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SENATE	  EXECUTIVE	  COMMITTEE	  MEETING	  
February	  5,	  2015	  

12:45	  P.M.	  in	  SKH	  369	  
	  

Present:	  	  Wai	  Mok,	  Kader	  Frendi,	  Azita	  Amiri,	  Debra	  Moriarity,	  Charles	  Hickman,	  James	  
Swain,	  Michael	  Banish,	  Linda	  Maier	  

	  
Guests:	  	  Richard	  Lieu	  and	  Dean	  Sundar	  Christopher	  
	  
Provost	  Curtis	  and	  President	  Altenkirch	  were	  not	  present.	  

	  
Ø Faculty	  Senate	  President	  Wai	  Mok	  called	  the	  meeting	  to	  order	  at	  12:50	  pm	  

	  
Ø Special	  Report	  

Two	  guest	  speakers,	  Richard	  Lieu	  and	  Sundar	  Christopher,	  are	  present	  to	  inform	  FSEC	  of	  certain	  
issues	  related	  to	  an	  incident	  happening	  in	  the	  Physics	  Department.	  Each	  gets	  20	  minutes	  or	  so	  to	  
discuss	  this	  issue,	  without	  the	  other	  present	  in	  the	  room.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  part	  of	  the	  grievance	  
process.	  A	  bill	  was	  put	  forth	  by	  the	  Physics	  senators.	  This	  bill	  brings	  out	  an	  issue	  related	  to	  the	  
faculty	  at	  large.	  	  
	  
v Richard	  Lieu	  

Richard	  Lieu	  thinks	  this	  ought	  to	  concern	  everyone,	  although	  he	  wishes	  it	  was	  under	  
different	  circumstances.	  It	  mainly	  concerns	  Physics.	  On	  January	  21st,	  he	  was	  summoned	  to	  a	  
meeting	  by	  Dr.	  Christopher,	  Dean	  of	  Science.	  Brent	  Wren	  was	  also	  there.	  During	  that	  
meeting	  he	  was	  given	  a	  letter	  of	  dismissal	  as	  chair	  of	  the	  Physics	  Department	  on	  ineffective	  
leadership	  of	  the	  department.	  Sundar	  left	  the	  meeting,	  leaving	  Brent	  to	  talk	  to	  Lieu.	  Brent	  
said	  they	  were	  appealing	  to	  Chapter	  6.1	  of	  the	  Faculty	  Handbook,	  which	  states	  “…final	  
authority	  for	  the	  selection	  and	  retention	  of	  associate	  deans,	  assistant	  deans,	  and	  
departmental	  chairs	  rests	  with	  the	  academic	  deans,	  with	  the	  concurrence	  of	  the	  provost.”	  	  
	  
Two	  parts	  of	  the	  Handbook	  are	  not	  in	  harmony.	  Appendix	  B	  says	  something	  else,	  under	  the	  
Reassignment	  of	  a	  Department	  Chair	  section:	  “In	  unusual	  circumstances	  a	  dean	  may,	  on	  his	  
or	  her	  own	  initiative	  or	  at	  the	  request	  of	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  eligible	  departmental	  faculty,	  
initiate	  an	  early	  review	  of	  a	  chair…a	  dean	  may	  remove	  a	  chair	  with	  the	  concurrence	  of	  a	  
majority	  of	  the	  eligible	  departmental	  faculty	  and	  the	  provost.”	  Our	  senators	  are	  seeking	  
clarification.	  	  
	  
Richard	  Lieu:	  I	  wasn’t	  hired	  by	  this	  dean,	  but	  by	  the	  previous	  dean,	  Jack	  Fix.	  I	  served	  one	  full	  
academic	  year	  under	  him.	  I	  came	  to	  office	  under	  a	  time	  of	  transition	  during	  which	  half	  of	  
our	  department	  members	  went	  off	  to	  start	  a	  new	  department,	  Space	  Science,	  under	  Gary	  
Zank.	  The	  department	  I	  chaired	  leads	  a	  diverse	  role.	  A	  lot	  of	  progress	  was	  made	  under	  Jack	  
Fix.	  Positions	  were	  approved	  by	  President	  Altenkirch	  at	  the	  time.	  When	  the	  new	  dean,	  
Christopher,	  came	  to	  office,	  it	  happened	  at	  the	  same	  time	  that	  I	  had	  some	  arguments	  with	  
the	  administration	  over	  some	  courses	  in	  the	  department	  of	  Space	  Science/Physics.	  Jack	  Fix	  
was	  able	  to	  smooth	  things	  over	  well.	  I	  think	  certain	  things	  here	  are	  due	  to	  personality	  issues.	  
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Senate	  Executive	  Committee	  Report	  2-‐5-‐15	   Page	  2	  
	  

By	  mid-‐September	  I	  was	  told	  to	  resign	  or	  face	  removal.	  I	  consulted	  my	  department,	  and	  a	  
good	  majority	  of	  them	  wanted	  me	  to	  stay.	  	  
I	  informed	  the	  dean	  in	  mid-‐September	  of	  last	  year	  that	  I	  didn’t	  want	  to	  resign.	  A	  memo	  
dated	  September	  19th	  from	  the	  dean	  states	  that	  he	  would	  initiate	  an	  early	  review	  to	  remove	  
me.	  He	  made	  it	  clear	  that	  he	  would	  follow	  a	  process	  that	  is	  in	  exact	  alignment	  with	  
Appendix	  B	  of	  the	  Handbook.	  He	  would	  conduct	  a	  survey	  of	  faculty	  members,	  etc.	  There	  was	  
no	  mention	  of	  Chapter	  6.1.	  This	  was	  the	  dean’s	  own	  admission	  of	  the	  process.	  The	  
department	  fulfilled	  the	  first	  half	  of	  this—they	  completed	  the	  survey	  and	  met	  the	  deadline	  
of	  October	  1.	  	  
	  
Richard	  Lieu	  showed	  an	  example	  of	  the	  survey	  form.	  At	  the	  end,	  there	  is	  an	  Overall	  
Evaluation,	  which	  states,	  “I	  want	  the	  chair	  to	  be	  removed”	  with	  a	  “Yes”	  or	  “No”	  answer.	  
	  
Richard	  Lieu:	  The	  dean	  was	  asked	  in	  multiple	  meetings	  for	  the	  vote	  count.	  The	  dean,	  
however,	  never	  disclosed	  anything.	  We	  still	  don’t	  know	  anything.	  Although	  in	  one	  meeting,	  
he	  finally	  stated	  that	  he	  did	  not	  have	  enough	  votes.	  

o Charles	  Hickman:	  He	  was	  asked	  if	  he	  had	  enough	  votes,	  and	  he	  said	  he	  did	  not.	  
o Richard	  Lieu:	  Correct.	  He	  said	  he	  didn’t,	  after	  the	  5th	  time	  he	  was	  asked.	  	  

	  
On	  January	  21st	  I	  received	  a	  letter	  of	  removal.	  There	  is	  no	  mention	  of	  concurrence	  with	  the	  
majority.	  It	  cited	  ineffectiveness	  of	  leading	  the	  faculty,	  but	  the	  survey	  form	  had	  a	  huge	  
section	  on	  leadership.	  However,	  since	  the	  survey	  results	  were	  never	  released,	  I	  don’t	  know	  
where	  this	  is	  coming	  from.	  	  
Between	  September	  15th	  and	  January	  21st,	  I	  went	  through	  a	  painful	  period,	  in	  which	  3	  
positions	  that	  President	  Altenkirch	  approved	  were	  frozen	  for	  no	  robust	  reason.	  There	  were	  
plenty	  of	  reasons	  given	  to	  me,	  though.	  We	  already	  made	  an	  offer	  on	  the	  Junior	  Lectureship	  
position,	  which	  Dean	  Christopher	  had	  signed,	  but	  for	  some	  reason	  he	  terminated	  the	  
position	  because	  she	  didn’t	  get	  her	  visa	  on	  time.	  The	  university	  petitioned	  her	  visa	  very	  late,	  
2	  weeks	  before	  the	  start	  of	  her	  job,	  which	  is	  unreasonable.	  So	  all	  of	  a	  sudden	  we	  were	  not	  
allowed	  to	  hire	  3	  positions,	  and	  for	  no	  reason.	  It	  seems	  they	  make	  life	  sufficiently	  impossible	  
for	  me,	  so	  that	  I	  would	  resign.	  But	  since	  I	  didn’t,	  I	  was	  removed.	  	  
	  
There	  appears	  to	  be	  disharmony	  between	  Chapter	  6.1	  of	  the	  Handbook	  and	  Appendices	  A	  
and	  B.	  In	  the	  specific	  instance	  of	  the	  recent	  removal	  of	  the	  Chair	  of	  Physics	  by	  Dean	  of	  
Science,	  a	  memo	  was	  written	  by	  the	  dean,	  who	  committed	  himself	  to	  follow	  Appendix	  B,	  
with	  no	  mention	  of	  other	  parts.	  The	  failure	  of	  the	  College	  of	  Science	  Dean	  to	  follow	  the	  
process	  resulted	  in	  the	  wrongful	  removal	  of	  the	  Physics	  Chair.	  Results	  of	  the	  survey	  should	  
be	  published.	  The	  Physics	  Chair	  should	  be	  reinstated	  and	  compensated	  for	  defamation.	  
	  
Richard	  Lieu	  states	  the	  Physics	  Department	  has	  achieved	  many	  things	  while	  he	  has	  been	  
chair,	  among	  them:	  donations	  have	  doubled	  and	  a	  Distinguished	  Professor	  was	  awarded.	  
	  

o Charles	  Hickman:	  Have	  you	  initiated	  a	  grievance?	  
o Richard	  Lieu:	  No.	  	  

	  
o Charles	  Hickman:	  There	  is	  a	  grievance	  procedure.	  If	  Dr.	  Wren	  was	  there,	  we	  have	  to	  

assume	  that	  the	  provost	  and	  president	  signed	  off	  on	  this.	  They	  will	  need	  to	  accept	  
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any	  bill	  that	  we	  pass.	  So	  what	  do	  you	  expect	  us	  to	  accomplish	  if	  this	  is	  rejected?	  We	  
don’t	  have	  any	  power	  after	  that.	  	  

o Richard	  Lieu:	  I	  don’t	  expect	  you	  to	  do	  any	  more	  than	  that.	  I	  would	  just	  ask	  you	  to	  be	  
pragmatic.	  I	  would	  like	  your	  support	  on	  this.	  I	  would	  like	  the	  administration	  to	  know	  
that	  even	  if	  they	  turn	  us	  down,	  the	  faculty	  has	  sounded	  and	  reported	  the	  Senate’s	  
thoughts.	  	  
	  

o Michael	  Banish:	  For	  the	  bill	  you’ve	  put	  forth,	  what	  was	  the	  vote	  in	  Physics?	  
o Richard	  Lieu:	  A	  majority	  vote.	  5	  and	  possibly	  6	  supported	  it.	  One	  did	  not	  attend	  the	  

meeting,	  but	  emailed	  that	  he	  would	  support	  the	  decision	  of	  the	  majority.	  This	  bill	  
has	  the	  majority.	  	  

o Michael	  Banish:	  How	  many	  faculty	  members	  are	  there	  in	  Physics?	  
o Richard	  Lieu:	  Including	  me,	  there	  are	  9	  eligible	  voters.	  	  
o Wai	  Mok:	  I	  suggest	  that	  is	  on	  the	  bill.	  	  

	  
v Sundar	  Christopher	  

The	  rationale	  for	  Appendix	  B	  and	  the	  decision	  was	  made	  by	  the	  provost.	  I	  started	  as	  the	  
Dean	  of	  College	  of	  Science	  in	  June	  of	  last	  year.	  There	  were	  several	  instances	  where	  Dr.	  Lieu	  
mentioned	  extreme	  pressures	  of	  the	  job.	  At	  one	  point	  he	  sent	  an	  email	  stating	  his	  intention	  
to	  resign.	  So	  there	  was	  confusion	  about	  his	  job	  and	  what	  he	  intends	  to	  do.	  I	  initiated	  a	  
review	  of	  the	  chair	  at	  that	  time.	  The	  review	  was	  done	  in	  a	  blindfolded	  manner.	  The	  Office	  of	  
Institutional	  Research	  handled	  the	  survey.	  A	  survey	  instrument	  was	  constructed	  and	  
provided	  to	  faculty	  members.	  The	  provost	  and	  I	  received	  the	  comments	  and	  the	  results	  of	  
the	  survey.	  The	  comments	  were	  not	  consistent	  with	  the	  individual	  markings.	  There	  were	  
comments	  concerning	  ineffectiveness.	  The	  results	  were	  inconsistent,	  though,	  so	  I	  talked	  
individually	  with	  the	  faculty	  members.	  The	  removal	  of	  Dr.	  Lieu,	  while	  it	  is	  connected	  to	  the	  
survey,	  is	  also	  an	  administrative	  decision.	  On	  January	  21,	  2015,	  in	  concurrence	  with	  Dr.	  
Curtis,	  I	  sent	  a	  letter	  to	  Dr.	  Lieu	  informing	  him	  of	  his	  removal	  from	  chair.	  This	  decision	  was	  
not	  made	  lightly.	  There	  were	  performance	  issues—not	  with	  just	  his	  leadership	  in	  the	  
department	  but	  also	  in	  his	  management	  of	  the	  department.	  	  

o Charles	  Hickman:	  Do	  you	  believe	  that	  you	  have	  the	  concurrence	  of	  the	  majority	  of	  
the	  eligible	  faculty?	  

o Sundar	  Christopher:	  When	  the	  survey	  was	  done,	  the	  majority	  of	  faculty	  indicated	  
that	  they	  wanted	  to	  retain	  the	  current	  chair,	  with	  a	  vote	  5	  to	  2.	  	  

o Charles	  Hickman:	  You	  thought	  the	  comments	  were	  inconsistent,	  though.	  	  
o Sundar	  Christopher:	  Yes.	  	  

	  
o Charles	  Hickman:	  There	  is	  an	  inconsistency	  in	  Appendix	  B	  and	  Chapter	  6.1.	  	  
o Sundar	  Christopher:	  There	  is	  concurrence	  in	  Chapter	  6.1	  and	  faculty	  participation;	  it	  

is	  a	  decision	  of	  the	  dean	  and	  the	  provost.	  It	  is	  an	  administrative	  affair.	  	  
o Charles	  Hickman:	  The	  question	  that	  I	  have	  is	  that	  if	  there	  is	  this	  inconsistency,	  do	  

you	  feel	  you’ve	  complied	  with	  both?	  Do	  you	  feel	  you	  have	  the	  compliance	  of	  the	  
faculty	  to	  remove	  Dr.	  Lieu?	  

o Sundar	  Christopher:	  We	  are	  recognizing	  that	  Chapter	  6.1’s	  language	  is	  different	  than	  
Appendix	  B.	  Chapter	  6.1	  provides	  the	  dean	  and	  the	  provost	  with	  the	  authority	  to	  
remove	  a	  chair.	  I	  don’t	  understand	  your	  question.	  	  

o Deb	  Moriarity:	  Do	  you	  feel	  like	  the	  faculty	  supports	  your	  decision	  to	  remove	  Dr.	  
Lieu?	  
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o Sundar	  Christopher:	  I’ll	  go	  back	  to	  the	  survey.	  5	  out	  of	  7	  wanted	  to	  retain	  Dr.	  Lieu.	  
When	  the	  comments	  came,	  though,	  they	  came	  in	  bulk,	  so	  I	  had	  no	  way	  of	  knowing	  
who	  provided	  which	  comments.	  	  

o Charles	  Hickman:	  In	  talking	  with	  the	  faculty,	  do	  you	  have	  their	  support?	  
o Sundar	  Christopher:	  No.	  They	  wanted	  to	  retain	  him.	  	  
o Kader	  Frendi:	  After	  talking	  with	  the	  faculty,	  did	  it	  seem	  that	  the	  comments	  you	  read	  

on	  paper	  were	  mainly	  attributable	  to	  the	  2	  who	  wanted	  him	  to	  be	  removed?	  Since	  
after	  you	  talked	  to	  the	  faculty	  members,	  the	  majority	  was	  still	  supportive?	  So	  is	  it	  
fair	  to	  say	  that	  the	  comments	  that	  you	  read	  were	  all	  from	  the	  2	  who	  wanted	  him	  
removed?	  	  

o Sundar	  Christopher:	  I	  had	  to	  be	  very	  careful	  when	  I	  talked	  one-‐on-‐one	  because	  I	  
couldn’t	  bring	  up	  what	  was	  said	  in	  the	  form	  because	  I	  didn’t	  know	  who	  said	  what—
it’s	  a	  violation	  of	  confidentiality.	  	  
	  

o Deb	  Moriarity:	  When	  you	  started	  the	  process	  with	  the	  survey,	  it	  looks	  like	  you	  were	  
following	  the	  process	  outlined	  in	  Appendix	  B.	  Between	  Chapter	  6.1	  and	  Appendix	  B	  
there	  is	  the	  weirdness	  of	  final	  authority	  rests	  with	  the	  dean	  and	  the	  provost,	  but	  the	  
discrepancy	  is	  what	  action	  rests.	  There	  is	  a	  process	  we’ve	  outlined	  here.	  You	  did	  
start	  to	  follow	  that,	  and	  there’s	  some	  concern	  about	  the	  timing,	  and	  about	  you	  not	  
informing	  them	  of	  the	  results	  when	  the	  memo	  says	  that	  they	  would	  find	  out.	  	  

o Sundar	  Christopher:	  There	  was	  the	  assumption	  that	  this	  would	  be	  a	  clear-‐cut	  case.	  
But	  since	  there	  were	  inconsistencies,	  I	  had	  to	  think	  about	  what	  to	  do	  next.	  Since	  it	  
was	  towards	  the	  end	  of	  the	  semester,	  there	  were	  more	  pressing	  matters,	  and	  also	  
not	  every	  faculty	  member	  wanted	  to	  come	  and	  speak.	  In	  my	  one-‐on-‐one	  meeting	  
with	  the	  chair,	  I	  was	  told	  that	  a	  faculty	  member	  who	  previously	  told	  me	  they	  didn’t	  
want	  to	  talk	  was	  now	  willing	  and	  I	  got	  an	  email	  days	  or	  weeks	  later	  stating	  they	  now	  
wanted	  to	  talk.	  	  
	  

o Deb	  Moriarity:	  In	  your	  discussion	  with	  Christine	  about	  this,	  do	  you	  think	  her	  
interpretation	  is	  that	  Chapter	  6.1	  simply	  says:	  you’re	  the	  dean	  so	  you	  make	  the	  final	  
decision	  since	  the	  final	  authority	  lies	  with	  you?	  The	  decision	  can	  be	  made	  separately	  
from	  Appendix	  B.	  	  

o Sundar	  Christopher:	  There	  was	  a	  lot	  of	  discussion	  between	  Christine	  and	  me,	  and	  
the	  Office	  of	  Counsel.	  This	  is	  very	  important,	  but	  it	  was	  a	  decision	  made	  by	  me	  as	  a	  
dean	  based	  on	  Chapter	  6.1.	  There’s	  only	  so	  much	  you	  can	  say	  in	  a	  letter.	  There	  were	  
a	  lot	  of	  discussions	  that	  happened	  behind	  this.	  Performance	  is	  a	  major	  issue.	  Chairs	  
are	  the	  heart	  of	  a	  department.	  When	  it	  begins	  to	  affect	  the	  productivity	  of	  students	  
and	  the	  morale	  of	  faculty,	  when	  the	  proper	  chain	  of	  command	  isn’t	  followed,	  it	  
creates	  conflicting	  pieces	  of	  information	  and	  voices	  on	  an	  issue.	  Situations	  just	  don’t	  
work	  out	  if	  you	  don’t	  go	  through	  simple	  processes.	  	  
	  

o Michael	  Banish:	  As	  far	  as	  the	  survey,	  could	  you	  tie	  binary	  answers	  in?	  	  
o Sundar	  Christopher:	  The	  surveys	  were	  inconsistent	  with	  binary,	  as	  well.	  They	  would	  

mark	  “I	  don’t	  want	  to	  answer	  this”	  but	  at	  the	  end	  they	  would	  mark	  “I	  want	  to	  keep	  
the	  chair.”	  
	  

o Deb	  Moriarity:	  We	  are	  trying	  to	  look	  at	  the	  Handbook	  issues	  of	  Chapter	  6.1	  and	  
Appendix	  B.	  The	  way	  they’re	  interpreted	  or	  written.	  So	  this	  isn’t	  a	  grievance	  process	  
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or	  anything,	  but	  we	  are	  trying	  to	  figure	  out	  if	  they’re	  really	  at	  odds	  or	  inconsistence.	  
So	  we	  need	  to	  know	  the	  process	  by	  which	  these	  were	  used.	  	  

	  
Ø Discussion	  of	  Special	  Report	  and	  bill	  submitted	  by	  Physics	  Department	  

Wai	  Mok:	  I	  was	  called	  to	  the	  provost’s	  office	  yesterday.	  I	  went	  through	  the	  procedures	  with	  her	  
about	  the	  bill.	  No	  matter	  what,	  I	  think	  anything	  we	  do	  will	  be	  rejected.	  I	  think	  the	  process	  will	  be	  
this	  for	  this	  situation:	  a	  bill	  through	  Senate,	  a	  personal	  grievance,	  hearing,	  which	  will	  possibly	  
lead	  to	  the	  hiring	  of	  an	  outside	  lawyer.	  I	  think	  she	  understood	  that.	  	  
	  
Deb	  Moriarity:	  As	  a	  chair	  in	  the	  College	  of	  Science,	  I	  will	  say	  that	  Richard	  tried	  very	  hard	  to	  be	  
chair	  and	  he	  really	  wanted	  to	  do	  a	  good	  job,	  but	  I	  think	  some	  of	  the	  issue	  between	  Space	  
Science	  and	  Physics	  kept	  getting	  in	  the	  way.	  When	  Sundar	  came	  in	  as	  dean,	  he	  inherited	  that	  
mess.	  He	  tried	  to	  find	  an	  honorable	  solution.	  He	  tried	  to	  do	  what	  was	  best	  for	  the	  department	  
and	  Richard.	  Richard	  was	  willing	  to	  step	  down,	  but	  some	  of	  the	  faculty	  members	  talked	  him	  out	  
of	  it,	  so	  Sundar	  was	  forced	  to	  go	  another	  route.	  He	  didn’t	  know	  if	  some	  faculty	  were	  being	  
intimidated	  to	  vote	  to	  retain	  Lieu;	  that’s	  why	  he	  met	  with	  them	  individually.	  There	  was	  a	  
student	  matter	  that	  went	  all	  the	  way	  to	  the	  president,	  and	  some	  other	  issues.	  That’s	  why	  this	  
happened.	  	  
	  
Michael	  Banish:	  One	  of	  the	  things	  about	  Chapter	  6.1,	  reading	  it	  as	  a	  separate	  paragraph,	  the	  
reappointment	  or	  removal,	  is	  systematically	  obtained	  and	  considered.	  We	  might	  want	  to	  read	  
into	  there	  that	  the	  majority	  rules	  or	  something,	  but	  it	  doesn’t	  say	  that.	  If	  they	  talked	  to	  people	  
and	  did	  a	  survey,	  okay.	  But	  it	  doesn’t	  say	  that	  majority	  matters.	  	  	  
	  
Charles	  Hickman:	  I	  talked	  to	  Tim	  Newman.	  It	  would	  be	  clearer	  if	  the	  appendices	  were	  
incorporated	  into	  the	  Handbook	  in	  some	  specific	  way,	  and	  I	  looked	  at	  the	  rules	  of	  the	  BOT.	  Tim	  
told	  me	  that	  it	  depends	  on	  the	  Chancellor	  and	  BOT	  if	  the	  appendices	  are	  incorporated	  into	  the	  
Handbook.	  However,	  there	  is	  a	  way	  of	  reading	  them	  both	  together,	  consistently.	  Faculty	  decides	  
how	  to	  do	  that.	  	  
	  
Kader	  Frendi:	  Most	  of	  the	  votes	  in	  general	  are	  non-‐binding	  because	  the	  dean	  can	  overturn	  
them.	  Christine	  called	  us	  into	  her	  office	  back	  in	  the	  fall	  and	  asked	  us	  about	  Chapter	  6.1,	  and	  we	  
(Wai	  and	  me)	  told	  her	  that	  the	  chair	  works	  at	  the	  discretion	  of	  the	  dean,	  who	  works	  at	  the	  
discretion	  of	  the	  provost.	  	  
	  
Deb	  Moriarity:	  The	  word	  here	  that	  causes	  issue	  is	  “may.”	  	  
	  
Charles	  Hickman:	  I	  looked	  at	  this	  and	  the	  rules	  of	  the	  BOT	  this	  morning,	  and	  the	  Handbook	  isn’t	  
a	  contract,	  they’re	  just	  guidelines,	  but	  if	  someone	  proposes	  a	  bill	  then	  I	  think	  we	  need	  to	  follow	  
our	  own	  process,	  but	  this	  is	  something	  I	  think	  we	  don’t	  want	  to	  get	  involved	  in.	  I	  think	  he	  needs	  
to	  go	  through	  the	  grievance	  process.	  	  
	  
Wai	  Mok:	  The	  Handbook	  is	  currently	  on	  her	  desk.	  She	  told	  me	  that	  she	  recognizes	  there	  is	  an	  
issue	  between	  Chapter	  6.1	  and	  Appendix	  B,	  so	  sooner	  or	  later	  this	  will	  come	  back	  to	  us.	  So	  
whether	  or	  not	  we	  should	  address	  it	  now	  or	  later	  is	  up	  to	  y’all.	  	  
	  
Charles	  Hickman:	  Should	  the	  Senate	  be	  involved	  in	  personnel	  issues,	  and	  only	  if	  there	  is	  some	  
overriding	  principle	  of	  importance?	  
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Deb	  Moriarity:	  The	  real	  question	  is	  if	  we	  think	  Appendix	  B	  should	  be	  interpreted	  a	  certain	  way	  
which	  mandates	  Chapter	  6.1.	  I	  don’t	  see	  an	  Appendix	  mandating	  the	  body.	  I	  don’t	  think	  it	  should	  
be	  taken	  up	  right	  now.	  I	  don’t	  see	  that	  it’s	  someone	  in	  total	  violation.	  In	  the	  College	  of	  Science,	  
we’ve	  never	  operated	  under	  the	  faculty	  members	  voting	  in	  a	  chair—you	  vote	  in	  your	  
preference,	  which	  the	  dean	  takes	  into	  consideration.	  
	  
Charles	  Hickman:	  The	  administration	  has	  taken	  a	  position,	  so	  the	  question	  is	  whether	  it’s	  worth	  
the	  Faculty	  Senate	  trying	  to	  convince	  them	  to	  change	  that	  position—that	  position	  being	  them	  
following	  Chapter	  6.1	  and	  not	  Appendix	  B.	  	  

o Deb	  Moriarity:	  I	  find	  it	  acceptable;	  it’s	  not	  an	  uncommon	  situation.	  Many	  times,	  the	  
provost	  comes	  in	  and	  changes	  all	  the	  deans,	  who	  changes	  all	  the	  chairs.	  It’s	  their	  job	  to	  
manage	  how	  they	  see	  it	  working	  best.	  	  

o Kader	  Frendi:	  I	  think	  the	  administration	  was	  trying	  to	  work	  it	  out	  between	  September	  
and	  January.	  	  

o Charles	  Hickman:	  It	  was	  made	  clear	  in	  our	  College	  that	  it’s	  the	  dean’s	  decision	  who	  is	  
chair.	  Is	  it	  worth	  it	  for	  the	  Faculty	  Senate	  trying	  to	  convince	  the	  administration	  to	  
change	  their	  position?	  	  

o Michael	  Banish:	  Chapter	  6.1	  says,	  “the	  advice	  of	  the	  faculty	  be	  actively	  and	  
systematically	  sought.”	  It	  doesn’t’	  say	  by	  majority.	  We	  are	  being	  asked	  to	  follow	  
Appendix	  A	  and	  B	  and	  not	  Chapter6.1.	  We	  are	  fighting	  over	  “may”	  in	  Appendix	  B,	  but	  
what	  does	  this	  really	  mean.	  	  

o Charles	  Hickman:	  I	  take	  a	  more	  pragmatic	  view	  that	  we	  won’t	  accomplish	  anything	  
substantive	  since	  it’s	  already	  been	  decided	  by	  the	  administration.	  We	  need	  to	  take	  a	  
look	  at	  what	  fights	  are	  worth	  fighting.	  Is	  this	  one?	  There’s	  an	  ambiguity,	  and	  we	  can	  
hang	  our	  hats	  on	  it,	  which	  isn’t	  exactly	  an	  honest	  way	  to	  handle.	  	  

o James	  Swain:	  Was	  this	  a	  bill	  to	  direct	  administration	  to	  follow	  their	  own	  rules?	  It	  struck	  
me	  as	  not	  a	  very	  useful	  thing.	  	  

o Deb	  Moriarity:	  The	  general	  expectation	  is	  to	  be	  replaced	  when	  a	  new	  dean	  comes	  in.	  
o Kader	  Frendi:	  I	  don’t	  think	  this	  is	  worth	  it.	  	  

	  
Deb	  Moriarity:	  I	  don’t	  think	  it’s	  such	  an	  egregious	  breach	  of	  faith.	  If	  he	  wants	  to	  file	  an	  individual	  
grievance,	  he	  has	  the	  right	  to	  do	  that.	  	  
	  
Linda	  Maier:	  My	  feeling	  is	  that	  the	  dean	  tried	  to	  follow	  procedures	  to	  consult	  with	  the	  faculty.	  
So	  he	  did	  make	  that	  good	  faith	  effort.	  I	  think	  there’s	  ambiguity	  between	  the	  two	  sections,	  but	  
the	  deans	  have	  the	  authority.	  	  
	  
Azita	  Amiri:	  It	  seems	  to	  be	  progressing	  naturally,	  based	  on	  this	  discussion.	  	  
	  
Deb	  Moriarity	  motions	  to	  reject	  the	  bill.	  Charles	  Hickman	  seconds.	  	  
Michael	  Banish	  called	  the	  question.	  	  
Ayes	  carry	  the	  motion.	  	  
Motion	  to	  reject	  the	  bill	  submitted	  by	  the	  Physics	  Department	  is	  unanimously	  rejected	  at	  
the	  first	  reading.	  	  

	  
	  

Meeting	  adjourned	  at	  2:20pm	  


















