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Draft Minutes of the March 7, 2016 Meeting of the General Faculty for consideration and approval at 
the April 4, 2016 meeting 

1.  Call to Order    

Provost Green called the meeting to order 4:06 pm. 

2.  Approval of the Minutes of the February 1, 2016 Faculty Meeting 

Provost Green asked if there were any corrections/amendments.  Professor Pana expressed two 
procedural concerns related to the January 11 and February 1 minutes.  First, based on a conversation 
with a relevant staff member, she put forth that the motion concerning the educational requirements 
for tenure-track accounting and financial services faculty, which had passed at the February meeting, 
had not been posted prior to the meeting.  Second, she noted that the faculty's February 1 vote to re-
attribute that motion to Professor Willis, after it had originally been presented as coming from the 
Department of Accounting and Financial Services, had been handled incorrectly.  Since the January 
minutes had been approved by consent at the beginning of the February meeting and Professor 
Shallue's motion to re-attribute the "Accounting" motion to Professor Willis came at the end of the 
February meeting, the January minutes ought not to have been altered.  Instead, Professor Pana put 
forth that the January 11 minutes, and Faculty Meeting web page, ought to have been changed by 
addendum.  There was general agreement that Professor Pana was correct about the need to post the 
as-approved January minutes with an addendum and Provost Green assured Professor Pana that the 
record would be rectified as she recommended.  Conversation returned to Professor Pana's first concern 
– her contention that the motion available on the web page immediately before and during the 
February 1 faculty meeting had been the one-part motion previously posted in January and not the two-
part motion reflected in the February minutes.  Parliamentarian Shallue reminded everyone that since 
the motion/vote under discussion does not concern the Faculty Constitution, there was no requirement 
that it be posted prior to the February 1 vote.   Rather, the key procedural issue is that the correct 
motion had been presented and understood at the time of the vote.  Provost Green noted that the two 
parts of the motion had been explained at the February meeting and that the hiring clause was needed 
for consistency with the tenure clause.  Professor Pana restated her conviction that the incorrect motion 
had been available prior to the meeting and put forth that the two-part motion could only be posted as 
an addendum.  Citing evidence from the audio recording of the February meeting, Secretary Roesner 
asserted that the two part motion presented in the February minutes was the one Professor Willis had 
discussed during the meeting.  Secretary Roesner also acknowledged that there had been some 
confusion with postings on the Faculty Meeting web page owing to files being taken down after the 
February meeting, renamed as Professor Willis's, and re-posted.  Because of this, she asserted, it may 
not be possible to know what had been posted on February 1.  But, Secretary Roesner expressed 
certainty that the two-part motion professor Willis discussed was the one in the minutes.  Provost Green 
rephrased: "so what the faculty approved is what's in the minutes?"  Secretary Roesner affirmed with a 
"yes."  Citing her familiarity with the root directory of the Faculty Meeting page, Professor Pana again 
expressed concern about files being changed.  Provost Green asked if anyone questioned whether the 
motion that had been passed in February was the one in the minutes.  No one disputed the correctness 
of the motion in the minutes, but Professor Pana noted that the purpose of her inquires was to point 
out that we should not replace documents as doing so changes the nature of discussion.  Provost Green 
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indicated that we would take care of restoring the web page to its previous state.  The minutes were 
approved by consent with the promise of fixing housekeeping. 

3.  Curriculum Council Consent Agenda and Addendum 

Professor Sultan corrected two typographical errors in the addendum and one in the consent agenda 
including: 

• Addendum: In the revision of the "Spanish Minor for Business Majors, the first proposed 
requirement should read "Span 307" rather than "Span 280 or Span 307." 

• Addendum: In the revision of the "Spanish Minor for Business Majors, the fourth proposed 
requirement should read "Span 250 Business Spanish in its Cultural Context or OCSp 250 
Business Spanish." 

• Consent Agenda: The course called Human, Posthuman, and Machine should be HUM 370 
rather than ENG 370. 

No item were removed from the corrected consent agenda and it passed by consent. 

4.  Committee Reports   

A.  CUPP  

Professor Weis offered to answer questions on the Committee's written report and also mentioned the 
Constitutional amendment they were presenting now for a vote in April.   

Professor William's asked about the budget for next year, the extent to which there was a deficit, and 
how a deficit would be managed with declining enrollment.  Provost Green offered to answer; he noted 
that in May 2015 President Wilson had communicated to the campus a 0.5 million shortfall which has 
necessitated further budget trimming beginning this year.  That reduced bottom line will be the bottom 
line going forward and planning is now based on that number.  Provost Green reported that preliminary 
news from admissions is positive – that we are tracking where we are supposed to be tracking.  
Professor Williams asked if the switchover in healthcare plans has had an impact on the overall budget 
number.  Provost Green indicated that the healthcare changes have had a positive impact which is why 
enrollment concerns aren't as great as they might be. 

Professor Pana asked if there have been any recent changes the Moody's rating of the university's debt.  
And, if there have been changes, when did we learn about them?  Professor Weis recalled, from the 
most recent trustee's meeting, that the rating has remained the same, but that the outlook has been 
downgraded.  Professor Pana asked if the cost of debt would go up because of the change in outlook.  
Provost Green said that he could look into this further, but that he thought it was the rating rather than 
the outlook that would determine the cost of debt.  Professor Weis indicated that CUPP's reports from 
the Board of Trustees meeting would be available soon.   

Noting the long history of the topic, Professor Weis presented CUPP's constitutional amendment for 
adding an interdisciplinary programs (IP) representative to CUPP.  [The amendment is appended to the 
end of these minutes and will come up for a vote in April.]  Professor Weis noted that the issue of 
representation is different and more important now since we have faculty colleagues for whom an 
interdisciplinary program is their only academic unit.  They are not represented and this is completely 
inadequate.   Professor Weis also indicated that the amendment before us takes into account feedback 
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on earlier versions of the amendment which were discussed at the December 2015 faculty meeting, but 
referred back to committee.  The newly proposed amendment will create a new interdisciplinary 
program seat/division on CUPP and require each faculty member chose a single division for CUPP 
election purposes.  This idea was clarified through further discussion.  Dean Duke asked if this means CC 
should also have an IP rep.  Professor Weis indicated that Associate Dean Duke's question falls under 
CC's purview.   

Professor Weis mentioned that some colleagues had proposed scrapping divisional representation on 
CUPP and had advocated instead for an at-large election for all representatives.  He spoke against this 
approach noting that CUPP is the only body that is supposed to represent the whole faculty and it is 
charged to do strategic curricular planning which benefits from breadth of perspective.  

Professor Shallue asked if this would increase the membership of CUPP by one and Professor Weis 
answered in the affirmative.  Professor Chapman asked Professor Weis what would happen if this 
amendment failed.   Could Professor Weis assure us that another solution will be brought forward to 
address the unacceptable situation of those colleagues who now lack representation?  Professor Weis 
indicated that if this proposal fails, next year's CUPP would need to address this issue all over again.  This 
year's CUPP is nearly out time and needs to shift its focus to tenure-line proposals. 

Professor Montgomery asked if the proposed structure, which allows interdisciplinary faculty to vote 
either with IP or with another division, might result in IP having no one to run or vote?  If that were to 
happen, would there just not be an IP rep on CUPP?  Professor Weis suggested that this seemed unlikely 
now, but could theoretically be a concern.  And, he noted that the social sciences are having a hard time 
finding a CUPP rep now.  Professor A. Schultz expressed hope that the large steering committees for the 
IP programs would help encourage candidates for each cycle.  Professor Munro initiated a discussion 
about how faculty would go about self-identifying for the purpose of CUPP elections.  It was clarified 
that a faculty member would need to be affiliated with an IP program in order to choose to participate 
in the IP election.  Professor Theune asked if faculty could identify differently from year-to year and 
thereby raised the issue of whether a faculty member could vote every year by meandering among 
divisions.  Professor Weis indicated that Nominating Committee could help us by tracking and making 
sure a faculty member didn't vote in two consecutive years by changing affiliation.  As these 
hypothetical situations, and permutations of organizing the elections,were discussed, many found comic 
relief in the sometimes exaggerated references to the power faculty wield as they participate in CUPP 
elections.  At the same time, concerns and frustrations over the motion itself and its implementation 
were mounting.  Professor Williams asked if there was a sense about how big the IP "division" would be.  
Professor Weis indicated that it would be bigger than the library's representation.  Professor Bollivar 
suggested that we vote against the amendment to prevent an already too big council from getter bigger 
and suggested that it would be simpler for IP faculty join existing divisions.  Professor M. Perera asked 
by what mechanism Nominating Committee would track colleagues' CUPP voting and Associate Provost 
Boyd expressed concern that names could be associated with people's votes.  Professor Sheridan 
pointed out that CUPP proposed oversight in this way because the supervision of elections is, according 
to the Faculty Handbook, under Nominating Committee's purview. 

Professor A. Shultz reminded us that although we now have two colleagues situated solely in 
interdisciplinary units, the broader issue IP representation is at least ten years old.  Our main decision 
making body does not have an IP representative which leaves the needs of many faculty, students, and 
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programs without a voice.  She also noted that there is already considerable variability in how many 
colleagues a CUPP member represents and in how CUPP elections are viewed across the divisions.  She 
suggested that, against this backdrop, it does not make sense to parse out the election process in such 
detail and that we might instead decide to trust each other.  Professor deHarak reminded us that the 
motion isn’t just about our individual colleagues who need representation, but is also about the IP 
programs themselves who need a spot at the table.  Professor Pelusi inquired if teaching load could be 
used to determine a colleague's divisional vs. IP affiliation.  Citing the complexity of cross-listed courses, 
Professors Weis and A. Schultz said no.  Professor Burke expressed support for the amendment but 
questioned the necessity of tracking colleague's CUPP voting from year-to-year and suggested that we 
trust colleagues to vote only once.   

Professor Weis nearly brought the discussion to a close by noting that CUPP not only represents people, 
but also programs.  IP programs have not had a rep and they are a large, and likely to be growing, group.  
Professor Lutze offered a brief endorsement of the amendment.  Professor B. Schultz expressed concern 
that a CUPP rep could be representing one of his/her academic units on CUPP when another of his/her 
units had a tenure-line proposal come forward and wondered if this would present conflicts of interest.   
There was general consensus that a CUPP rep would recuse her/himself whenever one of her/his units 
had a proposal under consideration.  

B.  Curriculum Council (CC) 

Before proceeding to the Council's work on Catalog cleanup, Professor Sultan announced that Professor 
Theune will be the new humanities rep to CC. 

Professor sultan reminded faculty of the issue at hand – having clear and fair policies for courses outside 
of the major department that students must take to complete a major.  There are 11 IWU majors that 
require such courses.  In their document titled Curriculum Council Catalog Handbook Proposal, the 
Council has outlined the problems with our current practices and proposed two possible solutions.  [This 
document is part of the March 2016 faculty meeting packet.]  Professor Sultan described the four 
problems with our current practices that are outlined on pages 2 and 3 of that document.  She also 
mentioned that she and the Registrar had begun working with Chairs and Directors on this problem and 
that CC's OPTION 2 solution had been more popular.  Professor Sultan proceeded to characterize 
OPTION 1 as simpler but more draconian and OPTION 2 as more flexible and more accommodating of 
double majors.  OPTION 1 has two course categories: required and recommended.  OPTION 2 has three 
course categories: required, non-(state-major) required course, and recommended.  [These options and 
the pros and cons are fully described on pages 3 and 4 of the Council's document.]  Professor Sultan 
concluded her remarks by indicating that the Council invited discussion and seeks faculty endorsement 
of one of the options to solve the problem. 

Professor Chapman noted that these changes are far more than housekeeping and expressed concern 
that both of the options involve centralization of policies.  Not all departments, he offered, may be able 
to work with the same solution.  Although option 2 is preferable to option 1, CC's options seem to take 
away departmental autonomy.  Professor Pelusi asked a follow-up question about how this would 
impact double majors and Professor Sultan clarified aspects of the proposal.  In response to Professor 
Chapman's comments, Professor Sultan assured us that if a department had reasons to deviate from a 
general policy with something idiosyncratic, they could.  The department would simply need to provide 
a clear explanations in the Catalog.  It is not CC's intention to take away departmental autonomy.  
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Professor Loitz offered that she likes OPTION 2 and that it would clarify the status of a confusing course 
in her program.  The three categories in OPTION 2 will help her ask the right questions about where a 
course fits.  Someone asked if any of the department heads had voiced concerns about OPTION 2 not 
working.  Professor Sultan said that, so far, most of the departments involved have liked OPTION 2 and 
found it reasonable.  OPTION 2 will provide a standardization of language.  Associate Provost Boyd 
offered that he does not see this proposal as limiting.  It would not prevent departments from requiring 
what is necessary, but rather would clarify language for our students.  Much of the student confusion 
comes to the Associate Provost's office when students have Ds, are trying to graduate, and don't know if 
a course is really required.  The idea is that we will all use the same terms similarly.  No one is trying to 
tell faculty in the academic units what they can or can't require.  Professor B. Schultz noted the value of 
departments just saying "required" when they mean required and Professor Sultan affirmed that the CC 
options will accomplish just that.  Professor Kunce endorsed OPTION2 as a good, clear option for the 
Psychology Department and Associate Dean Duke endorsed the CC proposal based on her three years of 
reviewing petitions related to some of the confusing language. 

OPTION 2 was moved for endorsement by Professor Sultan and seconded by Professor Shallue.  It was 
endorsed unanimously. 

Professor Boyce requested that the resulting consistent language be applied not only to the Catalog, but 
also to the university web site, as this is where students often start their queries. 

Picking up on a comment in one of the CC documents, Professor Lutze asked why we don't allow courses 
to double count for two majors and asked CC to take a closer look at that possibility.  As a parent looking 
at colleges with his children, he has observed such flexibility at other liberal arts colleges and suggested 
that it might be something for us to consider.   Provost Green affirmed that as the practice of double 
majoring has increased at our sister institutions, policies allowing double counting have also become 
more common.  Professor Sultan indicated that CC is already talking about this topic. 

C.  Nominating Committee 

Professor Vicary thanked everyone who has volunteered run for elected committees.  She noted that 
additional volunteers had recently come forward such that all but one of the slates are now sufficiently 
filled to conduct elections.  One more candidate is needed for a one-year, Visitor to the Board position.  
Professor Vicary invited nominations from the floor and offered to answer questions.   As there were 
neither new candidates nor questions, she invited Associate Provost Boyd to field questions about the 
proposed renaming and reconfiguring of the John Wesley Powell Research Conference Committee.  He 
described how, prior to this year, the committee's sole responsibility was planning the JWP conference.  
But, now that the university is focusing more on post-baccalaureate fellowships, the committee sees 
value in having one faculty committee work more-comprehensively on undergraduate research.  The 
committee doesn't intend to advise students directly, but rather would marshal resources to support 
faculty in mentoring roles.   The Committee will share the proposed changes in April. 

D.  Promotion and Tenure Committee 

Professor Nillas announced annual and major pre-tenure reviews had been completed.  She said that 
the annual review letters had been sent out that morning and that the major pre-tenure review letters 
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would be sent out later in the week or the next week.  She reminded colleagues that nominations for 
the Kemp award are due March 21st and that the annual making a case workshop will be on April 20th. 

E.  Faculty Development Committee (FDC) 

Professor Kunce indicated that FDC was seeking our feedback on using funds for faculty publication 
costs considering the overall limited funds for faculty development.  The Committee's written report 
outlines some of the pros and cons and they would like our feedback.  She indicated that a noontime 
forum is scheduled for Wednesday March 9th in CNS E102 and that e-mail feedback is also welcomed.  
Professor Kunce also reminded us that the next deadline for all FDC grants is March 21st. 

F.  General Education Task Force 

Professor A. Schultz referred colleagues to the written report and reminded everyone about the town 
hall workshop scheduled for Wednesday March 9th at 4:00 pm.  RSVPs could be made until the 8th at 
noon.  And, another workshop is being planned for the end of May. 

G.  Assessment Committee  

Professor Shallue reported in Professor Erlewine's absence.  In addition to the written report, he 
highlighted a conversation planned for Thursday March 10th about making assessment more helpful 
and less burdensome. 

H.  Council for Excellence in Teaching and Learning (CETAL) 

Professor Ferradáns indicated that there is a written report. 

5.  Administrative Reports 

Provost Green indicated that he had four, brief items. 

• Heather Prasse, a senior Psychology major was seeking more volunteers to participate in a Psi Chi 
faculty joke night.   

• Provost Green shared an inspiring anecdote from the recent Scholars' weekend.  A young man and 
his mother had visited with Professor Gearhart and afterwards the student relayed that although he 
hadn't previously thought of anthropology as something to study in college, he now knows that IWU 
is where he wants to go to school.  This is an example of how the one-on-one admissions contact 
that President Jensen has been encouraging can make a difference. 

• Retention conversations are also important this time of year.  If financial aid is an issue for a 
student, be sure to send them to Scott Seibring and communicate that IWU wants to make their 
continued education here possible. 

• Please provide emergency contact information before travel, even spring break travel, as the 
Provost's Office is often a contact point for people trying to reach faculty in emergencies. 

Professor Burke asked when Eckley decisions would be made.  Associate Provost Boyd indicated that 
they would be coming out the next day, March 8th. 

6.  Old Business: Advising and Summer Reading Committee Report Recommendations 
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Professor Marvin reminded everyone of the set of 11 recommendations the committee had brought to 
the faculty in January for endorsement.  Two had passed, but nine remained.  Since that time, the 
Committee has gathered substantial feedback through forums and other mechanisms and they are 
returning with a simpler set of items: 3 proposals for faculty endorsement and 9 information items.  
Professor Marvin summarized the 3 proposals that were available in the Committee's written report.  
Provost Green conferred with Professors Marvin and Shallue and they decided it would be best to vote 
on the three proposals separately.   

Provost Green invited questions/comments on the first proposal.   

1.  As part of a continuing effort to develop a culture of strong advising, the Director of 
Academic Advising, in consultation with the Advising and Summer Reading Committee and 
interested faculty members, will develop online training modules for  faculty advisors 
encompassing various advising and registration topics (e.g., advising philosophies, how to utilize 
the advisor menu on my.iwu). 

There were no questions/comments and it passed by a show of hands. 

Provost Green invited questions/comments on the second proposal. 

2.  An online assessment tool will be developed to solicit student feedback on their advising 
experiences. The Advising and Summer Reading Committee, interested faculty members, and 
the Director of Advising will develop the assessment tool following National Academic Advising 
Association (NACADA) best practices and it will be brought back to the faculty for approval prior 
to implementation.  

Individual responses will be shared with the advisor and the relevant department/program 
chair. The purpose of collecting and sharing this feedback is to help ensure that students receive 
positive advising experiences and to support advisors by providing relevant professional 
development. Responses will be aggregated (all identifying data will be removed) and provided 
to the Director of Academic Advising and the Advising and Summer Reading Committee. 

Professor Young noted that a student will be giving feedback on his/her particular advisor and that the 
feedback will be going to the department/program chair.  And, noting that advising is part of service for 
PAT, felt that this recommendation could have implications for the advancement process.  He suggested 
that he would feel more comfortable if the feedback were kept anonymous and the focus thus more 
assuredly developmental.  He wondered how others felt about this aspect of the recommendation. 

Professor N. Kerr asked a question clarifying that whatever assessment tool was developed would be 
brought back to the faculty for approval before being implemented. She garnered assurance Professor 
Marvin and Provost Green that it would be.   

In response to Professor Young's comment, Provost Green clarified that the individual advisee feedback 
would go to faculty and department chairs in the same manner as course evaluations, but that the 
aggregated information would be presented anonymously. 

Professor Williams expressed general support for the proposal, but asked about the feasibility of 
protecting anonymity of students when aggregating data for very small programs.  Professor Marvin 
recognized that this concern would need to be addressed. 
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Professor deHarak commented on Professor Young's observation that this information would move up 
the line and become part of the PAT process.  Professor deHarak said that he had thought from previous 
discussions that there weren’t going to be any changes in advising expectations and intimated that this 
seemed like a change.  Professor Marvin said that there is nothing in the committee's recommendations 
that changes any expectations for PAT.  Professor Marvin noted that advising is already part of service 
for PAT.  Chairs already can, and probably should, be commenting on advising in their supervisor's 
letters for colleagues.  This data would just be another way, and perhaps a better way, for chairs to 
gather information.  Professor deHarak asked if there was any intention that advising should now be 
weighted differently.  Professor Marvin said no, but made reference to recommendation 8 from the 
Advising Committee's report.  The Advising Committee could potentially consult with PAT or CUPP about 
possible policy changes, but any proposed changes would come to the faculty from those committees. 

8. Due to the importance of advising for student success and retention, the Advising and 
Summer Reading Committee will consult with CUPP, PAT, and other relevant committees 
regarding expectations and responsibilities of advisors. If appropriate, those committees will 
propose amendments to the Faculty Handbook to state more explicitly these expectations and 
responsibilities. Any proposed changes to the Faculty Handbook will follow existing and 
prescribed procedures. 

 
Professor Pana commented on similarities between student teaching evaluations and the proposed 
advising data.  Citing the faculty handbook, she noted that chairs and program directors are required to 
keep copies of student evaluations for the most recent three years.  She asked if this would also be the 
case for the advising assessment documents and asked how the documents would be transferred from a 
previous chair to the next chair.  Professor Marvin answered that this is detail that would be developed 
later and come back to the faculty for approval.  Professor Pana also asked if the same process would be 
applied to visiting faculty.  Professor Marvin answered that the process would apply to all faculty who 
engage in advising.  Professor Pana asked if for visitors this would become part of the annual evaluation.  
Professor Marvin replied that it certainly could be. 
 
Referring to Professor Marvin's earlier comments, Professor Theune confirmed that it was the Advising 
Committee's intention to bring both the advising assessment tool and the procedure back to the faculty 
for approval.  Professor Marvin affirmed this intention.  Professor Theune then proposed the 
amendment shown below which involved striking the whole second paragraph of the recommendation 
and adding the phrase "and subsequent feedback systems" to the first paragraph.   

2.  An online assessment tool will be developed to solicit student feedback on their advising 
experiences. The Advising and Summer Reading Committee, interested faculty members and the 
Director of Advising will develop the assessment tool following National Academic Advising 
Association (NACADA) best practices and it, and subsequent feedback systems, will be brought 
back to the faculty for approval prior to implementation. 

Individual responses will be shared with the advisor and the relevant department/program 
chair. The purpose of collecting and sharing this feedback is to help ensure that students receive 
positive advising experiences and to support advisors by providing relevant professional 
development. Responses will be aggregated (all identifying data will be removed) and provided 
to the Director of Academic Advising and the Advising and Summer Reading Committee. 
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The amendment was seconded by Professor Weis.  Professor Marvin sought and Professor Theune 
provided clarification. Professor Theune read the amendment again for everyone.  Associate Dean Duke 
asked if we still had a quorum and Provost Green affirmed that we did. 

Professor Young spoke in strong favor of the amendment noting the value of faculty shaping policies as 
they are developed rather than trying to change things after they've been endorsed and implemented. 

Professor Kunce asked whether Theune's amendment was meant to address only the feedback 
processes or also the data collection processes.  Professor Theune answered that he meant both and 
that he had considered data gathering to be part of the tool.   

Professor Chapman proposed an amendment to the amendment and both professor Theune and the 
seconder accepted it: 

2.  An online assessment tool will be developed to solicit student feedback on their advising 
experiences. The Advising and Summer Reading Committee, interested faculty members, and 
the Director of Advising will develop the assessment tool following National Academic Advising 
Association (NACADA) best practices and the tool and the process will be brought back to the 
faculty for approval prior to implementation. 

The amendment passed and then the proposal passed. 

Associate Dean Duke requested that interested faculty provide input to the Advising Committee as they 
set out to develop the tool and process. 

Provost  Green invited discussion of the third item from the Advising Committee. 

Departments/programs and pre-professional committees/advisors (e.g., Pre-Law,  Pre-Medicine, 
Pre-Physical Therapy) will collaborate in the creation of advising  resources (e.g., FAQs, listservs, 
faculty contact information) and offer regular group  advising sessions for students (e.g., 
internship and research opportunities, the best time  to study abroad, application process to 
professional programs). These collective efforts will:   

a. reduce faculty workload;   

b. provide consistent, timely, and complete information to students; and    

c. ensure students are adequately prepared for individual advising appointments.     

All of the above endeavors will be supported by the Associate Dean of Curricular and Faculty 
Development, Academic Advising Center, Registrar’s Office, International Office, and Hart 
Career Center. 

Professor Theune indicated that he loves item three so much that we shouldn't vote for it.   The idea of 
faculty working together to reduce their workloads is fantastic, but departments and programs should 
not be required to do this.  Professor deHarak seconded this idea even though it was not a motion. 
Professor Theune expounded on his ideas. 

Several faculty discussed a possible rephrasing to make the recommendation voluntary and move it to 
the information item section. 



10 
 

Professor deHarak then moved that the word "will" be changed to "are encouraged" and that 
recommendation 3 be sent to the list of information items.  Professor Callahan seconded the motion. 

Professor Sultan asked if we wanted to keep this as a recommendation, rather than in information item, 
to emphasize the support that is to be provided by the Associate Dean of Curricular and Faculty 
Development, Academic Advising Center, Registrar’s Office, International Office, and Hart Career 
Center?   

Professor deHarak's motion was voted on and passed. 

7.  New Business 

Professor O'Gorman referred to Associate Provost Boyd's Title 9 presentation at a recent chairs and 
directors meeting.  She had relayed the information presented at that meeting back to her department, 
but her colleagues generated questions she didn't feel able to address.  She asked Associate Provost 
Boyd to summarize that information now for the broader faculty. 

Associate Provost Boyd described how our campus had been a model for engaging with Title 9 training, 
but this is an issue to which we must keep coming back.  This term, he knew of two situations in which 
student had shared sexual assault concerns with faculty, but the faculty member hadn't reported those 
concerns up.  This, he noted, is how institutions get in trouble and students fail to get the help they 
need.  If a student approaches you, you must report up.  Professor Boyd knew of these incidences 
because the students had shared their concerns in Student affairs in addition to seeking the counsel of 
faculty. 

If students want to have a fully confidential conversation, they can talk to Heath/Counseling services, 
Security or the Chaplain.  Everyone in this room needs to report up. 

Associate Provost Boyd concluded by asking us to share this information in our departments and he 
offered to attend department meetings and answer questions if this would be helpful. 

The meeting was adjourned 5:48 pm. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Becky Roesner, Faculty Secretary 

************************************************ 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT [for IP representation on CUPP to be voted on in April] 

Amendment:   

Chapter II (page 5) Part D. Article III Section 3a paragraph 2   

Original: Representatives of educational units shall be elected for two-year terms. Membership on the 
Curriculum Council, Promotion and Tenure Committee, Faculty Development Committee, or Assessment 
Committee precludes membership on the Council on University Programs and Policy except in the case 
of ex officio members. For the purpose of electing representatives to the Council on University Programs 
and Policy educational units shall be constituted as follows: The Schools of Art, Theatre Arts, and Music; 
the School of Nursing and the Physical Education Department; the Division of Business and Economics; 
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the Division of Humanities; the Division of Natural Sciences; the Division of Social Sciences; and the 
Librarians. The Council shall determine its own rules of procedure, which shall be published in the 
Faculty Handbook subject to the provisions of Article IV. A majority of the faculty membership shall 
constitute a quorum for the conduct of business.   

Proposed Language - additions/changes in bold: Representatives of educational units shall be elected for 
two-year terms. Membership on the Curriculum Council, Promotion and Tenure Committee, Faculty 
Development Committee, or Assessment Committee precludes membership on the Council on 
University Programs and Policy except in the case of ex officio members. For the purpose of electing 
representatives to the Council on University Programs and Policy educational units shall be constituted 
as follows: The Schools of Art, Theatre Arts, and Music; the School of Nursing and the Physical Education 
Department; the Division of Business and Economics; the Division of Humanities; the Division of Natural 
Sciences; the Division of Social Sciences; the Interdisciplinary Programs; and the Library Faculty.  
Interdisciplinary faculty who choose to vote for an Interdisciplinary representative on CUPP may not 
vote in any other educational unit election for a CUPP representative. The Council shall determine its 
own rules of procedure, which shall be published in the Faculty Handbook subject to the provisions of 
Article IV. A majority of the faculty membership shall constitute a quorum for the conduct of business.    

 

 

 

 


