Academic Senate Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, April 1, 2013
(Approved)
Call to Order

Senate Chairperson Dan Holland called the meeting to order.
Approval of Executive Committee Minutes of March 18, 2013
Motion XLIV-60:  By Senator Fazel, seconded by Senator Manno, to approve the minutes of March 18, 2013. The motion was unanimously approved.
Oral Communications:

From Susan Kalter/Administrative Affairs Committee: Administrative Questionnaires 

Senator Kalter: We were going to be doing questionnaires for deans and chairs, but the Deans and Chairs Councils did not get their review of them to my committee, so I decided to put it off until next year.
Provost Everts: We indicated that we had no additional comments.

Senator Kalter: The Deans Council I did hear from, but I have not had any real back and forth with the Chairs Council. We did not get any feedback from the chairs’ questionnaire that went out from them and I didn’t get any response just now when I had sent around the question about where are you in the process of reviewing those questions.
Provost Everts: There will be no additional response from the Council of Deans.

Senator Kalter: I have no problem with putting it off because it has never been reviewed before. We just found out last year that it was in some policy but not in the Blue Book. 

Senator Fazel: I thought I heard something about the questionnaire you sent to faculty about the chairs.

Senator Kalter: We put that questionnaire out in January, sent a reminder in February and another in March. Last Wednesday, my committee started reviewing the feedback. But I had also sent it to everyone on Exec and I sent it to Sheri assuming you would share it with the Deans Council and I sent it to Jackie to share with the chairs. I don’t know if that has happened or not. We decided last session that we still needed to talk about it. I don’t really want to tell which direction we are going, but I think we are not ready to do anything with it this year. Because it was something of a controversial issue, I wanted all of the parties who had been involved to see what kind of feedback we got.
Senator Horst: Did you get the kind of numbers that you were looking for?

Senator Kalter: The response rate was in the 170 range. There were 150 something responses. In some cases, chairs were part of the feedback. It’s about 10% of the total faculty and 1/8 of the tenure-track. It’s hard to tell which are tenure-track and non-tenure track.

From Farzaneh Fazel/Rules Committee: External Committee Assignments

Senator Fazel: In the bylaws, it says that one person may not serve on more than one committee. We have people who volunteered and are already serving on another committee. The other one is the term limit. The term limit is two terms, but we have people who continue to serve. Should we take this literally or just leave it because we have been doing this. The Athletic Council, there was an issue with them last year. We appointed two new members to the council and they were not happy about it because they said that they would like to keep their existing members because it is so important for the existing members to know about what is going on. Because we had already informed the new members that we had appointed them, we had two additional people so that they could keep their existing members and also the new people.
Senator Holland: I think it worked out that only one of them could show up to their meetings. 

Senator Fazel: On the list they have sent us, they have ten members. According to the bylaws, they should only have eight.

Senator Holland: They have new bylaws that they want to pass.

Senator Fazel: How many do they have?

Senator Holland: She left me a hard copy and I thought she had sent them to Cynthia.

Ms. James: I never received that.

Senator Fazel: So that has not been approved. The two people whose terms are expiring, the chair of the committee has asked let’s keep these people. The Rules Committee feels that we really should not keep the same people on committees and should rotate them because these are oversight committees and they shouldn’t get too comfortable with their position. Our committee feels like we should not be appointing these two people to the committee first because their terms have expired and they only should have eight; they have ten, so we will just remove these two people. The other reason is because we do not want the chair of the committee asking for the same people again and again because it may lose its effectiveness as an oversight committee.
Senator Horst: I recall that we said it was an exception.

Senator Holland: It was last time. They are not asking them to repeat over and over. What they are hoping Rules will do, since it says they can serve two terms, they would like them to be considered for two terms. If they are above, then they certainly should not do it.

Senator Fazel: For these two people, they are not above two terms, but their term expires in 13 and we already have eight other members on the list. The point is why should we appoint them again. Last year was an exception when we had the two extra members. They said it’s really important to have institutional memory, but they do have two people who have been serving since 2008 and three people who have been serving since 2009 and we thought that should be enough institutional memory.

Senator Stewart: Right and also how do you get new people on there that can start learning unless you start rotating out? 

Senator Kalter: This is one of the few committees that has more applicants than seats and it seems unfair to the people who want to serve on it. It seems like that exception should not become the rule. It is an External Committee of the Senate so that means it’s under the open meetings act. Any of those members can attend to see what’s going on and observe, but we should rotate it regularly. Are they changing the bylaws so that the terms can be longer?

Senator Holland: They are adding one or two people. There were a number of minor changes to committee names and a few other things. If you would like to take over as chair for a few moments, I will try to find the hard copy.

Senator Fazel: The Rules Committee felt strongly that these two people are coming off the committee and we are not going to add anybody.

Senator Gizzi: It’s fair.

Senator Manno: It’s the Rules Committee’s prerogative.

Senator Kalter: What were your other two questions?

Senator Fazel: We do not always adhere to the bylaws in terms of term limits and making sure that every person would only be appointed to one committee. Should we keep it flexible as we have been doing this or should we really be strict?

Senator Horst: Is it a chronic problem to staff these committees?
Senator Fazel: It dependents on the committee. Some committees, we do not have enough. Sometimes we have a long list of people who would like to serve on committees.

Senator Stewart: Be flexible if it’s hard filling seats, but when there is high demand, you need to stick by the rules.

Senator Fazel: Which means keep the flexibility basically.

Senator Kalter: Cynthia, has it been since you have been here that we have had trouble filling these committees?

Ms. James: This year was a record year with a lot of people wanting to be on committees. Sometimes, there are just a few and we can’t fill all of the committees.

Senator Kalter: One possibility also is that we are not continuing our culture of encouraging people after their third year here to start serving on an additional committee outside their own department. That was the standard in my department. 

Senator Fazel: We have two committees that we are short by one person and those are the ones that require specific colleges. According to the bylaws, we have to go back to the colleges, give them ten days to find someone and if they can’t, we can put someone there who may not be from the same college.
Senator Kalter: The Provost could maybe encourage the deans and chairs to encourage people more if they see that they don’t have a lot of people in their department serving on External Senate Committees—asking them to be more proactive in going out to get service. The standard to me should be that you do one department committee and either a college or university committee after you have gotten tenure. Otherwise, the                shared governance system breaks down.

Provost Everts: We will add it to the next agenda.

Senator Fazel: The conclusion of our discussion is that two people are coming off; their terms are expiring and we would not appoint anybody else because they already have ten and they should only have eight.

Senator Holland: What they are calling for is faculty eight, non-administrative. That’s what we have right now?
Senator Fazel: Faculty eight, yes. Right now they have ten.

Senator Holland: A minimum of three faculty members must be women.

Senator Fazel: That, we don’t have.

Senator Holland: A minimum of three faculty members must be men.

Senator Fazel: The problem with that is we have to wait for some terms to expire. 

Senator Holland: And it says a faculty member may serve no more than two consecutive full terms. I will give that to you (revised bylaws). I will forward it to Cynthia. It will have to wait until the fall.

Senator Fazel: But it’s going to come through the Exec again so that we can all take a look at it and officially send it to the…?

Senator Holland: Yes.

Distributed Communications:
03.21.13.01
Intellectual Property Policy-Markup Draft (Dist. Faculty Affairs Committee)

Senator Horst: This policy came to Exec last time, but it was not marked up. My committee had an initial meeting with the two lawyers that worked on the policy. We’ve decided to table it. They subsequently sent us a marked up copy and that is what you have got. You will be hearing more about it next year.
General Education Review

Senator Kalter:  I wanted to ask if I am clear about a couple of things. Is it correct that I was the only senator who gave feedback to the Academic Affairs Committee?
Senator Gizzi: Yes.

Senator Kalter: I thought that I had heard that two senators did.

Senator Gizzi: Not on structural issues.
Senator Kalter: I had raised three questions. One was about the intellectual issues that we talked about on the floor of the Senate. One was about the policy question and one was about the financial and personnel implication. The policy issue is being worked on. Since our last conversation, I got an email from Jonathan. He has started to write up a policy that would cover how you change Gen Ed. I wanted to hear what this committee might say about how we make sure we have had wide-spread buy in, not just at the input stage, but this is the decision and what the results are. It turns out that in UCC procedures when you have a new, revised or deleted program proposal, there is a circulation stage where UCC sends the proposal out to the university community. I asked Jonathan when did that happen for Gen Ed. Jeri Ryburn answered that it was November 12.  I found in the procedures that department chairs and school directors are requested to send this material to all faculty members. In my department, that has not happened for years and that is part of the root of my concern—that the rest of the campus did not have a chance to submit comments when the UCC does its work. I wanted to call that to the attention of the provost. I think what has been happening is that there was a time in our history when these rules were written and the chairs knew about this. Sometimes we expect the chairs to send it out to their curriculum committee or full faculty and that doesn’t happen. The UCC made a very good faith effort to do this, but when it came to department chairs and school directors…I am not blaming them for this; we have had a lot of turnover and some things have dropped out of our usual processes. I am wondering if we need to do anything to make sure that the rest of the campus has had a chance to comment. It seems like that was an expected part of the current procedure.
Senator Gizzi: Every chair of the department curriculum committee and college curriculum committee, department or school chair receives all curriculum committee stuff. I can show you on my email hundreds of emails that have come through from the university curriculum committee.

Senator Holland: When I was chair of my department’s curriculum committee, our chair would send them to us.

Senator Kalter: We used to get them. Jeri sent me the actual thing that was circulated for Gen Ed. What Senator Gizzi just said is not accurate. I asked her about our department curriculum committee chairs and not a single one of them was on there. It only mentions chairs, directors, college curriculum committee chairs, program directors and a couple of other people, so there is something of a disconnect there. I asked her specifically if Catherine Ellison, who is our undergrad program director, or Bob McLaughlin or Tori Thompson had ever been on your list and she said no. But the more important thing is that this is not just supposed to be circulated to curriculum committees, but to all faculty to give to give them a chance to comment. It simply did not happen. I don’t know about the other departments if you got something about Gen Ed or not.

Senator Horst: I forwarded Carlyn Morenus, who was the chair of the UCC, your email so that she could clarify. She’s feeling much better but she has not responded. I and Carlyn were updating the faculty on what was going on. I agree that Gen Ed is really addressed in the current procedures as well as it could be. I would think that we are following the model of how it was done in the past.
Senator Holland: This is the exact way it’s always been done. An ad hoc committee is convened by the Provost’s Office. Then it really doesn’t make sense to have the departmental curriculum committee involved in it except at the creation of course level.

Senator Kalter: That makes a lot more sense to me now that I know that the whole faculty gets to see it. The question is are we allowing all faculty to see it.

Senator Holland: When we go through a major revision, we try to keep everyone involved through the Provost’s Office and the ad hoc committee that does the major revision. Everything else, like dropping FOI, that has been brought to the Senate through CGE.

Senator Kalter: Even the CGE bylaws say nothing about we are the curriculum committee for Gen Ed. That would be an easy thing to add.

Senator Holland: They are not really the curriculum committee for Gen Ed. They are an additional step that any Gen Ed class has to go through.

Senator Kalter: That is why there is confusion here. I was seeing them as the step between the departments and the UCC. That is the way the policy is currently worded and there is no exception for Gen Ed.
Senator Gizzi: This whole process has been done in the open.

Senator Kalter: There has been nobody accusing that it has not been. Between November 12 and the time we got it in January, I don’t think that it circulated to the full faculty. It seems like people don’t know about it. It has been in the open up until the point of the Gen Ed Taskforce and then the UCC tried to publicize it, but as far as I can tell, there was this miscommunication about who the chairs were sending it to. I am sensing that there are some people who are not aware of it.

Senator Gizzi: There were two symposiums.
Senator Kalter: Where the recommendations were put out?

Senator Holland: Right. There have been a huge number of opportunities for input and after they were put out.

Provost Everts: There were open forums with a great many faculty in attendance. 

Senator Holland: Going forward, if it says that all faculty should be apprised of these things and we want to keep all faculty apprised it, then any vice president can give authority to have it sent to all faculty members.

Provost Everts: I can authorize said email.

Senator Holland: If we don’t want it to go to all faculty, but to curriculum committee chairs, then somebody, UCC or CGE, has to update that email list every year. It’s probably easier to send it out to everybody.
Senator Fazel: Are we going to ask for feedback? Do we have time?

Senator Kalter: It’s unlikely to happen, but if people see this change and didn’t get the chance for comment or feedback, they will accuse the Provost’s Office of not having given them a chance.

Senator Holland: At this point, with as many opportunities as people have had, I can guarantee that there is going to be somebody who says I never was asked, but they have been many, many times.

Provost Everts: There were 42 focus discussions.

Senator Kalter: How many were after the Gen Ed Taskforce Report came out?

Provost Everts: Gosh, I don’t know how many there have been. I would have to go back…

Senator Gizzi: There were periods of comment and input. It was an 18-month process.

Senator Kalter:  How many were there after the taskforce report came out?
Provost Everts: I don’t have that information with me.

Senator Kalter: Going forward, if you can tell Jonathan that those UCC changes need to be distributed to all faculty, particular when they have to do with Gen Ed, that that is the procedure we are supposed to be following and as far as I can tell, it’s not followed and it is probably not just in my department. The memo that is there does not specifically say to the chairs send this to the faculty. 

Senator Holland: It wouldn’t hurt to have UCC proposals go out to all faculty.

Senator Gizzi: They are on their website.

Senator Kalter: But people would not necessarily know to go to the website.

Senator Fazel: If we are going to send an email to everybody, are we going to ask for feedback next week?

Senator Stewart: No, going forward after this. Isn’t there supposed to be a review of Gen Ed every five years?

Senator Holland: Yes. The review that happens every five years is a Senate level event where we decide if we need a major review. The provost can decide if we want a more major review also. The few things that happened with this review was the Constitution, the Writing Exam…The Writing Exam was eliminated about the time the massive budget cuts were occurring. When it was eliminated, there was the full intention to replace it with something else.
Senator Horst: So policy and your next point was…

Senator Kalter: So that’s policy and just again this is to go out to everybody at the UCC circulation stage for comment or objection.

Senator Holland: I think that most people have heard the broad strokes of it.

Senator Kalter: Exactly. They didn’t get the actual proposal to change the structure.

Senator Gizzi: Point of order. We are exceeding our authority here once again. We are deliberating about General Education. We are not deciding about the agenda.

President Bowman: We are not getting anywhere either.

Senator Holland: I think we did make some progress on this figuring out what we want to do going forward.

Senator Gizzi: But the point is that it has already been on the agenda. We are exceeding the authority of this committee to set the agenda.

Senator Horst: Susan has some valid points and she can put them forward to be addressed by the Academic Affairs Committee. 

Senator Kalter: Let me reiterate, since some people don’t listen…
Senator Gizzi: I am tired of you being a bully. You bully and bully and bully.

Senator Kalter: Wow, that’s pretty interesting.

Senator Holland: We have mutual opinions on whose being a bully, but we are not going to go there right now. We have some points that a Senate member would like to raise. We are not trying to change agenda items, but there are legitimate points to be questioned that I think may need additional information.

Senator Kalter: Jonathan is in the process of writing up a policy and I said to him, thank you for being so proactive about it. I sent around the numbers from research and institutional policy analysis.

Senator Gizzi: This is exactly what I am talking about. This question has already been addressed by the Academic Affairs Committee.

Senator Kalter: It was refused to be addressed on the floor of the Senate. This has not been addressed. We have new information. I am bringing this to your attention as new information not as an individual member with an opinion about whether we should change the structure or not, but as somebody who wants us to think about our budget implications when we make a major change that involves 9,800 students and seats in classes. What you have if you printed it out were the numbers for just the middle core IS and the outer core SS courses. You see five years’ worth of credit hours enrollment and number of sections. The way that I would summarize it is that over the last year, we have had about 9,800 students in these two categories—the total number of seats in the two categories we are collapsing. That will be halved when we combine these two categories, so we will probably come up with about 4,900 seats. If what Jonathan said about this is true where PSY 110 is going to take a lot of these seats, currently they are at 2.346 for the last year. I assumed that would pretty much remain stable. If you take that number and subtract it from half of the total number of seats, you have about 2,559 seats being distributed across the rest of the courses, which basically reduces seats in those courses to about 34%. The result, because PSY 110 being a big course is simply going to be to take those seats in the other parts of those categories down to about one-third of what they are. My guess in looking at the numbers, because many of these are in big sections, we didn’t find that there were multiple sections of 30 students or 50 students. Probably how this is going to affect actual bodies in the classroom, it may impact generally graduate assistants. The departments most likely to be affected are Anthropology, Sociology, Agriculture, Economics, Family and Consumer Science, Health Sciences, Politics and possibly Psychology. It will probably be an impact, at least in terms of my analysis, in terms of our graduate education and how graduate education works in those departments.
Provost Everts: This is a seat capacity analysis. There are a great many additional factors in this so you can’t merely assume that you would take this number and reduce it by X number. First of all, we have a great number of additional offerings than are actually represented. There are associated issues happening right now that were not cross-referencing this seat capacity analysis with those courses that are prerequisites that are required that are electives. This will all work out, plus we are ramping into this over time. You can’t take a seat capacity analysis and make it a budget analysis.
Senator Stewart: This requires a step-wise analysis where there are multiple variables. There are so many variables that there is no descriptive statistic that is going to hit it.  You might have smaller class sizes and a lot of the grad assistants are going to be working with majors instead of Gen Ed.

Senator Kalter: I am saying this neutrally not as an argument for or against making the change. This is not including the MCUST and the ICL categories because those are not the ones that are being collapsed. So if those are the ones that you are thinking that I am leaving out, I left them out because they are not collapsing two categories into one.

Provost Everts: This seat capacity analysis is collapsing a lot of things into the same. If we wanted to look at this, which actually happened in the 18 months that the taskforce dealt with this and one, as I understand, working group specifically dealt with all of the factors, looked at many of those associated with as we walk this down, what will be the budgetary impact on units and departments. That issue was discussed and determined, not a part of the working group that did this particular thing, but I know that the faculty who were a part of it did consider many of those issues. Now did they share this very specific seating capacity analysis? I would assume, but it would have been one of just many factors they looked at. Some of the additional issues that came up in that working group, as I read through their minutes and reports, they also determined that occasionally they have faculty, grad assistants, non-tenure track faculty teaching Gen Ed requirements when actually they would prefer to be focusing in other areas. Some of that is also going to happen. It will free up time for people to focus in other areas.
Senator Kalter: I very much appreciate that. I would have appreciated it earlier to have somebody point me to where that analysis can be found. Thank you for pointing me to the fact that that was done. I don’t know where the record of all of that is.

Senator Holland: Claire Lamonica could probably supply just about any information needed.

Provost Everts: Right.  I think that there are not only minutes of each of the working groups, but there are steering committee minutes.

Senator Holland: The steering committee does have minutes. I don’t remember having a discussion like this at the steering committee level. I was on the committee that was on the administrative structure of it.

Senator Horst: Getting back to Mike’s point, the Executive Committee, one thing we could consider is should we put forward this report. I don’t know what else the Executive Committee as a whole can consider. I would recommend that we don’t.

Senator Gizzi: I would too because I think there are a lot of flaws in that report.

Senator Holland: I think the appropriate thing to do is point people toward the minutes of the entire committee that would presumably have this analysis.

Senator Kalter: I would prefer to have a report from the Provost’s Office. I asked for some sort of response to this question and I got none until today.

Provost Everts: I think we answered your question on Wednesday, perhaps not to the level that you wished, but the other factor that we always have to balance are the number of additional senators who are not asking us questions and I also don’t want to remove the importance of the committee which I know has spent a great deal of time discussing either individual questions or other items that might have come up in your committee.
Senator Kalter: I’d like us not to discount an individual asking a question. If I were a regular senator and I were being responded to in this way, I would be a little bit in despair.

Senator Gizzi: Do you have the right to a response in terms of a financial report just because you asked the question?

Senator Kalter: If it’s already been done, I don’t know why I wasn’t just pointed to it.
Senator Holland: I think we have had more time to think about it here as to where to actually go for it rather than saying it has been done. Hopefully, Claire can give us that information since she was chairing that committee or we can find out who was on that subcommittee and we can get that information.

Senator Kalter: I did this out of desperation because nobody was answering my questions straightforwardly.
Senator Horst: This is the Executive Committee. We set the agenda.

Senator Kalter: But I am also an individual senator who asked a question.

Senator Gizzi: The committee considered your question and decided that there was no justification to conduct that study.

Senator Kalter: You never told me that before the meeting.

Senator Gizzi: I told you that in the meeting.

Senator Kalter:  In the meeting after an email that said that you were going to be talking about it in the committee that night.

Senator Gizzi: Whatever.

Senator Fazel: That email that I sent said that we really need to talk about this because I see a colleague asking a question and the meeting is so tense. Why are we tense? Somebody is asking a question. Let’s just answer that question. There is just a small group of people sitting here so we should have a collegial relationship here. When it becomes tense, it really gets out of hand in terms of what is rational and what is not. If she is asking a question and I do not agree, in a collegial way…I see that on the Executive Committee; I see that even on the floor of the Senate that if you discuss something, the opinion of some people is I have already agreed that this is the way to go so don’t waste my time. Don’t ask any questions and the keep saying call the question or smirking at people or reacting to people, which changes the collegial atmosphere of the Senate. It seems that we have never had this discussion in the open what is really the role of the Executive Committee. It seems that this is a really important issue that we don’t necessarily see it the same way. Why don’t we sit down and discuss it instead of attacking each other and having this type of a negative, tense type of meeting. Let’s sit down and say what is the role of the Executive Committee. Is it that Cynthia will put all these things on the agenda and send it through or is it we play a role beyond that? At the end of it, we can vote one way or the other and move on so that every meeting that we have is not tense. On the Senate, people were asking questions and after five or ten minutes, senators…So it is not just the Executive Committee. Even on the Senate, somebody wants to ask a question and they want to say ok, enough; I have already decided so don’t say anything more.
Senator Horst: I am not for that Farzaneh.

Senator Fazel: I agree. I know you aren’t.

Senator Horst: But my concern is that we all have a limited amount of time and we have business that we have to do as the Executive Committee. I am going through Susan’s policies and I am wondering what the Executive Committee can do or what your committee can do or the Provost’s Office can do. The Executive Committee has only so much it can do to address these concerns. I am not sure what we can do besides putting it forth to the Senate as an agenda item.

Senator Holland: The best thing we can do is there were specific questions and apparently there are specific answers out there and just pointing people in the right direction to those answers.
Senator Kalter: I would ask that when we bring this to the floor again, rather than bringing my numbers since apparently they are not sufficient, that we bring that other work to let people know when they are voting what the financial implications are because in our curricular change process, we have had this conversation for a year or two; we were trying to find who does the financial implications. Is it the UCC? They refuse to do it. Is it the AAC? They I think have refused to do it. Is it the AABC, my committee? Perhaps when that question is asked. Given that I am the chair of the committee right now and that it has sort of lingered in that lap, that is why I was asking that question rather than as a person with an opinion about the structure, I was asking it because I thought it would be a good idea for us to know as a Senate, since we are the final stage, what is not just the academic and intellectual impact of this change, but what is the financial impact. That’s our job to look at that and make sure it’s been looked at. If it has already been looked at by that subcommittee of the Gen Ed Taskforce, all we need is to call people’s attention to where that data is so that we as senators can vote in an informed way.
Senator Holland: If there is a flaw in our process right now, it’s that only the Provost’s Office really looks at the financial implications because the Academic Planning Committee decided they did not want to do it. UCC decided that they didn’t want to do it.

Senator Horst: Could we invite Claire Lamonica.

Senator Holland: That might be an excellent idea.

Senator Kalter: That’s a great idea.

Senator Stewart: I think part of the problem is it’s so complicated that there may not be a way of knowing exactly what the impact might be. Jonathan explained on the Senate floor that we have done these kinds of things in the past and there has been very little economic fallout from the changes. If past is prologue, then we can expect that things will work themselves out and we are not cancelling the number of hours students have to take. There are going to be three hours of electives and things will be shifted around and people will be taken care of. To say we are losing these many teachers or graduate students, it is a near impossible thing to do.

Senator Kalter: FOI was a change that happened across many more departments, so we can’t necessarily use FOI as an indication. Yes, it is complicated. I agree that there is no way that you can accurately predict exactly what is going to happen, but you can do some educated guesses and you can show that you have thought about the planning for this. Here is what we think is going to happen or here or two or three models that we spun out as a Gen Ed Taskforce to show how this is going to impact departments especially if it is gradually stepped in. It’s complicated, but we are all smart people and we can hear someone like Claire inform us about how this was looked at.
Senator Holland: It might be even more for whoever was chair of that subcommittee.

Senator Gizzi: I think it would be appropriate if even one department had complained about this of those seven, but not a single one has.

Provost Everts: Didn’t we do that? Claire and Jim came to the Senate and did a presentation. There were no questions.

Senator Kalter: Was it about the financial implications.

Provost Everts: It was part of the entire discussion. There were hardly any questions.

Senator Holland: I don’t think anyone asked about financial implications.

Senator Gizzi: I appreciate that you are very much concerned about the future of the university, but I look at it from the perspective that one person has asked a question when none of the departments that are involved has had any objection at all. Sociology created a new course. They took things into their own hands to redeploy. I say move this as an action item and let us approve it.
Senator Holland: It is on the agenda as an action item, but I think we still can actually make debate points.

Senator Gizzi: I think again we are now exceeding our responsibility as the Executive Committee. Let the Senate work; I trust the Senate.

Senator Horst: I still think someone with Claire Lamonica’s experience could help if Susan has questions she wants to air in front of the Senate. Claire seems to have done a lot of research on this. 

Senator Holland: It might not be a bad idea to invite her.

Senator Fazel: We are going through the debate phase. Even if only one person has questions, shouldn’t we allow that person the opportunity to ask the questions?
Senator Manno: The answer was given by Jonathan.

Senator Fazel: Not to that specific question.

Senator Manno: With the many variables that are going on that there is no way that an accurate number can be given. It’s the Senate’s obligation to say I don’t have enough information to vote or say I am comfortable trusting in Jonathan’s answer.

Senator Kalter: I did not see that as an answer. I saw that as darkness. In my classroom, every student’s question is valuable regardless if they are the only one with a question. Regardless of what you think of the question that I am asking now, I don’t think we should make a practice of shaming people. Is it going to harm anybody for Claire to show up and give a little more information?


Senator Holland: We can invite her and if she supplies additional information, I don’t see any problem with her being able to answer that. We will invite her. Is that a resolution everyone is happy with? We can have Claire come. We can perhaps invite the chair of that particular subcommittee about financial implication.

Senator Horst: And with regard to the other point, Susan could put a memo to Academic Affairs to have them look at it for next year.
Senator Kalter: That was my intention for that policy issue.

Senator Gizzi: I would like to recommend that Farzaneh’s statement talking about this (the role of the Executive Committee) for Cynthia to put that on the agenda for next year.

Senator Holland: I spent multiple hours looking at a lot of documents as to what it is and it is way open to interpretation. The tradition on the Senate is that we have been a deliberative body who will look at things before they go to the Senate. That has been really valuable in the past. Almost everybody here has had a bill sent back to their committee by this committee.

Senator Kalter: Also, I don’t believe that even under a strict construction of our rules that I have violated that.

Proposed Agenda for the Academic Senate on April 10, 2013: 

Academic Senate Meeting Agenda

Wednesday, April 10, 2013
7:00 P.M.

OLD MAIN ROOM, BONE STUDENT CENTER
Call to Order

Roll Call

Approval of Minutes of March 27, 2013
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 Gizzi
Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Senator Kalter

Faculty Affairs Committee: Senator Horst
Planning and Finance Committee: Senator Rich
Rules Committee: Senator Fazel
Action Items:

03.18.13.01
Academic Freedom Policy (Faculty Affairs Committee)
01.17.13.02 
General Education Catalog – Final Draft (Academic Affairs Committee)
03.11.13.01
Council on General Education Bylaws (Academic Affairs Committee)
03.11.13.02
AIF Recommendations (Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee)

03.11.13.08
Code of Ethics-Revised (Rules Committee)
03.11.13.09
Professional Relationships Policy (Rules Committee)
03.12.13.01
Student Bereavement Policy (Student Government Association)

03.07.19.03
Grading Practice Policy (Faculty Affairs Committee)


Communications
Adjournment
Motion XLIV-61:  By Senator Stewart, seconded by Senator Fazel, to approve the agenda. The agenda was unanimously approved.
Adjournment
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