Chairperson Dan Holland called the meeting to order.
Approval of Executive Committee Minutes of February 13, 2012
Motion XXXXIII-44: By Senator Horst, seconded by Senator Fazel, to approve the Executive Committee Minutes of February 13, 2012. The motion was unanimously approved.
Oral Communications: 
From Susan Kalter: Final Exam Schedule Delay
The final exam schedules have just come out.

From Susan Kalter: Tenure Policy – Specifics of Delay

Provost Everts: We had Lisa Huson provide an update on the concerns regarding the Tenure Policy: “The proposed changes aren’t illegal, of course. The concerns are that by extending academic freedom to all speech on matters of public concern, the boundary between an individual’s function as a private citizen vs. being a state employee gets eliminated with the following results: -opening the university up to potential litigation on behalf of faculty speaking on matters outside of their disciplinary expertise and/or duties as a faculty member; -making it difficult for the faculty to discipline one of their own (either through AFEGC or the ASPT process) in those instances where speech violates academic or ethical standards. As a practical matter, the Constitution (our Constitution) provides academic freedom, including the freedom to criticize the administration. When functioning as private citizens, faculty, staff and students enjoy all the rights of other citizens, including those guaranteed by the first amendment.”
Sen. Kalter: It sounds like it needs to go back to committee. The language that she is referring to was endorsed by the AAUP and we read it as consistent with the ISU Constitution. It sounds like a meeting with her.

Provost Everts: That might be a good idea. You’re patterning it on the University of Minnesota.

Sen. Kalter: Some of it; I can’t remember.

Provost Everts: That’s part of what she is quoting here. Evidently there have been some issues associated with those two items.

Sen. Holland: Freedom of speech and the idea of speaking on behalf of the university are covered in the ethics document. If they are speaking as a representative of the university, that is an ethics violation.

Sen. Kalter: My understanding is that academic freedom is a balance of responsibilities and rights. The next paragraph talks about the faculty member’s obligations, so I think it’s making sure that balance is in there. We are concerned about other cases around the country and the Garcetti vs. Ceballos issues. We are going to reference in that policy the Constitution.
From Susan Kalter: Request to Rules Committee for the Redistribution of Faculty Across Senate Internal Committees 

Sen. Kalter: Faculty Affairs is supposed to have nine people on it. Right now we are operating with three faculty and two students. Mark Hoelscher is on sabbatical and we have not gotten a replacement for him and other people have different records of showing up. I feel like we need to have one more faculty member and one more student member so that we can have functional committee meetings.
Sen. Horst volunteered to move from the Rules Committee to the Faculty Affairs Committee for the remainder of the semester. Sen. Kalter requested that the Rules Committee consider the structure of the Faculty Affairs Committee for the future. She also suggested that it may be more beneficial for the Sam instead of Darrell to serve on the committee. Provost Everts stated that Sam does some floating, so he would be perfectly fine with that. Sen. Fazel stated that Rules would not have time to consider the numbers on Faculty Affairs, but that it might be done temporally during the summer when the faculty members of the Executive Committee make committee assignments.
Distributed Communications:
01.03.12.01
From Ed Stewart/Academic Affairs Committee: Final Grade Challenge Policy

Sen. Stewart: There was a problem with students having resolutions on a challenge to a final grade. It is very important for them to get a resolution before the next semester starts so that they can decide what classes they can take or for graduation. This is trying to streamline the process so that within ten days the issue will be before a panel and resolved.
Sen. Kalter: I am concerned about giving faculty members less time to respond.

Sen. Stewart: In the policy, it says that a student can’t bring a complaint unless that they have first talked about it with a faculty member. It’s not about re-grading the assignment; it’s about showing that there was some sort of arbitrary assignment of the grade.
Sen. Kalter: The student has ten business days after that conference to submit their letter of challenge to the department  chair, but the faculty member only has five days from the receipt of that challenge to provide a written response. That seems unfair to me.

Sen. Holland: A concern would be if you had 20 business days, are you going to get a decision made before the beginning of a semester.

Sen. Stewart: The student has to talk to the faculty member first, so the faculty member is already aware that there is a dispute.

Sen. Horst: Why does the chair get ten days?

Sen. Fazel: Practically, I don’t think this is going to happen. 

Sen. Stewart: The problem is that right now it’s taking months.

Sen. Kalter: I understand that there should be limits. From the time of the conference, the student should have five days or the faculty member should have ten. Those should be equal.

Sen. Cedeño: Five days for both should be enough.

Provost Everts: The policy right now does not limit how long a student has to appeal a grade and that is why it’s ten days into the next semester.
Sen. Owens: As a student on the grievance committee, it isn’t oftentimes three to four weeks into the semester that the actual grievance gets filed because the discussions with the chair or the dean or the faculty member drag out. Is it ten days after the initial discussion?

Sen. Kalter: What if a faculty member has gone out of town and doesn’t respond to you until the start of the semester. It is not fair for the student to be expected to have that letter to the chair ten days after the start of the semester. I agree with you; that does not take into account how things actually happen. You should have it ten days after the meeting. You could solve the time problem by putting in that if a faculty member has not agreed to meet with a student by a certain time after the semester, that letter can go to the chair regardless.

Sen. Fazel: I think ten days is better than five for all parties involved.

Sen. Stewart: So this is going back to committee to…

Sen. Holland: To contemplate a little.

Sen. Kalter: We brought up the initially articulating standards. Could you discuss that?

Sen. Stewart: I would imagine that those are the standards that you communicate in your syllabus to your students.

Sen. Kalter: I am concerned about the way that that is phrased. It assumes that even a syllabus change that was for the good of all is not acceptable. I would encourage striking the “initially”.

11.15.11.01
From Susan Kalter/Faculty Affairs Committee: Athletics Council Reports
02.15.12.01
From Susan Kalter/Faculty Affairs Committee: Ombudsperson Report

02.15.12.02
From Susan Kalter/Faculty Affairs Committee: AFEGC Report
Sen. Kalter: You have three reports before you. The last one is from the Faculty Review Committee, which won’t come in until the end of the year. The Athletics Committee Reports are from last year’s cycle because they finish the reports in May. They have reports about what their subcommittees did all year. It looks like they were going through an NCAA certification process. Seems like these should go to the floor of the Senate as advisory information. 
Sen. Holland: Do you want them to go on the agenda?

Sen. Kalter: I’m indifferent about them going on the March 7th or the one after spring break. The second one was the ombudsperson report. There were three broad categories. The first was the basic don’t know what the rule is. The second one was personal conflicts of which most were resolved to a state of peaceful coexistence. In the AFEGC Report, there is one typo. According to Klaus, at the end of the first page under the number of complaints received, the second sentence should read the inquiries came from all but one college. No appeals were forwarded to the President.
Sen. Fazel: Why did they not specify the numbers?

Sen. Kalter: I would like to see real numbers.

Sen. Holland: If it’s a grievance, that goes to the Provost. If it’s an ethics violation, that comes to the Faculty Caucus. That has happened once.

Sen. Fazel: What is the reason for them not saying how many cases?

Sen. Holland: I think that they are trying to keep this as confidential as possible.

Sen. Horst: So that’s another advisory item?

Sen. Kalter: Yes.

02.24.12.01
From Farzaneh Fazel/Rules Committee: Smoking Policy and Map (Information Item 3/7/12)

Sen. Fazel: The original idea was just to make the walkways in the quad area non-smoking. Then we discussed the practicality of it. There are a lot of activities going on in the quad and also in the In Exchange area. Additionally, smoking is prohibited in the following areas: the quad and all walkways, the State Farm Hall of Business courtyard and the DeGarmo forecourt, the area between the State Farm Hall of Business and the South University parking garage, Schroeder plaza and the College Avenue pedestrian bridge and Milner plaza, the In Exchange sculpture garden and the walkways between the quad and the In Exchange garden. On the other side of the buildings opposite the quad, we will have ashtrays for smoking. The problem was with Old Union, Hovey Hall and the Center for Performing Arts because they are between the two areas we are saying are non-smoking. For those, we would just make the walkways non-smoking. We asked Chuck Scott if he could identify some receptacle areas for smoking next to these buildings.
Apparently, smoking has always been allowed in parking garages. I sent an email to all of the College of Business and feedback was it is really hard if it is raining or snowing. Could we have some area with a roof or some kind of enclosure that we could smoke in? I asked Chuck Scott and he said it was a practical thing to do.

Sen. Cedeño: Does the State of Illinois dictate that a parking garage is a smoke-free facility?

Sen. Fazel:  Chuck Scott said no. In terms of this policy, there is really no enforcement. It’s a matter of promoting it and communicating. The last statement said smoking related complaints. I changed that to compliance. If you let them know that this is a non-smoking area, they would probably move to some other place. If people do not comply, there is really not much we can do. Chuck Scott is preparing a map that is much more specific than this.
Exceptions to the policy of smoking and the use of tobacco is permitted in university-owned private residences and parking garages. I am going to add except for garage elevators and staircases and then send it to the committee.

Sen. Cedeño: Is it going to a designated area in the parking garage?

Sen. Fazel: They can smoke anywhere, but we are hoping by having a designated area instead of smoking everywhere. I was coming down the stairs and I saw a student smoking by the stairs and I thought that we really don’t want them in this enclosed environment. 

We did not check with the union on this. Zach checked with HR, but he did not get a response. We are really not banning smoking in a way that would affect anyone working in these buildings because for every building, we should have a smoking area. 
President Bowman: I think that if every building has a space where people can smoke, I think we’re fine.

Sen. Fazel: So we will go ahead and propose this to the Senate with the change.

02.06.12.01
From Ed Stewart/Academic Affairs Committee/CGE: Institutional Artifacts Portfolio – Request to Suspend (Information Item 3/7/12)

Sen. Stewart: This came from the Council for General Education and it is about the Institutional Artifacts Portfolio. They are going to be changing some issues in Gen Ed, how they collect the artifacts and how they assess them. Because there are problems in inter-relator reliability and the fact that faculty members who send artifacts are not sending artifacts… They assess four things, two per semester. Faculty are sending their assignments, but their assignments don’t have anything to do with what they are assessing that semester. In the diagram, there are charts that say percent not present. Those are because the artifacts sent don’t relate to anything they are assessing. They want to retool this and start over again. Right now, collecting data doesn’t do them any good because they are not going to be assessing the same things. They have asked to suspend it for this semester.
Sen. Kalter: Did we tell them to do it?

Sen. Holland: They are asking us because we approved the Institutional Artifacts Portfolio in the first place.

Sen. Kalter: So we are doing assessment in case they ask us to or are we complying with state rules?

Provost Everts: We would always do assessment of student learning because we are all about continuous improvement. We are also in the middle of the Gen Ed review so this is a natural time for us to step back. North Central Accreditation does require that we do General Education student learning assessment, but that they would understand us taking a step back this semester as we are going through the General Education review.

Sen. Kalter: It is troubling to me that the 65% not present was on the Critical Inquiry and Problem Solving composite. We should not assume that the artifacts being handed in weren’t about that. College is about critical inquiry and if 65% was not going on in Gen Ed, there’s something going wrong.
Sen. Stewart: We discussed the idea of getting Gen Ed faculty together and train them as to what it is they are looking for and training the people who are doing the assessment.
Proposed Agenda for the Academic Senate on March 7, 2012: 

Academic Senate Meeting Agenda

Wednesday, March 7, 2012
7:00 P.M.

OLD MAIN ROOM, BONE STUDENT CENTER
Call to Order 
Roll Call 


Approval of Minutes of February 22, 2012
Chairperson's Remarks

Student Body President's Remarks

Administrators' Remarks

· President Al Bowman

· Provost Sheri Everts

· Vice President of Student Affairs Larry Dietz

· Vice President of Finance and Planning Dan Layzell
Committee Reports: 
Academic Affairs Committee: Senator Stewart 

Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Senator Cedeño 

Faculty Affairs Committee: Senator Kalter

Planning and Finance Committee: Senator Rich

Rules Committee: Senator Fazel

Action Items:

02.10.12.01 
Administrator Evaluation Policy (Administrative Affairs Committee)

02.10.12.04
Final Examinations Policy (Academic Affairs Committee)

02.10.12.06
Textbooks Policy (Academic Affairs Committee)
02.10.12.03
 Transcripts Policy (Academic Affairs Committee)
02.10.12.05
Withdrawal Policy (Academic Affairs Committee)
02.10.12.02
College Level Examination Program Policy (Academic Affairs Committee)
Information Items:


02.06.12.02     Export Control Policy (Faculty Affairs Committee)

02.24.12.01
Smoking Policy (Rules Committee)

02.06.12.01
Institutional Artifacts Portfolio – Request to Suspend (Academic Affairs Committee) 

Communications
Adjournment
Motion XXXXIII-45: By Senator Kalter, seconded by Senator Cedeño, to approve the Senate Agenda of March 7, 2012. The agenda was unanimously approved.
Adjournment
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