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FACULTY SENATE
University of Arkansas at Little Rock
Friday, May 6, 2011, 1:00 p.m. 
Faculty Senate Meeting

Ledbetter B & C
Minutes
Present: cahss— Amrhein, Anson, Bailey, Chapman, Clausen, English, Garnett, Giammo, Groesbeck, Vinikas, Yoder.  cb—Edison, Funk, Nickels, Watts.  ce— Hayn, Hughes, Kuykendal, McAdams, Nolen.  ceit— Anderson, Babiceanu Jovanovic, Tebbets, Tramel, Tschumi.  law— Aiyetoro, Goldner, Fitzhugh. library— Russ.  cps—Collier-Tenison, Driskill, Golden, Rhodes, Robertson, Smith-Olinde.  csm— Douglas, Guellich, McMillan, Scott, Seigar, Tarasenko, Thompson, Wright, Yanoviak. ex officio— Anderson, Belcher, Eshleman, Faust, Ford.
Guests Present:  Rosalie Cheatham, Susan Hoffpauir, Daryl Rice, Earl Ramsey, Lars Powell.
Absent: cahss—Deiser, Estes, Kleine.  CB –. ce—. ceit—. LAW --.  CPS – Barnes. csm—Sims.  ex officio—Patterson, Lewis.
I. Welcome and roll call

President Eshleman welcomed the senators at 1:04 p.m. and invited the secretary to call the roll.

II. Review of minutes

The minutes of the April 15, 2011, meeting of the Senate were reviewed.  The secretary had been informed of and corrected several minor errors.
Robertson moved and Russ seconded that the minutes be accepted as amended.  Motion passed on a voice vote.

III. Announcements
President Eshleman thanked all the senators for their participation, with special thanks to those who had also served on Senate or Assembly Councils and Committees, and to those whose terms are ending this semester:  Amrhein, Anson, Bailey, Chapman, Garnett, Groesbeck, Vinikas, Nickels, Watts, Hughes, Kuykendall, Anderson, Jovanovic, Tramel, Fitzhugh, Goldner, Russ, Barnes, Driskill, Rhodes, Robertson, Guellich, Seigar, Sims, Wright, and Yanoviak.  There was a round of applause. 
Eshleman reminded the Senate of a vacancy to be filled at the first Senate meeting in the fall:  since Laura Smith-Olinde has been elected President, a new Vice President will have to be elected.  “Be thinking about whether that’s the right spot for you.”
His last announcement was an exhortation:  We have a full agenda with some contentious items – strong feelings and strong convictions are appropriate – and with respect for the process, we will be able to leave today feeling we have done some good business and got it done in a good way.  

IV. Introduction of new topics
President Eshleman opened the floor for senators to bring up items that need to come to the Senate’s attention.  

Tschumi expressed concern that the legislature had voted that baccalaureate degrees cannot be more than 120 credit hours.  He sees this is part of a larger problem, that we are getting away from a noble tradition, to educate citizens.  Our forefathers, especially Thomas Jefferson and James Madison, were committed to education as the keystone of democracy. I see us today in a slow but steady process of moving the university to prepare us for a job.  There are forces in society that have pushed us in this wrong direction.  I object to that 120 hours.
Jovanovic:  I am happy to be woken up at 4am and 6am to be warned of a dangerous situation.  My cell phone was not called, but the message on my answering machine only said “see voice mail.”  Phones are hanging up before the message is recorded.  My wife had a missed call on her phone, so she called back and the person who answered said “what.”

V. Reports

A. Provost’s Report: David Belcher
President Eshleman introduced Provost Belcher.
Belcher: I will be brief. There is not much to add to the report I gave to the Assembly, except a failure.  I had intended to get a recommendation back to the Senate on the disability statement and still hope to have that by early next fall.

I also want to say thank you.  I have been attending a parade of leave-takings (retirements etc), and Fred Williams, at his reception, thanked the administration for an overall good working relationship.  I want to echo that.  Thank you for your good partnership and I wish you godspeed.

Smith-Olinde moved to suspend the rules for a special resolution to recognize Provost Belcher and read the resolution:
Whereas Dr. David O. Belcher has served with distinction since 2003 as Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs at the University of Arkansas at Little Rock; and

Whereas Dr. Belcher has provided significant leadership in academic and institutional planning leading to new degree programs at the doctoral, masters and baccalaureate levels; and

Whereas Dr. Belcher has encouraged and supported revised roles and rewards for faculty at all academic ranks; and

Whereas Dr. Belcher has encouraged and supported faculty and institutional initiatives leading to increased standards for admission and graduation of students; and 

Whereas Dr. Belcher has been an energetic and passionate voice in the community for the quality educational experience offered at the University of Arkansas at Little Rock; and

Whereas, Dr. Belcher is leaving the University of Arkansas at Little Rock to become Chancellor of Western Carolina University on July 1, 2011,

Now, therefore be it resolved by the Faculty Senate of the University of Arkansas at Little Rock that Dr. David O. Belcher be recognized with sincere appreciation for these and his many other accomplishments during his tenure as Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.

The reading was followed by applause for Provost Belcher.  President Eshleman called for a vote on the motion, which passed on a voice vote, and thanked Rosalie Cheatham for her help in crafting the resolution.

B. Chancellor’s Report: Joel Anderson
Chancellor Anderson:  After David made those complimentary remarks about you, I was really holding my breath to see if there was substance to those remarks. I would like to second those remarks: the tenor of the relations between administration and faculty is really quite positive and that is not something you find everywhere. There’s an easy tone, mutual respect and participation.  I thank Andrew for his excellent service as Assembly and Senate President as well as for his service as faculty.  We will have a reception in a few days for David and Susan so that everyone can say goodbye to the Belchers.

I will report about a couple of things, (1) the shooting that took place in the early morning hours, and (2) the budget.
(1) The shooting: Those are the words I didn’t want to hear at 2:30 am: “Joel, there’s been a shooting on campus.”  It turned out to be similar in many respects to the one we had three years ago:  Neither shooter nor victim is a student. It began with a brawl at a club on Asher, and the shooter came to campus, vandalized a car and shot the victim. It’s not a life-threatening wound.  The residence hall assistants handled it well; it was under control pretty quickly.  The shooter is identified; police are confident that they will find him – so it’s not a good thing but that’s the story.
Questions?   To address the issue of the messages:  we are obliged to send out such messages and the timing may be subject to some judgment calls. All the vice chancellors have been awake since 3am. A big decision was, do we open the campus today or do we close it down.  We decided to open.  That’s basically the story. In some ways it’s the world in which we live.

Bunch:  Is there a policy about guests staying overnight in the residence halls.

Donaldson:  Students are allowed to have guests stay overnight. No policy was violated.

Douglas asked where exactly the shooting had taken place.  The Chancellor clarified that it was outside of East Hall.
(2) The budget:  Much is up in the air until the Board of Trustees meets on May 20; they will decide on tuition and fees and budgets for next year. The strategy we’re on is this: If we get a sufficient tuition increase, we will set some dollars aside for a raise.  We are hopeful that as the year goes on, we will get word (as we did last year) that we can go ahead with a 2% raise. It’s not an unmixed blessing. If we don’t get permission to give raises, we’ll be in a position [with the money in reserve] where we could have given raises. We want to do some work on equity and market adjustments as well.  We do have money now for promotion increments or advancement [for instructors].
Student Success: we will focus on the priorities for the year that came out of budget hearings. If the Board of Trustees approves, we will increase technology fees.  We hope to fund more stipends, higher stipends and health insurance for graduate assistants. We need to fund more custodians. We need money for publicity.
One comment about Student Success: in conversation with PAC [Policy Advisory Council] yesterday, I made the point that one of the most helpful things is for faculty really to own it [i.e., the programs and interventions available to assist students].  For example, when there is a Supplemental Instruction (SI) program in place for a high-casualty course.  That’s an approach that was developed at the University of Missouri Kansas City about 30 years ago. Not all that many students take advantage of it but I promise you that more students would participate if the faculty member were sincere about promoting it and encouraging students to go. Whether it’s that or something else, it helps if the faculty own it.

Plans for Marketing: we hope to schedule a time when we invite each unit to the conference room for 15 minutes, and have them spread out on the table everything they have in terms of print material and information on the web that they use to publicize their programs. 
Chancellor Anderson invited questions. There were none.
      C.  Report from the Ad Hoc Committee on Faculty Hiring and Composition: Earl Ramsey and Joe Giammo.
Ramsey:  We were flooded with material; we looked at the last 10 years (2000-2010). Joe has distilled it in table form. (While Ramsey was speaking, Giammo distributed the tables to everyone; they are attached to these minutes [Giammo_Faculty_SummaryData.xlsx]). In a rough and ready, general sense:  we found no striking trends.  Concerning the category non-faculty: we never found out what that meant –we  think it means adjuncts and graduate students.
Giammo: In terms of who teaches what, there is not much change during the ten-year period.  The only one is from instructor to “non-faculty.”  On the next page you see the numbers of people who hold these positions.  Again, there is no pattern that we could identify.  Looking at race and gender: after 2005, race was not recorded for whatever reason and we couldn’t get data on gender for 2002-03

Nolen: did you break out gender by rank?

Giammo:  We did not.

Ramsey:  We have a recommendation. The future is what is important.  I was a little surprised that there were no particular trends – we as faculty are not always clear on details, e.g. classes taught versus number of credit hours. Our recommendation is: 
We recommend that the Faculty Senate Executive Committee formulate and forward to the Senate for its consideration a policy that obliges the Provost to report annually to the Senate the composition of the UALR faculty and the distribution of teaching – by class and by SSCH – across all faculty ranks and categories.  This report should make clear any trends in faculty hiring.

We aren’t wedded to that language. What we want to know is information on departures from the faculty and additions to the faculty.

Aiyetoro:  We need to keep data on race because one problem that we continue to face is the accusation that we are a white campus. We can’t force people to answer that question [i.e., to check a category for race/ethnicity] but . . . . 
Ramsey: I agree with you wholeheartedly.  I think it’s implicit and tacit in this recommendation.  The government continues to change those categories [race/ethnicity].  I think that the information is available and should be included in the report.
Groesbeck: Does “Instructors and Professors” mean full-time?

Giammo:  In terms of what I’ve reported here, yes.

Eshleman: So you found no striking causes for concern?

Giammo:  Only the one from Instructor to non-faculty.

Ramsey – We are following straws in the wind. There are isolated cases of pressure to replace retiring tenured faculty with non tenure-track faculty.
Jovanovic:  Is there information about part-time faculty?
Giammo:  Yes, the first page includes both.

There being no further questions, Eshleman thanked the committee members for their work.
     D. Undergraduate Council: Jeanette Clausen
Clausen:  The UGC has met every week since the last Senate meeting and will meet again during exam week to discuss a proposal for a new minor in Race and Ethnicity.  New courses and course changes have been approved for several departments (IFSC, CNMG, HIST). The minor in Construction Management was changed to make it a viable option for interested students both within EIT and in other colleges. No proposal for a published policy on final exams (i.e., the number of exams a student can be required to take on one day) because the SGA notified us they would take this issue up again in the fall.  The UGC has one resolution to bring to the Senate, on required programming for students on probation, which I will introduce under New Business.
E. Graduate Council: Steven Jennings
Jennings:  In addition to regular business, we reviewed all the existing policies and new policies. 
We have an update of the graduate school admission policy for International Students.

We have approved a policy on requiring continuous registration: graduate students must be continuously enrolled each semester unless they apply for a leave of absence, which will be routinely granted for one or two semesters, but if they don’t apply for it, they will be terminated (however, there are ways to be reinstated).
We are working on policies on what constitutes a thesis or dissertation – sometimes there have been essays instead of theses.
It has been tabled for the next academic year.
We are working on a policy for comprehensive exams.
Question:  Will there be some one-credit courses students can enroll in?
Jennings:  Possibly a kind of continuous registration fee that students can pay to keep them on the books (email, library, access to computer networks, etc.) but that would have to go all the way to the Board of Trustees, so it is still in the discussions stages.

     VI. New Business:  
Watts moved, and a senator whose name escaped the secretary seconded, to suspend rules so the Senate could vote on the following:
I move that the Faculty Senate approve the graduation of all students who have met the requirements of their respective programs and colleges.
The motion passed on a voice vote.

A. Jeanette Clausen, on behalf of the Undergraduate Council, moved the following:
 
See: “Attachment A – Academic Probation Programming
Clausen summarized the motion, which had come to the Senate for discussion in April, but not as a formal motion. She invited questions for Daryl Rice, the originator of the motion. 

Anson: How does this plan not involve any increased expense?

Rice:  We now have a reduced need for remedial courses, and much of the programming that has already been developed for developmental students is appropriate for freshmen and sophomores on probation as well.
Watts: Is it correct that there were 149 students on probation?

Rice: Yes.
Giammo:  What if someone on probation doesn’t enroll the next semester. Will they not be required to participate?
Rice: They can be picked up the next semester.
Giammo: proposed that the language be modified by inserting the underlined words after “ . . . by the Academic Success Center: beginning the next semester that they are enrolled for at least one hour.” This was accepted as a friendly amendment.
Since there was no further discussion, President Eshleman called for a vote.  The motion passed on a voice vote. 
Eshleman introduced the next two items by reminding the senators that both had come to the Senate previously for informal discussion.  He stated further that the Executive Committee had contemplated whether these two items should go forward together, since they are two distinct resolutions. 

B. Richard Ford, on behalf of the Executive Committee, moved the following (no second required; majority vote at one meeting):

See:  Attachment B: Health Plan Revision.
Ford:  It’s been suggested by some that I have some residual political capital and I’ve decided to burn that up to ensure that I won’t be a candidate for any future offices. (laughter)
I move Attachment B. First of all:  The resolution concerning Domestic Partners is separate.  But what is the cost of such a measure?  The Executive Committee asked the chair of Fringe Benefits to meet with us, to come up with a cost-neutral plan – everyone was there; and there were no objections to the general idea of the plan. The Executive Committee asked for a more detailed version that was distributed to this body at the April meeting. A week ago when the Executive Committee was putting together the agenda for this meeting, I made a strong argument to bring both.  If you think it hasn’t gone through the right process – I take the blame, because I wanted both sides, costs and benefits, to be discussed.  Unlike the federal government, UALR doesn’t have a printing press.  When I was Senate President, I went to budget hearings every year and asked for salary increases for faculty.  There are many ways to allocate fringe benefits – you can go with one employee/one allocation; or with different allotments relative to how many dependents the employee has. I’ve heard many suggestions.  One was to make allocations on body mass index (has some merit).  My personal favorite is: all Army rangers who have a purple heart should be favored.  But assuming a veil of ignorance:  we can’t do that.  The point is: we need to have this discussion. I found out that I can cede some of my time and will do that, first to the chair of Fringe Benefits.

Powell: Thank you, Ford. That was a pretty accurate summary. I was asked to draft this. The feedback I received was very instructive and based on that feedback, as the motion is written, I don’t support it. It’s not lost on me that an employee with 3 dependents gets $12000 additional salary. I apologize that some people seem to take the proposal very personally. Our benefits program faces several challenges, one of which is that we have perhaps the most generous program in the state.  We have called on the Fringe Benefits committee to weigh in on this subject and of the 13 members we received 5 responses including mine.  If the person in your college doesn’t want to participate [on the Fringe Benefits Committee], please replace them.
Ford:  I now invite chair of the Planning and Finance Committee, Rosalie Cheatham.
Cheatham:  When I was asked to do this, at first I demurred but decided there were a couple of points I could make. In my years of involvement with the Senate, I have found that we do have a good relationship with the administration. Recommendations from us are taken seriously. While I support the concerns about extending benefits without finding a way to fund them, I don’t think we have had enough discussion for the Senate to weigh in. There should be opportunities for open forums and plans for achieving cost savings. The goal of cost accountability is laudable, but the process so far is preempting two bodies that should be involved. An alternate resolution could be offered in the fall, with perhaps the Fringe Benefits Committee working with the administration, to allow for more thoughtful and thorough deliberation.
Ford:  We see today the law of unintended consequences: it wasn’t our intention to get Senate attendance by putting this on the agenda but it did that.  What I heard:  We are not ready.  We have accomplished the goal of putting it [the cost side of the benefit] in front of everyone. Therefore, I withdraw my motion.


C. Judith Faust, on behalf of the Senate Executive Committee, moved the adoption of the following resolution (No second required; majority vote at one meeting):

See Attachment C: Domestic Partner Benefits.

Eshleman: The Faculty Senate does not have the authority to make policy on these issues but we can make recommendations.

Faust moved adoption of the Domestic Partner Benefits resolution, and read the text of the resolution to the senators.  It is a resolution on which we can and should act.  My understanding is that all the system institutions save two have already taken this position. The question came up in our Senate a few years ago, but the time was not ripe. Now it is time for us to affirm that this is the direction that should be taken.

English:  I wish to support the motion.  This was an interesting discussion. There is much that I hadn’t thought about.  I assume this would increase the cost to us. But in terms of fairness, we should support it, and I support it.

Jovanovic:  I also support the resolution.  It’s humane.  Right now when an employee is hired, there is a commitment to make a contribution.  If Ford were to go to Las Vegas and get married tomorrow, the university would have to support his spouse.  There are employees working here now who are not able to claim that benefit.

Jennings: Something I learned from one of the Provost’s book club discussions is that we might be missing out on some good employees because we don’t have this.

Powell:  I would like to add that we are discriminating against single people in favor of these other groups -.  I feel it’s negligent to not address the cost in the resolution.  Fairness means different things to different people.

Eshleman:  The process here would be a long one.  If anything is to happen, the first step would be for campuses to speak up on the matter.
Aiyetoro:  The issue before us is not discrimination against singles, but are there groups of people who are not receiving benefits.  It is an issue that exists in most health-care policies. Single people generally pay the same or a similar rate as families.  The issue is a civil rights issue.  I support this issue.
Jovanovic:   One more comment on cost:  Every year, university employees add spouses and children to the plan. The emphasis on cost has been way outweighed – costs get added every year.

Smith-Olinde:  Were this to change, it affects staff members as well as faculty. UALR has about 500 faculty and 900 staff, so it affects a lot of people.

Faust:  Let me take a point of personal privilege: Note that in the School of Social Work, we teach our students that it is their ethical responsibility to make social institutions more just and more humane. This resolution is a step in that direction.  

The President called for a vote.  The motion passed with one dissenting vote.


D. Pete Tschumi, on behalf of the Faculty Governance Committee, moved the following:


See Attachment D: Generic Departmental Gov Doc.

Tschumi: The Constitution mandates that the Faculty Governance Committee come up with a generic governance document for new departments.  This document is based on one that Rosalie and Joel wrote and I essentially plagiarized. The Faculty Governance Committee considered whether we want to use some sort of template but ultimately decided not to. So we went back to focusing on just new departments.  Last fall Joel, David, and the Faculty Governance Committee met to discuss the process for new/revised documents. The Chancellor prefers that Promotion and Tenure criteria be included in the departmental governance document, while the Provost prefers that P&T be a separate document. As departments revise their governance documents, we hope that his generic doc will be useful to them.
Robertson: I believe there’s way too much detail for an example doc.  There’s language about how long chairs terms are (3 years) 
Tschumi: That’s only for the new department; they can change this language.
Robertson: Guidance is important, but stating who votes and who doesn’t, how long the chair serves, is trying to dictate.  More generic language should be used.
Anson:  We discussed these issues. What we wanted was a document for when you don’t have time to come up with one.
Goldner:  If departments don’t have an organizational document, the lawyer side of me becomes uncomfortable.
Jovanovic – I was a founding member of Systems Engineering in 1999 and we didn’t get a governance document for 10 years – our document kept getting bounced back to us. A document such as this would have been immensely helpful.  I beg you to support it.
Smith-Olinde:  Let it be noted that Nick begged.
English:  I can’t argue with Nick as the James Madison but why is the Assembly doing all this?

Tschumi: In this document, Assembly means the faculty; the usage follows Robert’s Rules.
Ford: if there were a sunset attached to this, would that make you [Robertson] happier?
Robertson: I’m not sure this actually fixes the problem – instead, maybe say this document is in place if the new department is in place for one academic year.
Eshleman: The language you use is there, except for “one year.”
Robertson: We really need to urge departments to move with deliberate speed.

Eshleman: Would you accept the suggestion as a friendly amendment?

Tschumi:   No.  This document needs to work until the faculty replace it with one that meets their own needs.

Jovanovic:  A specific answer to Roby – the faculty handbook states that the normal term for a chair is 3 years.
Anson called the question, seconded by Aiyetoro.

Motion passed with one dissenting vote.


E. Nickolas Jovanovic, Senator, moves the adoption of the following Sense of the Senate Resolution (majority vote at one meeting):


See Attachment E: Academic Working Hours.

Jovanovic moved, and multiple senators seconded, the resolution Jovanovic briefly reviewed the rationale he had presented last month. Everyone knows that 40 hours is a work week but they don’t know what 15 academic hours are. My proposal is to try to chip away at that.  We don’t encourage students to enroll in 40 hours.  We want to talk in terms of work weeks, using terms that families will understand.
Aiyetoro:   What do we do about the substitute motion?
Jovanovic: There is no substitute motion yet.

Giammo:  I had concerns about the one last month – but the idea is a good one. I support the sense of the senate.
Goldner:  At the Law School, if people take more than 15 hours they have to sign an agreement that they will not work more than 20 hours at a job.

Anson: I would prefer to see a minimum of two hours, not three

Jovanovic:  Last month it was three, but Susan Hoffpauir’s definition of the Carnegie unit put that in a different light. I wrote it in such a way as to imply that instructors have flexibility.

Tschumi moved, and Jovanovic seconded the substitute motion. Yanoviak clarified that the text of the substitute motion would replace Jovanovic’s motion. 

Watts: I don’t know what the substitute motion is.

Tschumi: The first part is what Nick proposed last time, to give an official definition of academic working hours.  Parts 2 and 3 are how to implement it.  Part 2 explains that advisors will look at what courses students are taking and fill them into the sheet the student signs, to give students the big picture of what they are looking at as far as working hours. Advisors are the only ones who can do that. Part 3 concerns the wording for the syllabus. Faculty can word it as they wish, but put it on their syllabus. You can calculate with x3 or whatever you want.  The student is going to be hit each semester with what is expected of them.  We have to have a way for it to work. The long-term trend that Watts mentioned of students studying less and less per week is a serious problem that must be addressed. You’ve got to put in things that continually come back to the students.
Eshleman: I remind the Senate this is making policy.  
There has to be discussion on whether to substitute.

Ford:  I have to get on my feet in support of Nick, who did a very good job of putting together a resolution. I’m not in favor of more paperwork. We want to encourage faculty to get students to study more.  The part I disagree with is: some students in my class can read economics and understand it, but some cannot.  We must encourage faculty to communicate with the students. I applaud and support the resolution.
Garnett:  I also want to vote in favor of Nick’s motion and against Pete’s – it’s very prescriptive, puts too much on advisors, and is unenforceable. Also many people haven’t seen it.

Groesbeck: I have students who can read the assignment in two hours while others need 10 hours for the same thing. Also, students don’t read the syllabus.  Also students are advised several months before the semester begins and don’t remember. The desire is laudable but parts 2 and 3 won’t have that much effect.

Tschumi: The argument here is that it won’t have much impact and that it’s better to do even less.  Simply putting forth a resolution will have even less effect.  You have to tell students things multiple times.  If we do a resolution, how many people will even know about it.  Statement on syllabus: the point is to have one.  You can write it any way you want to . . . How you word that is up to each faculty member for each course.  Advisors are already filing out some kind of sheet and this would just be added.  It’s the only place for students to see the big picture.  If you give them nothing, . . . . 
Bunch: I would be more in favor if it were the number of hours times 3.  Expanding it to 60 hours is a bit much.  I will not support the motion as is.

Tschumi:  Why don’t you propose an amendment? I am not wedded to 4 hours.

Bunch: Moves an amendment to the substitute motion, changing 4 hours to 3 hours.
By a show of hands, a clear majority favored a change to 3 instead of 4. 

Douglas: I teach a freshman course, with many non-traditional students – if we can establish a culture where students understand what is expected  - this statement is going in my syllabus this summer.  We need a cultural change across the campus. 

Faust – I am not in favor of the substitute motion even as amended. The reason is that the original motion is likely to accomplish as much as the substitute.  The best thing we could do is eliminate grade inflation.

Watts:  Moves to eliminate part two, Yanoviak seconds. Many advisors don’t have face-to-face meetings with students and can’t be signing stuff.

Eshleman called for a vote on the above.  There were 23 votes in favor, and 18 opposed.  Part two is gone from the substitute motion.

Next, Eshleman called for a vote on the motion to substitute.
The motion failed on a show of hands also, with 16 in favor and 22 opposed.

Motion to substitute fails.

Anson: Moved to call the question, Collier-Tenison seconded.

Jovanovic’s Sense of the Senate motion passed on a voice vote.


F. Jason Kushner, on behalf of the Academic Calendar and Schedules Committee, was to move the following (majority vote at one meeting):


See Attachment F: 2012-2015 Academic Calendar No Break, and Attachment G: 2014-2015 Academic Calendar w Break.

Eshleman announced that Kushner had withdrawn these calendars; the Committee will come back with a recommendation in the fall.
VII. Open Forum
Yanoviak, on behalf of the Executive Committee, presented Eshleman with a gavel symbolizing our appreciation of his leadership.  The inscription on the gavel reads:
Andrew S. Eshleman, Ph.D.

“I preside, therefore I am.”

Applause for Eshleman.

VII. Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 3.22 pm.
Respectfully submitted,

Jeanette Clausen, Secretary
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