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THE UNIVERSITY OF
ALABAMA IN HUNTSVILLE




FACULTY SENATE EXECUTIVE MEETING
December 2, 2021
12:50 PM to 2:20 PM 
MSB 109
Present:  Tim Newman, Joey Taylor, Carmen Scholz, Mike Banish, Emil Jovanov, Christina Steidl, Andrea Word, Elizabeth Barnby, Laird Burns, Andrei Gandila
Absent: Carolyn Sanders

Ex-Officio and Guest: Interim Provost Bob Lindquist, Interim President Dr. Karr, Rhonda Gaede, Dr. Jon Hakkila
· Faculty Senate President Carmen Scholz called the meeting to order at 12:55 PM.
· Meeting Review:
· Faculty and Grounds Use Insurance Policy moved to go to Faculty and Student Development Committee.
· Lecturer Bill passed to move to full senate agenda.

· Administrative Reports
· Interim Provost Robert Lindquist

· President doesn’t have a report.  He started yesterday.  There aren’t any pre-resolutions.   I thought it was worthwhile to bring John in.

· Dr. Jon Hakkila

· Two months here and digging through things.  My apologies, we are striving to access the situations.  There are some issues we need to address.  Looking through the graduate college, there is no formal graduate dismissal policy. What happens if they go on probation?  When the student gets dismissed, what is the appeals?  It isn’t described.  Whether we dismiss one or not, we need the policy as an escape hatch.  We will try to get something together.  We are working with Grad Counsel.

· Laird – Since it is a policy, it will come through senate.

· Interim Provost – It isn’t a policy but a procedure.

· Jon – We will send it to you.  We will try to introduce without adding any new things.  We don’t want to create a policy.  It should be very straightforward.  

· Laird – There have been differences between the Grad Counsel and the Senate.  Could you send a draft to use a week prior?

· Jon – That is a great idea.  

· Joey – Will we use Tuscaloosa and UAB as a model?

· Jon – Yes.  I am going to pull from them.  It won’t be a policy but just have the procedure listed.  A long term goal is to get rid of the graduate handbook.  It all be in the catalog.  We are finding holes now and trying to plug them.

· We met with David Ward in the library.  He told us that the library takes dissertations and thesis and loads them in a database.  There have been 21 submitted to him.  Usually there are 60 to 90.  We went back and checked, Susan and me.  We found that all 21 done were done since Susan got here.  She didn’t know that she could go in and look in the que.  She went back and looked to see a large number missing.  There are still some sitting in the que as far back as 2013.  This was discovered as a mix up because I received the form to sign and there wasn’t a dissertation and thesis attached.  I asked for those and they didn’t have any page numbers or references were incorrect.  We suddenly realized we have a quality control issue.

· Carmen – I am glad that you are looking at this.  ProQuest is a nightmare.  It is a frustration that the conduit for us doesn’t work.  We used to have a copy editor for thesis.  The lady isn’t here anymore and the quality has gone down. Some professors take more time to edit and some take less.  

· Jon – These are spot on comments.  This should be what sets the university apart.  We should be really proud of these.  There are no records and system for bookkeeping.  I redirected someone in our office to be the copy editor.  We will make sure that nothing is sitting in ProQuest.  The problem is there is no quality control on those sitting there for years.  We will start keeping track of those submitted.  

· Laird – Do we have the formal checklist the student has to go through?  

· Jon – When I was copy editing, ProQuest let me send an email to the student stating the mistakes that were made.  I would refer them to the thesis manual.  These thesis and dissertations have been submitted and signed by committee chairs, Department Chairs and Deans.  You think they would have been caught along the lines of that.  We want to make this better.

· Mike – We appreciate that.  Three Grad Deans before you read every thesis and dissertation.  

· Jon – I am on the CSGS Committee.  I read all the ones that come up to that level.  I am hoping the copy editor can help with that.

· Mike – Thank you for bringing up control.

· Carmen – Some professors aren’t thorough enough.  The lady we had she was tough.  She doesn’t understand the content but they looked good.  That was really helpful.  You also need to understand the student side.  They want to get their copy back to show off.  Do we have a procedure/idea whether there is a time limit to being a grad student?  A time that they have to produce a thesis?  

· Jon – We can bring that up for discussion.  It is very standard.  They have a total time to qualify.  Many of you may remember that.

· Rhonda – We don’t have a total time in play.

· Laird – We have a lot of part time PhD students.  

· Jon – This will be the decision of the faculty.  There are different time limits for full and part time.  You might want to increase the flexibility for part time students.  

· Laird- We are very glad we hired you.

· Rhonda – There is a limit of six years.

· Carmen – If you want to take that to the committee.

· Jon – It is on the docket.  It has gotten bumped back a little but will get there.

· Carmen – Questions for Dr. Karr.

· Mike – We received a notice that they will release CPAS tomorrow morning.  That is what caused us all the problems in the fall. 

· Interim Provost – It tells them they have to progress.

· Mike – They were going to wait until December 20th, but they are tomorrow.  

· Beth – Day before finals?

· Interim Provost – Who releases it?  Is it the government regulation or us?

· Mike – We don’t need to release that the day before finals.

· Interim Provost – That is in the President’s power.  We do not control Financial Aid.





· Mike – My hopes as your presidency here.  You have probably found out that we are the only state institution that did not receive a raise.  Bob did protect faculty lines.  We were told that we would save that money and do strategic hires with that money.  We got positions back and didn’t receive raises that was a leaky savings account.  The other explanation is we budgeted getting 10,300 students but you are done 500.  We looked around and wondered where that number came from.  We always heard 10,000 then it crept to 10,300.  The other problem is if we are down 500 were they paying or scholarship?  That number can’t be reported.  We have no transparency here.  We would be happy with truthfulness at this point in time.  

· Laird – When President Dawson joined, I argued about taking a couple of us and going around to introduce yourself.  We were 100% unsuccessful.  We are grateful that you are already doing some of that.  Your physical visibility, not just at games, is appreciated.  It is an opportunity for the senate to work with you.  Our biggest goal is for you to succeed.

· President – Yesterday was my first official day.  I was here three days before Thanksgiving week.  I did meet with VP’s, Dean and their staff.  I met with the executive committee for staff senate.  I met with some students in the mornings.  I have asked each Dean to identify what venue would be most appropriate for me to come over and meet some people.  I have been to the cafeteria to meet Ms. Carrington and Ms. Shirley.  I really enjoy young people and faculty.  I know the challenging job of a faculty member.  I appreciate the passion they bring to young people.  I do need to get in the community to repair relationships.

· Laird – We are at your disposal to join you.  We are happy to go out and show our representation.  

· President – I have gotten some sense that the community is thirsty for interaction with this university.  I think the President here needs to be external with the students, community, companies.  

· Carmen – This is a very rich science/engineering inclined community.  They want interaction with us.  There is a lot of money floating around this town.  The giving level to this university doesn’t even touch that.

· President – If you look at the development side of the house, I have to establish relationship.  I find out the interest of the person, I take someone from that department with me.  I try to bring them to campus so they see you here.  When I able to bring them to campus, we have to give a good reception.  I bring them to help them understand what you do on a daily basis.

· Carmen – When Hudson Alpha opened, there was no one from the administration in attendance.  That was noticed.  Things have changed and it’s a good time to reestablish that.  

· President - I appreciate procedures and policies but this a people business.  We had a College of Nursing student pass away. I asked when the President should contact the family, they said it wasn’t in the chain.  That has now changed.  I don’t know that every decision that comes to my desk will please everyone.  I will listen and do my part though.  I think there are a lot of interesting opportunities here.  

· Laird- When you talk with us we have a lot of energy.  It isn’t for personal agendas.  We are passionate about the university and the students here.  We will have emotions here at times.  It is all about the institution.  We have been trying to understand the budget and the numbers.

· President – You have to understand the budget but also where we are going.  That is strategic planning.  In my brief discussions, I get a sense there isn’t adequate buy in.  We are going to back that up.  I am going to work to see where we need to go back to.  If we have a plan that everyone feels comfortable with, then maybe decisions will be better understood.

· Carmen – That is much appreciated.  I can say with certainty that most of what was in the plan was never realized.  I would rather see plans with achievable goals.  

· President – The process is very important.  You want to have people get engaged with it.  There will be things in it that not everyone will agree with.  I want you to feel that you have input in it.

· Carmen – Along the way the faculty wants to be appreciated.  That should be in the planning.

· President- It is the definitive action items that come out of this plan.  We would have a plan and collectively list action items for this year. We would revisit it the next year and see what worked and didn’t.  I can’t come in and lay a solid foundation for the next President to see where we are going.  We need to put ourselves in a position where we have a plan.

· Laird – I used to write plans for industry.  In the plan, UA invited us to do some collective research.  There were some firm believers that we didn’t need to share those things. 

· President – We need to partner with those who can allow us to do more than we can here.  It is working with Texas A&M and grow from that.  

· Emil – I would like to add that we can see other institutions have much more presence that are in our backyard.  We have either stayed the same or went down.  

· President – It is very important that we can try to address research issues.  I am going to try an open the door for opportunities. 

· Laird – Auburn has a local company come in and started a MBA program.  I was told we were moving too slow.  

· Interim Provost – Lane Ivey worked under us.  One thing you have to understand, it isn’t just Georgia Tech.   It is a matter of fact of building up capabilities.

· Laird – Lane tried to give that to us aside from being fired from here.

· Carmen – It goes back to supporting the ideas of the faculty.  Some may be on the outlandish side.  I do believe that each faculty that comes with a question, request, or idea should be heard.  It should be independent of what college that come from.  The door should be open to everyone.  

· President – That should be the sense all over campus.  

· Carmen – We all understand we can’t come asking for money.  It is about not being in the way when faculty tries to build collaboration.

· President- I fully understand the intensity of a faculty job. It is demanding.  I feel like with faculty that I should minimize barriers.  We do have to have guard rails in place.  One big concept is return on investment.  It isn’t always based on financial returns.  For a faculty to understand the motivation of the administration, it is very important.

· Carmen – We are very happy to have you here.

· Interim Provost – I have a question.  Is the reports on things being built useful?

· Tim – It is sometimes.  

· Laird – Originally on the reports, it was really just give us a one page summary.  Just a highlight.  

· Business
· Carmen – You have a couple of things that I sent via the packet.  There was a hiccup with the Lecturer Bill.  The latest version was sent a couple of hires ago.  We have a brand new policy that came from Joy Porter.  I want to ask if there is a committee that would like to look at it?

· Tim – This is the one that the SGA has had issues with.  If they have an event with 100 people or more, they have to have a liability insurance.  Our sister institutions have a 500 limit.   

· Carmen – Which committee would like to read through it?  Would that go with Faculty and Student Development?

· Mike – It should go to Finance and Resources.  Establishing liability policies, it should go there.

· Laird- It has to go somewhere.

· Carmen – Do I have a motion to give it to committee?  Andrea moves.  Christina seconds. All in favor.  Ayes carry.

· Carmen - Before Lecturer Bill, I want to point out Faculty and Development that was created by Kwaku last year.  It was never acted upon.  I want to see if we can draw out points to write a bill upon.  This committee worked really hard on it.  I don’t want this to be lost in the paper shuffle.  

· This has been sent to me by the Senate President at UA.  Auburn created a Paternal Leave Policy.  Auburn has created paid paternal leave.  I think we need to go through it and see if we want to start the process.  It will take time.  I think it would be of tremendous help to the younger faculty.  You have it in the packet.  

· Officer/Committee Reports

· Tim Newman, Past President

· No report.

· Mike Banish, Parliamentarian

· No report.

· Joey Taylor, President-Elect 

· No report.

· Beth Barnby, Faculty and Student Development Committee Chair

· No report.

· Andrei Gandila, Governance and Operations Committee Chair

· No report.

· Christina Steidl, Undergraduate Curriculum Committee Chair

· No report.

· Laird Burns, Finance and Resources Committee Chair

· We are still meeting with Chih Loo on budget issues.  We are trying to schedule late January/February meeting.  

· Andrea – It is on Feb. 4th.

· Emil Jovanov, Undergraduate Scholastic Affairs Committee Chair

· We have scheduled meeting for tomorrow morning. 

· Andrea Word, Personnel Committee Chair

· No report.

· Agenda for Faculty Senate:

· Lecturer Bill

· Carmen – Where do we stand on this?  We have discussed this before but it didn’t pass first reading.

· Mike – It was sent back for corrections.

· Emil – I would like to introduce motion to send to committee, G&O.  I was a member of the ad hoc committee that looked at this.  I don’t see any of the recommendations I sent.  It is a very serious issue.  I don’t even know why we had the committee. I haven’t seen any of the proposals that were given.  I didn’t have time to read extremely careful the latest version.  This is a very serious issue.  

· Mike – Is there a second to the motion to send to G&O?  

· Andrei – I second.  We just need clarity.

· Emil – There were very specific discussions that we had and were strongly supported.  We came up with specific proposals.  In engineering it is important to see what the problem is.  We have certain departments that have lecturers as temporary employment.  The serious concern was that administration can influence work of the faculty senate to temporarily employee as lecturers. We had a specific proposal.  Lecturers are given a contract to serve one year longer in senate.  We proposed that lecturer representation is equal to faculty representation in senate.  The third proposal that participation of representative in each unit should be less than half in unit for senate. 90% of lecturers hired as lecturer, 10% tenure.  Even in this case, you will not have 90% rep in senate that are lecturer, 10 that are tenure, but 50/50.

· Andrea – Why are we not working the language here to reflect the concerns?  Everything that has been written to this bill was provided to this group a month ago.  All that was given to me from Jeff was put into a spreadsheet.  Why does it need to go back and we not just work on the wording?

· Emil – Do you agree to the three points?

· Joey – Going back to the ad hoc, the proposals were given from faculty.  Almost none have three year contracts but two year.  It doesn’t fit any faculty here.  You did address needing to have two year minimum before serving.

· Andrei – I spent a lot of time on this bill.  We can take it back but we need to have a conversation of the bill.  We need to know the most efficient way to get the correct wording.

· Laird – On the top of page 3, section B, the last sentence.  I think that limits you can only have one lecturer.  I still have an issue with hiring someone in April with one year left, they shouldn’t be legible for senate.

· Emil – The reason I believe it should go to G&O.  Some of things require change in bylaws.  This could make for more substantial changes.

· Andrea – We have went through Appendix L in the handbook and the version that would change with bylaws changing.  All of the bylaw changes are here.  Are you saying it needs to go back so they can look at that?  Can we separate this from lecturers included in senate to how the language happens?

· Tim – No that isn’t in order.

· Andrea – Does it need to go back?  Can it go into senate?

· Mike- I don’t have a problem with that.  The issue is going back to G&O.

· Emil – If you introduce any requirements, I believe that would require changes in a number of places.  That is why I suggested it go back.  It isn’t a question of changes that were made but ones not changed.  I don’t think it could be changed in discussion of the senate.  

· Andrea – When you talk about lecturers in the senate it is conceptual, not procedural.  

· Tim – These are your bylaws.  If you want to say something, it has to be in the bylaws.  You have to make sure all the issues are resolved.  You can’t send it to senate and say we are going to resolve it later.  If you think it is an issue that needs to be put in.

· Andrea – I am not sure that the issue is.  In the bylaw question, what is missing?

· Emil – I don’t see any protection.  Protection might require changes in the bylaws.

· Mike –I don’t see any changes needed to the bylaws.

· Tim – I disagree.  

· Carmen – We have no consensus in here.  Do we want to go to the full senate with no consensus?  Or with a document that we agree upon?  We don’t know what will come up.  If we go split and they don’t agree the chance of moving forward is even slimmer.  

· Joey – I feel we won’t come to a consensus within this body.  It has been sent to 20 committees over and over.  

· Carmen – Shall it go back to G&O or not.  I would like to call vote.  All in favor.  2 in favor.  4 opposed.  1 abstain.  It does not go.  Do I have a motion to approve on first reading?  Andrei moves. Mike seconds.

· Tim – There are some revisions that need to be made in the language.  Next to last page, you want to change your “and” to “or”.  Line 3, add comas and “or”.  If you go down to next line, add comas and “and NTRC Faculty”. In point three line three, it is the same change. In point B, add comas “and NTRC Faculty”. 

· Mike – I will make a motion for Tim’s changes.  Joey seconds.  

· Carmen – All in favor of changes.  

· Laird – You can have a lecturer with a semester or year left.

· Tim – The next thing is on the last page, you have two versions of section C.  Above the first, you need an explicit statement that “this section C will be in force if the senate bill 459 is accepted by legal; otherwise the paragraph after it will be the section C in force.”  

· Carmen – Do we have a motion?  Laird moves.  Andrea seconds.  All in favor.  Ayes carry.

· Tim – Early in the bill there are references to the faculty handbook.  You open the door to handbook rules at other universities.  I don’t think you want to do that. All references to Appendix L and the handbook be replaced with bylaws.  I don’t think you want to call our Appendix L and the handbook only bylaws.  According to board rules, handbooks are subject to review.  

· Joey – I thought are bylaws are Appendix L.

· Tim – They are.  The position is they are yours and they can be changed.  As long as they don’t conflict with board rules, you are fine.  If we don’t mention handbook just call them bylaws.

· Andrea – I just didn’t understand.

· Joey – Tuscaloosa explicitly says they will vote to change bylaws.

· Laird – Tim is trying to not trip us.  

· Carmen – If we pass first reading, can you bring an updated version next week?

· Tim – No.  If you can’t get them in today, you can do that on the floor of the senate.  I don’t think you want your discussion derailed in senate. 

· Andrea – Motion to extend five minutes.  Ayes carry.

· Andrea – You cannot have a majority that is untenured.  I want you to understand that everything was there.

· Laird – Do you want an additional year?

· Joey – Tenure Earning is only appointed two years at a time.

· Andrea – You are getting into unclear HR policies. I think it is really important to know that the timeframes that lecturers in clinical faculty are not consistent among the university.  Some will be based on contracts instead of rank and status.  

· Laird – If we elect someone to senate, they should be able to fulfill the term. Senior Lecturer should be covered.  The lecturers at a time were only by semesters then at five years.  The argument was we could do longer term contracts.  I get some won’t have contracts long enough.

· Andrea – You are positioning eligibility on their contract.  The average term of lecturers is eight years.  Tying this to contractual limits seems problematic.

· Andrei – The last sentence means in our college, we have only one senator.  Potentially the entire college could be represented by lecturers.  I think the level of commitment matters.  

· Carmen – We are supposed to change language from handbook.  The other issue is lecturer in senate.

· Andrea – I did all of the lecturers in 2020, the average is eight.

· Laird – Averages doesn’t matter.  

· Andrea – What number do I need to look at to show the lecturers are long term serving.

· Laird- I don’t think those who have been here eight years and only have one semester should not be on senate.

· Joey- We can do all the charts and data.  It comes down to conceptual things.  It comes down to us only having a tenured senate or we let everyone serve like Tuscaloosa.  Otherwise this is a hypocritical body.  

· Carmen – I want to bring it to first reading so we can move it.  If we want to get it to first reading, we need to fix the language of the handbook.  Are you willing to get to first reading?  I would suggest we get through first reading.

· Laird- I am okay with putting on the floor of senate.  

· Emil - I want to introduce it here.  I want it go to senate with the blue sentence. 

· Andrea – If the inclusion of lecturers will take down the senate, we are not strong.  We are going to be vulnerable to administration overreach.

· Laird – Can we save it to next week?

· Carmen – We have not passed first reading.

· Joey – I think the same eight have beat this.  The senate needs to weigh in.

· Carmen – I don’t know if we have to do it here or on the floor.  Discussion on blue sentence.  All in favor of leaving it in.  3 ayes. 3 oppose.  Doesn’t pass.  

· Laird – Do we send it to the floor without blue sentence?  Laird moves.  Christina seconds.  Ayes carry. 1 oppose.

· Andrea – Motion to move to senate.  Laird seconds.  All in favor.  Ayes carry. 1 opposes.

· Meeting adjourned 2:46 PM.
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