FACULTY FEEDBACK re: CONSTITUTION

REVISED as of November 4, 2011

Faculty Member #1

I have the following comments: 

1.   I wonder about the “voting” status of certain administrative faculty.  Some are specified as non-voting members.  But this group is defined early in the document as including “… permanent administrative officials …”.  The way the “non-voting members” list is currently shown, some of these folks are not mentioned.  Does that mean that, for example, the Vice President for Finance, could be a voting member of the faculty, since he’s not listed as a ‘non-voting’ member?  I’m thinking all Administrative Faculty (as defined early in the document) should be listed as non-voting members.

2.   Many administrators also hold academic faculty appointments, and thus could technically be deemed to be both administrative and academic faculty at the same time.  Do they get a vote as result of their academic appointments?

3.   How does the President “challenge” an action of the faculty senate (see V.2.a)?  And what happens if he or she does?
Faculty Member #2

[Senator Gray]: thanks once more for forwarding the draft senate constitution. To your credit, you do us a service by providing maximum time within constraints to comment on such documents.  I attach a file that outlines a number of my concerns. It is not extensively edited, so please overlook what I'm sure are a number of typographical and grammatical errors. Neither is it complete, but you'll quickly get a sense of what I view as the bottom line: this draft is in clear violation of SBOE policy and intent as indicated by Section III of SBOE Policy and Procedures, and by the SBOE dissolution of the previous senate.    There are, of course, parts of this that are written very well, and which completely avoid challenging the authority of the CEO. For those passages, I thank the reasoned voices that gave rise to them.   Unfortunately, in my view no amount of word engineering is going to fix this turkey. It needs a sharp change in tone, and complete abandonment of zealous challenge of the President's authority. A word inserted here and there, or a word deleted, cannot ever fix the flaws in this draft. Some parts have exactly the right tone-- chunks of article V for example. This tone needs to be reflected throughout.   

1. The preamble is still too long, unnecessary, and may be cause for administration rejection of the draft. The three most offending passages are: 

Faculty are entitled to full freedom in research and in the publication of the results, subject to the adequate performance of their other academic duties; but research for pecuniary return should be based upon an understanding with the authorities of the institution.

Faculty are entitled to speak or write freely without institutional discipline or restraint on

matters pertaining to faculty governance... and development of educational programs and

policies.  

...When (faculty) speak or write as citizens, they should be free from institutional censorship or discipline,

The first passage is all turned around in meaning from what the State Board intended. Research is to be encouraged, according to the Board, but there must be checks and balances on who can commit the University to a research task, and what they commit. This makes it sound like “pecuniary return” is an evil, and from that silly perspective the thought apparently is that we need protection. 

The second passage is (“... speak or write freely...”). Really? My translation is that “faculty are to be entitled to speak or write freely, without restraint, on faculty governance”. Is insubordination allowed? Encouraged? No restraint? This too potentially violates the powers given to the Chief Executive. Some freedom is expected, and this passage ought to define that limited freedom carefully. 

Ditto on the third passage. If it is insisted that the constitution include this unnecessary verbiage, the Senate should simply publish verbatim the SBOE language in section III of the Policy and Procedures document.   

2. The next offending passages are an attempt to define “primary responsibilities”, of the faculty. [Article III.1.a-d] can be considered together for purposes here. For example, from “a”: 

THE FACULTY has primary responsibility on matters of educational policy within

the limits prescribed by federal and state law and the regulations of the Idaho State

Board of Education 

How do you square this with the fact, made abundantly clear in Board policy, that the Senate at least, provides recommendations to the CEO? [By the way, what childishness dictates that “President” should be shown as “president”?].

Also in “a”...

On these matters the power of review or final decision lodged in the governing

board or delegated by it to the president should be exercised adversely only in

exceptional circumstances, and for reasons communicated to the faculty.

I cannot imagine how a body convened only to provide recommendations to the CEO can make such a bald declaration to the very individual to whom they report. This alone is reason enough for the President to reject this constitution.

Paragraphs (b), (c), and (d) need similar dilution and weakening. 

3.  Under IV.2.e, we find

THE FACULTY may officially oppose a University Presidential action following

the procedure specified in Article IV, Section 2e(1). A vote of the faculty

requires a two-thirds majority of those casting votes (with abstentions not

counting as votes) to officially oppose an action of the University President. The

Chair of the Faculty Senate will communicate the results of such a vote to all

faculty and to the Idaho State Board of Education if a two-thirds margin is

achieved.

Where did this originate? Once again, how is it that through the Senate, (only a recommending body), the faculty can officially oppose the CEO?

4. IV.2.f  “Negotiation” ought to be replaced with “consultation”.

5. In Article V, there should be term limits for Senators. In the future it might avoid another dissolution of the faculty senate by the SBOE. 

6. Much of Article V.3 has the correct tone.

7. Under V.3.c, add the underlined passage 

Rules:

The Faculty Senate is empowered to make rules governing its own organization and procedure subject to the conditions of this Constitution, approval by the CEO or his/her designee,  and ... 

8.  Article VI.1.b...Amend to read

An amendment thus submitted will become part of the constitution when approved by secret ballot by a two-thirds majority vote of THE FACULTY, and when approved by the President.

Article VI.2 needs similar CEO approval. The rationale for both changes is simple. How can a recommending body unilaterally alter the Constitution or Bylaws without the approval of the President? If it is left like it is, the senate could immediately set out to undue everything that it didn’t like about the approved constitution. 

Faculty Member #3:

Article 2 Section 1:

The mixed tense throughout the constitution should be made consistent. For example Article 2 Section one says "... will include" as does Section 2. Where as Section 3 says "... include" (present tense). I think the present tense should be used throughout. 

Article 3 Section 1: 

· Remove "It is desirable that". This is implied by virtue of the statement being in the constitution. Start the sentence with "The faculty should...". 

· Why the extensive explanation in the section 1a, but not in b, c, or d. Are not the same points about review of decisions also relevant in terms of the items expressed in b, c, and d?

· e) "THE FACULTY will normally function through its representative body..." This is an odd sentence. The faculty "function" in a lot of ways (e.g. teaching classes, breathing, etc.) This sentence should be clarified to say, "THE FACULTY exercises its responsibilities related to policies and procedures through its representative body..."

Article 4 Section 2:

· Under c) Quorum, "September 1" is ambiguous. It should say, "...on September 1 each year, the number of ..."

· "free and equal voice"... What does this mean? Perhaps it should be clarified or reworded so that no one thinks it means this: http://youtu.be/3QZlp3eGMNI

· Under e2) what is the meaning of "officially oppose"? why not just "oppose"?

Article V Section 1
· Where is the representation from the outreach campuses? This is a problem. 

· under composition/nonvoting members, Everywhere else in the document, the president only warrants a lower case "P". Whereas in this sentence he gets an upper case "P". The Boise State constitution uses uppercase "P". Why the move to lowercase, and why not in this sentence?

Article V Section 3
· Meetings are "open" means what? I presume "open to the public"? How about open to off campus viewing at remote locations? Recorded and made available online?

Faculty Member #4:

Here are the issues raised by the DHS Exec Committee.  

 The main issues the EC discussed were: 

· Autonomy of subunits

· Mix of constitution and bylaws

· The PFS is sticking to the BSU model. Article V should be moved to bylaws. Bylaws are easier to amend and specific details should be moved to a bylaw document.

· Lack of Meridian representative

· There has been a rep for the past 10 years. There is no justification for removing the representative. Every school/college in the DHS have faculty in Meridian.

· Academic unit representation

· Current draft states “at least two per college or division”, which is not in line with the current DHS structure. Current draft also states “college and university faculty”, suggested that be changed to university only

I am especially concerned about the representation issue.  That needs to be fixed if it has not already been addressed.  

Thanks

Faculty Member #5:  (Comments in red)
Article IV: Organization of THE FACULTY

Section 1: Presiding Officer
The Chair of the Faculty Senate is the presiding officer of THE FACULTY.  The Chair of the Faculty Senate or his or her designee will preside at the meetings of THE FACULTY, and will oversee the reporting and distribution of the non-transcripted summary of the meetings.  

Section 2: Meetings of THE FACULTY 
a.
Schedule

Meetings of THE FACULTY may be called by the President of the University or by the Chair of the Faculty Senate.  The Chair of the Faculty Senate must call a meeting at the written petition of ten percent (10%) of THE FACULTY or a majority vote of the Senate.  
b.
Notice

Written notice of each meeting shall be circulated to THE FACULTY at least three business days prior to the date of the meeting.  The agenda for each meeting will be attached to the notice. 
c.
Quorum

Official business calling for a vote requires a quorum.  Twenty percent (20%) of THE FACULTY constitutes a quorum.  Members must be physically present at designated meeting sites.  Proxy votes will not be recognized for absent individuals.  The Office of the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs will provide on September 1 the number of Academic and Administrative Faculty as described in Article II. 

d.
Procedure

Each member of THE FACULTY will have a free and equal voice in all deliberations.  Academic and Administrative Faculty members will be entitled to one vote each.  In the absence of special regulations to the contrary, the most recent edition of Robert’s Rules of Order (per the Roberts Rules of Order website, the authority should be designated as "Robert's Rules of Order Newly Revised") as designated by the Chair of the Faculty Senate shall govern the procedure of all meetings of THE FACULTY.

e.
Faculty Review of Senate or Presidential Action

(1)
THE FACULTY may override an action taken by the Faculty Senate.  To override a specific action of the Faculty Senate, THE FACULTY may conduct a vote.  A majority of those present and voting at a meeting of THE FACULTY may call for a vote of THE FACULTY.   According to the provisions of Article V: Section 3.d, such ballot will be accompanied by the minutes of the meeting sent to each member of THE FACULTY.  The Chair of the Faculty Senate will administer, record and report the vote within the period of time specified in the Faculty Senate bylaws for faculty-wide referendums.  A vote of THE FACULTY requires a two-thirds majority of those casting a vote (with abstentions not counting as votes) to override a Faculty Senate action.  

(2)
THE FACULTY may officially oppose a University Presidential action following the procedure specified in Article IV: Section 2.e.(1).  A vote of the faculty requires a two-thirds majority of those casting votes (with abstentions not counting as votes) to officially oppose an action of the University President.  The Chair of the Faculty Senate will communicate the results of such a vote to all faculty and to the Idaho State Board of Education if a two-thirds margin is achieved. 
f.
Financial Support


Financial support for meetings of THE FACULTY will be provided by the Office of the Provost in negotiation with the Chair of the Faculty Senate.

Section 3: Faculty Referenda

An alternate means to initiate a vote of THE FACULTY is a petition signed by at least twenty percent (20%) of THE FACULTY.  Such a petition must conform to procedures specified in the Faculty Senate bylaws. 

Article V: The Faculty Senate

Section 1:
Membership

a.
Composition

(1)
Academic Faculty; Voting Members

(a)
Each college or division will be entitled to at least two Academic Faculty representatives to the Faculty Senate except the library, which will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative.  Any additional units identified in the Faculty Senate bylaws will receive at least one representative. Academic Faculty representatives will be elected by the Academic Faculty in the unit, college or division of the University.

(b)
Senate representation will be determined on the ratio of one Senator per 25 Academic Faculty in the college or division of the University.

(c)
Every January at the first meeting of the spring semester, the Provost will provide the Faculty Senate data on faculty membership.  The Faculty Senate will review the apportionment of the faculty from each college, division, or unit as specified in the bylaws of the Faculty Senate.

(2)
Nonvoting Members

(a)
The president of ASISU or his or her designee.

(b) The President of the University or his or her designee.

(c) The dean of each unit, college, division, and the library.

b.
Selection

Academic Faculty Senators will be elected by each college, division, or unit of the University.

c.
Term of Office

Elected members normally will serve for three years.  Initially, provision shall be made for rotating terms of office so that one third of the Senate seats will be vacated each year. 

d.
Responsibility

All members of the Senate are uninstructed representatives.  Having sought the counsel and advice of their colleagues, Senate members will be free to exercise their own judgment on matters of decision and vote.

e.
Restructuring

Newly created colleges and divisions of the University will be represented as provided in Article V: Section l.a.(1-3) There are only 2 points in this section, not 3.  Implementation will be in accordance with the bylaws of the Faculty Senate.

Section 2: Authority and Functions of the Faculty Senate

a. 
Authority

The Faculty Senate will have the authority and responsibility to act on behalf of THE FACULTY.  Actions of the Faculty Senate will be effective without approval of THE FACULTY, except that such actions will be subject to challenge, by THE FACULTY (as specified in Article IV: Section 2, Paragraph e.) or by the President of the University.

b.
Functions

Within the framework established by the Idaho State Board of Education, the Faculty Senate will, as the representative body of THE FACULTY:

(1)
Recommend to the President and Provost and Vice President of Academic Affairs requirements for admission and for degrees.

(2)
Make recommendations to the President and Provost and Vice President of Academic Affairs regarding all proposals for new courses and curricula, changes in established curricula, and curricular policies involving relationships between colleges, divisions, or units. It is unclear to me if the "involving relationships between colleges..." phrase pertains to only curricular policies or whether it also applies to "all new courses and curricula" and  "changes in established curricula".  I think that the Senate should be involved with all new courses and curricula and changes in established curricula, not only those between units.  If this is the intent, it would be clearest to have two sentences here. "Act upon all new courses and curricula as well as changes in established curricula. And, additionally, act upon curricular policies involving relationships...".

(3)
Recommend to the President and Provost and Vice President of Academic Affairs criteria for academic rank, tenure, and professional welfare.

(4)
Provide for the review and mediation of disputes involving professional ethics and grievances.

(5)
Recommend to the President and Provost and Vice President of Academic Affairs policies and procedures governing the performance of research, scholarship and creative activities.

(6)
Maintain such committees and councils as are necessary for the implementation of Article III: Section 1 of this Constitution.

(7)
Receive and consider reports from committees and councils and take appropriate action thereon.

(8)
Inform THE FACULTY of its actions.
I believe an additional function is to advise administration regarding the facilities in which educational and research activities occur.  This is mentioned in III-1-a and should also be included here.

Faculty Member #6:
Idaho State University

Faculty Constitution Draft

as approved by Provisional Faculty Senate on October 24, 2011
Preamble

To facilitate communication, understanding, and cooperation among the officers of Idaho State University, and to ensure the orderly development of educational programs and policies committed to our trust, we, the President and faculty of Idaho State University, do hereby subscribe to this Constitution establishing principles of organization, authority, and responsibility of the Idaho State University faculty.  In adopting this Constitution the President and faculty of Idaho State University affirm their
 belief in academic freedom and responsibility as specified in the Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies and Procedures and the American Association of University Professors 1940 Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure.
Institutions of higher education are established for the common good and not to further the interests of either the individual faculty member or the institution as a whole
, and the common good depends upon the free search for truth and its free exposition through scholarship. 

Academic freedom is essential to these purposes and applies to teaching, research (including scholarly and creative activities), and service.  Academic freedom in teaching is fundamental  to the protection of the rights of the teacher in teaching and of the students to freedom in learning.  Academic freedom in research is fundamental to the advancement of truth. Academic freedom in service is fundamental to the advancement of the common good and the development of educational programs and policies.  Academic freedom should not be abridged or abused.  Academic freedom carries with it duties and responsibilities (?) correlative with rights. 

Faculty are entitled to freedom in the classroom in discussing their subject, but they should be careful not to introduce into their teaching controversial matters which have no relation to their subject. 

Faculty are entitled to full freedom in research and in the publication of the results, subject to the adequate performance of their other academic duties;  research for pecuniary return, however,  should be based upon an understanding with the authorities of the institution. 

Faculty are entitled to speak or write freely without institutional discipline or restraint on matters pertaining to faculty governance and development of educational programs and policies.

College and university faculty members are citizens, members of a learned profession, and officers of the educational institution.  When they speak or write as citizens, they should be free from institutional censorship or discipline, but their special position in the community imposes special obligations.  As scholars and educational officers, they should remember that the public may judge their profession and their institution by their utterances.  Hence, they should at all times be accurate, should exercise appropriate restraint, should show respect for the opinions of others, and should make every effort to indicate that they are not speaking for the institution.

Article I: Name

The Idaho State University faculty is comprised of three categories as defined by Article II. 

Article II: Membership

THE FACULTY of the University shall comprise two categories of members hereinafter referred to as: 1) Academic Faculty, and 2) Administrative Faculty.  Associated faculties constitute a third category: 3) Adjunct, Affiliate, and Visiting Faculty.
Section 1: Academic Faculty
The Academic Faculty of the University will include all Tenure-track and Tenured faculty with appointments as Professor, Associate Professor, Assistant Professor, Instructor, Departmental chairpersons and professional librarians.  The Academic Faculty also includes non-tenure track faculty, at 0.5 FTE or greater, with appointments as Instructor (all levels and designations), Lecturer, Associate Lecturer, Assistant Lecturer, Clinical Professor, Clinical Associate Professor, Clinical Assistant Professor, Clinical Instructor, Research Professor, Research Associate Professor, and Research Assistant Professor.
Section 2: Administrative Faculty

The Administrative Faculty of the University will include the President of the University, the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs, the Vice President for Research, the deans of the colleges, divisions and the university libraries, and all permanent administrative officials who are qualified to hold academic rank and are designated as members of the Administrative Faculty by the President.

Section 3: Adjunct, Affiliate, and Visiting Faculty

The Adjunct, Affiliate, and Visiting Faculty include those faculty with a limited contractual relationship with the University, including part-time (adjunct), non-compensatory (affiliate), and visiting faculty.  Individuals in this category are not part of THE FACULTY.

Article III: Powers and Authority

Section 1: General

Recommendations are made to the President and the Provost and Vice President of Academic Affairs of the University.

a.
THE FACULTY has primary responsibility on matters of educational policy within the limits prescribed by federal and state law and the regulations of the Idaho State Board of Education.  Educational policy pertains to such matters as curricula, methods of instruction, facilities and materials for instruction, standards for admission and retention of students, and criteria for the granting of degrees.  It also includes those aspects of student life that relate directly to the educational process including the establishment of regulations concerning financial aid, academic performance, extracurricular activities, and freedom of action and expression.



On these matters the power of review or final decision lodged in the governing Board or delegated by it to the President should be exercised adversely only in exceptional circumstances, and for reasons communicated to the faculty.  It is desirable that the faculty should, following such communication, have opportunity for further consideration and further transmittal of its views to the President or Board. Budgets, personnel limitations, the time element, and the policies of other groups, bodies, and agencies having jurisdiction over the institution may set justifiable limits to realization of faculty advice.  

b.
THE FACULTY has primary responsibility for policies and procedures governing the performance of research, scholarship and creative activities.

c.
THE FACULTY has primary responsibility for policies and procedures governing faculty appointment, tenure, and promotion. 

d.
THE FACULTY has primary responsibility for policies and procedures governing the performance of faculty service.

e.
THE FACULTY will normally function through its representative body, the Faculty Senate (see Article V).  However, THE FACULTY will also have the rights of initiative and referendum, as specified in Article IV: Section 2.e and Section 3, Article V: Section 3.d, and in Article VI: Section 1.

Section 2: College, School, Division, Department, and the Library

Within the limits of policies approved by the Idaho State Board of Education, the policies and practices within the particular college, school, division, department, or the library will be determined by the members of THE FACULTY of the specific college, school, division, department, or the library and will normally be implemented by the interested dean or chairperson.

Article IV: Organization of THE FACULTY

Section 1: Presiding Officer
The Chair of the Faculty Senate is the presiding officer of THE FACULTY.  The Chair of the Faculty Senate or his or her designee will preside at the meetings of THE FACULTY, and will oversee the reporting and distribution of the non-transcripted 
summary of the meetings.  

Section 2: Meetings of THE FACULTY 

a.
Schedule

Meetings of THE FACULTY may be called by the President of the University or by the Chair of the Faculty Senate.  The Chair of the Faculty Senate must call a meeting at the written petition of ten percent (10%) of THE FACULTY or a majority vote of the Faculty Senate.  

b.
Notice

Written notice of each meeting shall be circulated to THE FACULTY at least three business days prior to the date of the meeting.  The agenda for each meeting will be attached to the notice. 
c.
Quorum

Official business calling for a vote requires a quorum.  Twenty percent (20%) of THE FACULTY constitutes a quorum.  Members must be physically present at designated meeting sites.  Proxy votes will not be recognized for absent individuals.  The Office of the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs will provide 
on September 1 the number of Academic and Administrative Faculty as described in Article II. 

d.
Procedure

Each member of THE FACULTY will have a free and equal voice in all deliberations.  Academic and Administrative Faculty members will be entitled to one vote each.  In the absence of special regulations to the contrary, the most recent edition of Robert’s Rules of Order as designated by the Chair of the Faculty Senate shall govern the procedure of all meetings of THE FACULTY.

e.
Faculty Review of Senate or Presidential Action

(1)
THE FACULTY may override an action taken by the Faculty Senate.  To override a specific action of the Faculty Senate, THE FACULTY may conduct a vote.  A majority of those present and voting at a meeting of THE FACULTY may call for a vote of THE FACULTY.   According to the provisions of Article V: Section 3.d, such ballot will be accompanied by the minutes of the meeting sent to each member of THE FACULTY.  The Chair of the Faculty Senate will administer
, record and report the vote within the period of time specified in the Faculty Senate bylaws for faculty-wide referendums.  A vote of THE FACULTY requires a two-thirds majority of those casting a vote (with abstentions not counting as votes) to override a Faculty Senate action.  

(2)
THE FACULTY may officially oppose a University Presidential action following the procedure specified in Article IV: Section 2.e. (1).  A vote of the faculty requires a two-thirds majority of those casting votes (with abstentions not counting as votes) to officially oppose an action of the University President.  The Chair of the Faculty Senate will communicate the results of such a vote to all faculty and to the Idaho State Board of Education if a two-thirds margin is achieved. 
f.
Financial Support


Financial support for meetings of THE FACULTY will be provided by the Office of the Provost in negotiation with the Chair of the Faculty Senate.

Section 3: Faculty Referenda

An alternate means to initiate a vote of THE FACULTY is a petition signed by at least twenty percent (20%) of THE FACULTY.  Such a petition must conform to procedures specified in the Faculty Senate bylaws. 

Article V: The Faculty Senate

Section 1:
Membership

a.
Composition

(1)
Academic Faculty; Voting Members

(a)
Each college or division will be entitled to at least two Academic Faculty representatives to the Faculty Senate except the library, which will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative.  Any additional units identified in the Faculty Senate bylaws will receive at least one representative. Academic Faculty representatives will be elected by the Academic Faculty in the unit, college or division of the University.

(b)
Senate representation will be determined on the ratio of one Senator per 25 Academic Faculty in the college or division of the University.

(c)
Every January at the first meeting of the spring semester, the Provost will provide the Faculty Senate with data on faculty membership.  The Faculty Senate will review the apportionment of the faculty from each college, division, or unit as specified in the bylaws of the Faculty Senate.

(2)
Nonvoting Members

(a)
The president of ASISU or his or her designee.

(d) The President of the University or his or her designee.

(e) The dean of each unit, college, division, and the library
.

b.
Selection

Academic Faculty Senators will be elected by each college, division, or unit of the University.

c.
Term of Office

Elected members normally will serve for three years.  Initially, provision shall be made for rotating terms of office so that one- third of the Senate seats will be vacated each year. 

d.
Responsibility

All members of the Senate are uninstructed representatives.  Having sought the counsel and advice of their colleagues, Senate members will be free to exercise their own judgment on matters of decision and vote.

e.
Restructuring

Newly created colleges and divisions of the University will be represented as provided in Article V: Section l.a. (1-3).  Implementation will be in accordance with the bylaws of the Faculty Senate.

Section 2: Authority and Functions of the Faculty Senate

a. 
Authority

The Faculty Senate will have the authority and responsibility to act on behalf of THE FACULTY.  Actions of the Faculty Senate will be effective without approval of THE FACULTY, except that such actions will be subject to challenge by THE FACULTY (as specified in Article IV: Section 2, Paragraph e.), or by the President of the University.

b.
Functions

Within the framework established by the Idaho State Board of Education, the Faculty Senate will, as the representative body of THE FACULTY:

(1)
Recommend to the President and Provost and Vice President of Academic Affairs requirements for admission and for degrees.

(2)
Make recommendations to the President and Provost and Vice President of Academic Affairs regarding all proposals for new courses and curricula, changes in established curricula, and curricular policies involving relationships between colleges, divisions, or units.

(3)
Recommend to the President and Provost and Vice President of Academic Affairs criteria for academic rank, tenure, and professional welfare
.

(4)
Provide for the review and mediation of disputes involving professional ethics and grievances.

(5)
Recommend to the President and Provost and Vice President of Academic Affairs policies and procedures governing the performance of research, scholarship and creative activities.

(6)
Maintain such committees and councils as are necessary for the implementation of Article III: Section 1 of this Constitution.

(7)
Receive and consider reports from committees and councils and take appropriate action thereon.

(8)
Inform THE FACULTY of its actions.

Section 3: Organization of the Senate

a.
Officers

(1)
The Senate shall elect annually from among its voting members a Chair and Vice Chair.

b. 
Meetings

(1)
Regular and special meetings of the Faculty Senate will be held throughout the academic year at times to be 
specified in the bylaws.

(2)
Regular and special meetings of the Faculty Senate are open.  

(3)
Non-Senate members may only address the Senate when called upon by the Faculty Senate presiding officer.

c.
Rules

The Faculty Senate is empowered to make rules governing its own organization and procedures subject to the conditions of this Constitution and the following:

(1)
A simple majority of voting members of the Senate members 
will constitute a quorum.  If quorum is lost, the meeting will be immediately adjourned and the discussion will continue at the next regularly scheduled meeting or special session of the Faculty Senate.



(2)
A digest of the Senate meeting minutes will be distributed to THE FACULTY without delay.

d.
Agenda

At least three business days prior to any Senate meeting, the Chair of the Faculty Senate will have an agenda published and distributed to THE FACULTY.  Any item submitted by at least ten percent (10%) of THE FACULTY through petition must be placed on the agenda for the next regular Senate meeting.  Items not on the agenda of a given meeting may not be brought to formal vote at that meeting without unanimous consent of those present
.

Article VI: Amendment

Section 1: Of the Constitution

Amendments may be proposed by either:

a.
A two-thirds vote of the Senate present and voting, or

b.
Twenty percent (20%) of THE FACULTY through initiative petition presented to the Chair of the Senate.

The proposed amendment to the Constitution will be placed on the agenda of the next regular meeting of the Senate for open discussion.  A written copy of the proposed amendment, including explanation and justification, will be distributed to each member of THE FACULTY, after which it will be submitted to a special meeting of THE FACULTY for discussion.  An amendment thus submitted will become part of the Constitution when approved by secret ballot by a two-thirds majority vote of THE FACULTY, in accordance with the Faculty Senate bylaws regarding university-wide referendums.

Section 2: Of the Bylaws

The bylaws may be amended by a two-thirds vote of the Senate, present and voting.

Faculty Member #7:
Hi [Senator Bishop] -- As our representative to the interim Faculty Senate, I wanted to give you some feedback to the draft constitution.  

First, the Preamble, first paragraph, the American Association of University Professors reference should be removed.  This organization is controversial and does not represent the concerns of all faculty. If one is not a member, then the AAUP does not represent that person. by contrast, the SBOE policy covers academic freedom & responsibility adequately and it does apply to all faculty.  Seems like this AAUP statement is intended to stir up emotions, which in my view, is unnecessary and unprofessional.

Secondly, Article V, Section I regarding the Membership belongs under Bylaws, not the Constitution.  My understanding is that the purpose of the Bylaws is to indicate who can be a member, how the member is elected, how units are represented, the length of term, and how votes are counted.  Constitutions state broader principles and are less likely to change based on administrative changes, for example, in how units are arranged in the university.

Thanks!

Faculty Member #8:

[Senator Bishop]:  the only recommendation I'd make on the constitution is under Article V, section 1, a., (1)(b).  Where it says "...one Senator per 25..."  I think I would add something like "...or portion thereof..." (or something that defines precisely for the case when you have, e.g., 22 faculty, or 26 faculty!).  I think that will eliminate a headache in the allocation process.

Thanks for your hard work on this!

Above comments received prior to 11:00 a.m. Oct. 28, 2011

Faculty Member #9:

[Article] V3(c)2 [specifies] that a digest of faculty senate minutes will be sent to faculty (as opposed to the minutes themselves).  I don't necessarily disagree with this; however, I think it is important to say that the minutes are available to any faculty member.  I don't want the constitution to imply that there are secret documents that only certain faculty members are privileged to.

Faculty Member #10:
Preamble thoughts for discussion:
· Teaching, research and service can best be achieved through cooperation, collaboration, and consultation among the university community.  This requires an understanding and commitment to the formal and informal decision processes by which the university conducts its work.  It also requires a recognition that the university must respond to legitimate external entities and forces that shape policy and render decisions.  Members of the university community need to understand the part each member plays in its achievements and recognize the value of diverse opinions.   They need to understand how formal authority is shared, the scope and form of their involvement in governance, and the need for those in authority to achieve a balance between codification and discretion.  This facilitates effective university governance and responsiveness to the needs of the people of Idaho.  Central to effective and efficient governance is transparent consultation, collegial communication, mutual respect, trust, participation in decisions and decision-making bodies, and understanding of the responsibilities and limitations of authority by all members of the university community.  All members of the university community must be accountable for their roles and responsibilities.  Policies and procedures to measure performance in these areas is essential.  The university community also recognizes their shared accountability for the performance of the university in carrying out its mission.

· Senators apportioned in the same ratio as the number of voting members of the faculty in each electoral division to the number of voting members of the faculty in the University.

· Chair and Vice Chair of the Faculty Senate shall represent different Senate electing groups.
Faculty Member #11:

my $.02:

This seems to be mostly about FS, and I think the constitution needs to be primarily, if not overwhelmingly, about the faculty and the institution.  Along these lines, much of the content addressing the senate seems more appropriately located in the senate bylaws (i.e. Section IV).

Also, Article III, 1, e is incredibly vague, as in: “THE FACULTY will normally function through” 

“normally” and “function through” both seem so vague as to be all encompassing, and thus false and/or dangerous 

when combined with “...through its representative body, the Faculty Senate” this threatens the possibility of faculty action outside of FS and its operations...does THE FACULTY only, or even normally, function through the FS?  I think the relevant governance issues and mechanisms might best be referred to in this subsection.

Thanks for your continued work on this.

Faculty Member #12:
[Senator Francis], Did I understand the following correctly during our meeting last Friday?

You brought up the fact that administrators are also academic faculty and that maybe their grouping might be eliminated because of this.  Rather than showing them as a dual group, they would be one as academic faculty.  

However, I remember [seeing] that during the summer of 2010...[there was] a policy change in the SBOE June 2010 document. The evaluation of administrators was changed from evaluation as tenured faculty to evaluation as administrators according to the guidelines at their institution.  If I have the citation correct, it is Section II. Subsection G. 6. Tenure.  i. Tenure for Academic Administrators. (6):
“(6) Notwithstanding the above, each administrative employee who is granted tenure shall be reviewed in accordance to policies established at each institution for the evaluation of an academic administrator.”

My analysis of this is that during this tenure time they are administrators, they are not academic faculty.  In their contract, their contract salary reads administrative rather than academic when the contract salary box is checked.  Correspondingly, the SBOE defines them as a separate group from academic faculty.
Faculty Member #13:
Thanks for soliciting comments on the proposed by-laws for the reconstituted Faculty Senate. I share the excitement of the rest of the faculty that this cornerstone of faculty governance will soon be in place, and the shock over the events leading up to it earlier this year.

I have trepidation over the proposed role of the Undergraduate Curriculum Council on page 5. I believe that the current role of the UCC as a stand-alone council under the Provost is effective, and has appropriate parity with the status of the Graduate Council as an independent council. 

The past requirement of all UCC decisions needing to be vetted by the Faculty Senate led to delays in the proposal process, and would wreak havoc with the current logistics of the process. Because of Banner requirements, all proposals for changes to the next catalog must be received by late September, which many faculty already feel is onerous. If we returned to the old status of the UCC under the Faculty Senate, that deadline would have to be moved back to the previous Spring Semester--e.g., proposals for changes to the 2012-2013 catalog would have had to be received no later than May 2011, rather than September 20, as was the case. This would create undue hardship for our faculty. 

As an elected body and an important member of the faculty governance system, I think the UCC has been doing an admirable job since it altered its own by-laws to accommodate the circumstances of last Spring, and should be allowed to continue. If the Faculty Senate has a strong case for why the UCC should alter its own by-laws and return to its former status, member(s) of the Faculty Senate should come to a meeting of the UCC to discuss this. Otherwise, I think an equitable link between the senate and UCC would be established by ex-officio membership of a Senator on the UCC.

Thanks again for your consideration, as well for your service to the faculty. It is much appreciated even if my views differ on this aspect of the proposed by-laws.
Faculty Member #14:

Dear Senate,

Thanks for your hard work on the constitution.  I wanted to give feedback as it occurred to me in the reading:

· Page 1 ("they should be careful not to introduce into their teaching controversial matter which has no relation to their subject")--this seems rather vague to me.  Many things have relation to other things, even though the connection isn't necessarily obvious.  Who's supposed to make the call?


· ("Faculty are entitled to speak or write...")  Stylistically, it seems odd not to have a "But..." clause following, though the following paragraph may serve that purpose.


· Page 2 ("The Adjunct, Affiliate, and Visiting Faculty include those faculty with a limited contractual relationship are not part of THE FACULTY.")  I realize that the constitution is defining its terms.  However, to say that "Visiting Faculty" are not "THE FACULTY" seems odd.  Couldn't there be a clause defining their status in positive terms?  Partial faculty?

· ("Educational policy pertains to such matters as ... facilities, ... retention of students, . It also includes those aspects of student life that relate directly to the educational process including the establishment of regulations concerning ...extracurricular activities, and freedom of action and expression.")  The items I have left in this statement seem to extend the purview of the faculty to such an extent as to dilute it.  It's not clear to me why "regulation of extracurricular activities" can or should be faculty responsibility.  The items I haven't erased seem the ones to focus on.
That's all that occurs to me in a quick review.  
Above comments received prior to 4:30 p.m. Oct. 31, 2011
Faculty Member #15:

Dear Faculty Senate,

Thanks for all your hard work on this document. I read the draft and wanted to comment on some items. I will be short. 

1) Preamble - Too long and repetitious. A constitutional preamble is short, just a couple of paragraphs outlining the broad purpose and goals of the document. The first paragraph states why the constitution is being written. You could be honest and include language that diplomatically states that this was a requirement or mandate from the State Board. A second paragraph or two on the mission, vision, goals of ISU and that we are a "state-assisted" public university; also that we are composed of three main constituencies - faculty, administrators, and staff. Then a paragraph on the roles of faculty, academic freedom, etc. I think paragraphs 3,4,5,6,7 could be collapsed into one paragraph since a lot of this is repetitious. Some of the wording seems odd - "we should be careful what we introduce in our classes"???; we should be careful what we say in public and be sure to self-censor if need be???? Sounds a little too paternalistic. We are educators and public servants with the full rights and obligations of United States citizens.

2)  [Comments deleted at request of this faculty member – issue already addressed satisfactorily.]
3) Article III: Power and Authority; Section 2 - Policies and practices of the Colleges and Divisions and Departments will be determined by the faculty and implemented by chairs and deans. ? The language should rather read that policies and practices should be collaboratively arrived at. Deans and Chairs equally make policy along with faculty as well as implement it. 

4) You realize of course that upper administration will reject this document. All the power goes to THE FACULTY with a brief mention of administrative responsibilities as an afterthought. The administrative-faculty division of labor in running ISU in Article III, Section I needs more work and clarity.   

Thanks for asking for my feedback on this draft document. And thanks again for all your work on this document which was not a labor of love but rather a state mandated duty forced on the faculty by the State Board and ISU central administration.
Faculty Member #16:

Hello, 

Please see the proposed changes (in red) to Article V, as well as a suggestion regarding the by-laws.

Thank you for your dedication and work on the draft constitution!

Article V, Section 1, a. (1) (a), page 5:

Each college or division will be entitled to at least two Academic Faculty representatives to the Faculty Senate with the following exceptions: the library will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative; regional sites will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative*.  Any additional units identified in the Faculty Senate bylaws will receive at least one representative. Academic Faculty representatives will be elected by the Academic Faculty in the unit, college or division of the University.

*Note to FS: The number of representatives and the distribution across regional sites (e.g. Meridian, Idaho Falls, Twin Falls, etc.) will be defined in the by-laws. While distance-related issues are common at all sites, there are also considerable differences that may define the need for individual representatives in both Idaho Falls and Meridian. Also, there should be flexibility in the by-laws for growth at regional sites.

Example:  considerable differences between Idaho Falls and Meridian (and Twin Falls) are the 1) market, 2) programs offered, and 3) student population. The Meridian market has 30 competing institutions of higher education in the Treasure Valley; Meridian has associate through graduate level students and programs; Meridian operates like a transfer entity (e.g. receive students after they’ve received at least 2 years of education); there is a large constituent base of resident faculty
Faculty Member #17:  [yes, this is a different faculty member, not a duplicate]
Below is a recommendation for an amendment to the draft Constitution regarding Faculty representation from distance sites. 

Article V, Section 1, a. (1) (a), page 5:

Each college or division will be entitled to at least two Academic Faculty representatives to the Faculty Senate with the following exceptions: the library will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative; regional sites will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative*.  Any additional units identified in the Faculty Senate bylaws will receive at least one representative. Academic Faculty representatives will be elected by the Academic Faculty in the unit, college or division of the University.

*Note to FS: The number of representatives and the distribution across regional sites (e.g. Meridian, Idaho Falls, Twin Falls, etc.) will be defined in the by-laws. While distance-related issues are common at all sites, there are also considerable differences that may define the need for individual representatives in both Idaho Falls and Meridian. Also, there should be flexibility in the by-laws for growth at regional sites.

Faculty Member #18:


Dear Members of the PFS,

Drs. Barb Mason and Nancy Glenn have drafted the below as an amendment to the current language in the draft Constitution.  I voice my support of this suggested language.

Article V, Section 1, a. (1) (a), page 5:

Each college or division will be entitled to at least two Academic Faculty representatives to the Faculty Senate with the following exceptions: the library will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative; regional sites will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative*.  Any additional units identified in the Faculty Senate bylaws will receive at least one representative. Academic Faculty representatives will be elected by the Academic Faculty in the unit, college or division of the University.

*Note to FS: The number of representatives and the distribution across regional sites (e.g. Meridian, Idaho Falls, Twin Falls, etc.) will be defined in the by-laws. While distance-related issues are common at all sites, there are also considerable differences that may define the need for individual representatives in both Idaho Falls and Meridian. Also, there should be flexibility in the by-laws for growth at regional sites.

Faculty Member #19: 

I support the following wording suggested by Barb Mason and Nancy Glen:

Article V, Section 1, a. (1) (a), page 5:

Each college or division will be entitled to at least two Academic Faculty representatives to the Faculty Senate with the following exceptions: the library will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative; regional sites will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative*.  Any additional units identified in the Faculty Senate bylaws will receive at least one representative. Academic Faculty representatives will be elected by the Academic Faculty in the unit, college or division of the University.
*Note to FS: The number of representatives and the distribution across regional sites (e.g. Meridian, Idaho Falls, Twin Falls, etc.) will be defined in the by-laws. While distance-related issues are common at all sites, there are also considerable differences that may define the need for individual representatives in both Idaho Falls and Meridian. Also, there should be flexibility in the by-laws for growth at regional sites.

Thank you.
Faculty Member #20:

Dear Faculty Senate.

I would like to voice my support for the ISU constitution to include faculty representation outside of the Pocatello (main campus).  I trust that you will give full consideration to the proposal drafted by Dr. Barb Mason and Dr. Nancy Glenn.

Article V, Section 1, a. (1) (a), page 5:

Each college or division will be entitled to at least two Academic Faculty representatives to the Faculty Senate with the following exceptions: the library will be entitled to at least one Academic

Faculty representative; regional sites will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative*.  Any additional units identified in the Faculty Senate bylaws will receive at least one representative. Academic Faculty representatives will be elected by the Academic

Faculty in the unit, college or division of the University.

*Note to FS: The number of representatives and the distribution across regional sites (e.g. Meridian, Idaho Falls, Twin Falls, etc.) will be defined in the by-laws. While distance-related issues are common at all sites, there are also considerable differences that may define the

need for individual representatives in both Idaho Falls and Meridian. Also, there should be flexibility in the by-laws for growth at regional sites.

Thank you.

Faculty Member #21:

To the faculty senate,

I would like to see faculty from Meridian and other centers represented on the senate.  I am in support of the changes below.

Article V, Section 1, a. (1) (a), page 5:

Each college or division will be entitled to at least two Academic Faculty representatives to the Faculty Senate with the following exceptions: the library will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative; regional sites will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative*.  Any additional units identified in the Faculty Senate bylaws will receive at least one representative. Academic Faculty representatives will be elected by the Academic Faculty in the unit, college or division of the University.

*Note to FS: The number of representatives and the distribution across regional sites (e.g. Meridian, Idaho Falls, Twin Falls, etc.) will be defined in the by-laws. While distance-related issues are common at all sites, there are also considerable differences that may define the need for individual representatives in both Idaho Falls and Meridian. Also, there should be flexibility in the by-laws for growth at regional sites.

Thank you,
Faculty Member #22:

Phil,

After reviewing the ISU Constitution, paragraph 3, page 2, Section 1: Academic Faculty, I realized that I did not fit any of the categories of faculty listed. For example, I am a non-tenured Assistant Professor in the College of Technology. Does this category need to be added: non-tenure track faculty with appointments as Professor, Associate Professor, Assistant Professor, etc. 

Thanks,
Faculty Member #23:

Dear Provisional Faculty Senate,

Thank you for your good work in drafting the ISU Faculty Senate Constitution. What a momentous task! Please know that your time and effort and commitment to this endeavor on behalf of your colleagues is appreciated. I have attached my comments.

High regards,

Responses to Constitution – Suggested Revisions

*Article V, Section 1, a. (1) (a), page 5:
Each college or division will be entitled to at least two Academic Faculty representatives to the Faculty Senate with the following exceptions: the library will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative; each Outreach Center will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative*.  Any additional units identified in the Faculty Senate bylaws will receive at least one representative. Academic Faculty representatives will be elected by the Academic Faculty in the unit, college or division of the University.
 
*Note to FS: The number of representatives and the distribution across regional sites (e.g. Meridian, Idaho Falls, Twin Falls, etc.) will be defined in the by-laws. While distance-related issues are common at all sites, there are also considerable differences that call for individual representatives in both Idaho Falls and Meridian. Also, there should be flexibility in the by-laws for growth at regional sites.
*Wording originated with Meridian Faculty and is modified here.
Article V, Section 1 (2): Nonvoting Members [REVISE TO READ]:

(a) The president of ASISU or his or her designee

(b) The president of the University or his or her designee

(c) The provost and vice president of academic affairs or his or her designee

(d) The dean of each unit, college, division, and the library

Article V, Section 2b.(2) Suggestion regarding Curriculum Council:

Recommend a stand-alone Curriculum Council model outside the Faculty Senate, similar to the structure and function of the Graduate Faculty Council. The work of the Council would be undertaken by proportional, elected representatives from all university units. The Council would provide documented, evidence-based curriculum reviews to the Provost and Vice President of Academic Affairs. The relationship would be horizontal as customer and partner entities, rather than vertical as subordinate reporting entities. 

Above comments received prior to 10:00 p.m. Nov. 2, 2011
Faculty Member #24:

I attended the Faculty Senate meeting yesterday and offered some comments in regard to Article III. I wanted to follow up with this email to offer some suggestions to deal with what I think could be problematic misinterpretation of this section.

First, I suggest providing something more specific as a heading for Article III. Section 1. If this section (now labeled "General") is supposed to address "University wide" powers and authority, it might make sense to label it so. That would then be consistent with the Article III. Section 2 heading which specifies units smaller than "University wide."

Second, and I think more important, is language in Article III. Section 1.e. If taken out of context at all (and my experience as faculty ombudsperson leads me to conclude that taking policy language out of context happens all the time), this statement could really cause some issues. At face value, it could be seen as suggesting that all faculty action of any kind ultimately needs to be facilitated through faculty senate. That would be problematic to me as a faculty member. It could also be seen as suggesting that, other than faculty senate, there are no bodies that offer faculty representation, and I am sure it would be problematic to administration. So, for clarity, I think the point could read as follows:

On matters related to these responsibilities, THE FACULTY will normally function through its representative body, the Faculty Senate (see Article V), and/or through such committees and councils it maintains. However...

The addition of the phrase "and/or through such committees and councils it maintains" does a couple of things. It allows the faculty senate to establish other representative bodies that could work with some degree of autonomy (not having to channel all decisions directly through the faculty senate) while still maintaining authority/oversight of such bodies. I think such an option could provide useful flexibility to the faculty senate without giving vital faculty voice authority over to administrative control. It also could help discourage administration from seeing this as a statement that faculty senate is the only institutional body that offers any kind of faculty representation.

Thank you for working so hard on this and for inviting broad participation.

Faculty Member #25:
To Faculty Senate,

As a previous member of the Faculty Senate I encourage you to include faculty representatives from the off campus sites.  These sites has unique issues that only the faculty residing in those areas understand and do need to be represented on Faculty Senate.  The faculty in off campus sites need to have representation on Faculty Senate.

Article V, Section 1, a. (1) (a), page 5:

Each college or division will be entitled to at least two Academic Faculty representatives to the Faculty Senate with the following exceptions: the library will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative; regional sites will be entitled to at least one Academic Faculty representative*.  Any additional units identified in the Faculty Senate bylaws will receive at least one representative. Academic Faculty representatives will be elected by the Academic Faculty in the unit, college or division of the University.
*Note to FS: The number of representatives and the distribution across regional sites (e.g. Meridian, Idaho Falls, Twin Falls, etc.) will be defined in the by-laws. While distance-related issues are common at all sites, there are also considerable differences that may define the need for individual representatives in both Idaho Falls and Meridian. Also, there should be flexibility in the by-laws for growth at regional sites.
Thank you,
Faculty Member #26:

Faculty Senate,

At yesterday's Senate forum, I was concerned about the College of Tech question from their Brian so that their faculty would be included in Academic Faculty.  Since the Academic Faculty rank list can be added to and does change, perhaps the list of ISU academic ranks should be in the bylaws. 

From the University of NC Charlotte constitution I inserted their boldface portion into our draft.  

Section 1: Academic Faculty

The Academic Faculty of the University will include all Tenure-track and Tenured faculty holding academic rank of lecturer or above, regardless of modifying adjectives.  The Academic faculty also includes non-tenure track faculty, at 0.5 FTE or greater, with appointments of equivalent academic rank, regardless of modifying adjectives.
Faculty Member #27:
My personal opinion is that this is not a Constitution of the Faculty, but more of a rather messy "bylaws" document for the Faculty Senate. To me, it gives a virtual carte blanche to the Faculty Senate. According to this document, Senators do not have to vote according to the consensus of their constituents, and they can oppose pretty much anything they want to. It does not formally recognize the President as the CEO of the University. As a faculty member, I do not feel "represented" at all by this document, and I feel that it completely ties my hands to "work through the faculty senate". For a Constitution, it is too long, and while appearing to be detailed, it actually has so much vague wording that it sets us up for more battles in the future. My vote at this point would be against approval of this document.
More comments from Faculty Member #13:
I would like to leave the following comment on Article 5, section 2, b.2 of the draft senate by-laws:

The senate is by fiat dictating changes to the current by-laws of the Undergraduate Curriculum Council with its expansive and singular control of curriculum under Article 5, section 2, b.2 of the draft senate by-laws. In its open forum, members and faculty discussed how this would be the only acceptable approach to curriculum at ISU. But this isn't true. The Graduate Council has operated on its own for years, which puts the lie to the idea that the new status of the UCC

is illegitimate, fragmented faculty governance. All faculty need to know that the difficult situation dictated now for review of curriculum proposals has potential to become truly onerous if the

Faculty Senate regains control of the UCC. The deadline will probably have to be in May, not September (e.g., May and not September of 2011 for all changes to curriculum appearing in the 2012-2013 catalog). Now that the system is working well, the senate wants to change it back to the old way, without any consultation with the UCC after it changed its by-laws to accommodate the needs of faculty, students and the university last Spring. If the faculty want it that way regardless of the affects, I agree it should be that way. However, 3 things absolutely must happen if this comes to pass. 

1) 
The senate needs to stop trying to make the change to the UCC by-laws by fiat. It should arrange to meet with the UCC to discuss its intentions, as the UCC deserves this consideration as it IS COMPOSED OF FACULTY SENATE CONSTITUENTS TOO, and doing service as elected representatives of the faculty, not as some tool of administration as was suggested by some at the open forum on November 2. If it wants to change things, it should ask, not mandate from afar.
2) 
The status of the Grad Council must be the SAME as UCC if the senate is to evade its own charge that the UCC is operating under new conditions of ineffective, fragmented faculty governance. Otherwise, it needs to explain the contradiction, and why it is allowing the fragmented faculty governance it disdains so much. 

3) 
The senate should not hide behind a 'charge' to the UCC of setting the deadline for annual curriculum changes, which makes the UCC the fall guy. It should in consultation with the UCC set the deadline itself, and take the lumps from faculty and administration for any frustrations arising from the extra time consumed by insinuating itself into a review process conducted by other elected representatives of the faculty, generally doing little more that slowing it down.
Faculty Member #28:
I attended the faculty meeting on 11-2-11 and brought forth my comments but it was suggested in that meeting that we also forward them in writing so here they are.

Article II.1 Academic Faculty (listed third sentence  . . . Instructor, Departmental chairpersons . . . )

Point #1 - My concerns here were that College of Technology Department Chairs for the most part do not have teaching assignments/appointments as part of their duties, this of course with the exception of HRTD as Senator Croker pointed out. Therefore, Department Chairs that do not hold these appointments or assignments should not be included as part of "THE FACULTY" or have a vote on issue that concern Faculty. I realize they may hold academic rank, but the concern, again, is with the workload being primarily administrative.

Point #2 - Non-Tenure Faculty at the College of Technology (COT) have four designations; Instructor, Advanced Instructor, Senior Instructor, and Master Instructor. If Lecture, Clinical, and Research are listed with all their designations I feel that COT instructor levels should be listed in their entirety as well.

Article V.1.d Faculty Senate/Membership/Responsibility

My question to the senate was on the definition of "uninstructed" found in the first sentence. In comparing other documents i.e., BSU Constitution, the wording must be common. 

My second concern that I brought up was that "Senate members will be free to exercise their own judgment on matters of decision and vote" my suggestion is for this to read as follows: Senate members after considering constituents comments (or input), will be free to exercise their own judgment on matters of decision and vote.

My final input on the constitution is a typo under Article V.1.e pg. 6 of 8 second line provided in Article V, Section 1a.(1-3) Should be Section 1a. (1 & 2) or (1-2) there is no 3 under section 1a.

Thank you for the opportunity to express my concerns and viewpoints.
Faculty Member #29:

Hello [Senator Skidmore] and [Senator Leavitt],

I attended much of the forum yesterday.  I think that the senate has done a fine job with the constitution.

I have 2 brief comments that actually support what you have already done.

1) 
I feel that it is best to leave in the document the reference to the 1940 AAUP Statement on academic freedom.  The fact that it goes back that far and is widely used throughout US universities is compelling to me.  Important statements/documents typically withstand the test of time.

2)  I feel that it is best to have all faculty committees report to the ISU faculty senate.  (I guess that it is possible that there may arise an unusual and rare exception to this).  They then have the option to delegate responsibilities out if they see fit.

Thanks for your work on this,
Above comments received prior to 5:00 p.m. Nov. 3, 2011
Faculty Member #30:

This morning, several Education faculty attended a meeting to discuss the draft constitution. In addition to the provost's suggestions and comments and those received at Wednesday's meeting for PFS to consider, Education offers the following:

Preamble

add "historically significant" to read "...and the American Association of University Professors historically significant 1940 Statement of Principles..."

Article II: Membership

Move the final sentence of Section 3 to the end of the introductory statement, to read "...3) Adjunct, Affiliate, and Visiting Faculty. Individuals in this category are not part of THE FACULTY." (if not move it, then repeat it)

Article III: Powers and Authority

People liked the specificity of Section 1 b, c, and d, but did not like having curriculum buried in "a." and prefer to list the service one before the P&T one. The suggestion is to separate it from "a." and create another separate statement, probably as "b." and move the rest down, adding an "f." In trying to reword this now, I see it could be difficult to separate it, but could be repeated this way (leave "a." as is):

b. 
THE FACULTY has primary responsibility for policies and procedures governing curriculum and instruction.
c. 
THE FACULTY has primary responsibility for policies and procedures governing the performance of research, scholarship, and creative activities.
d. 
THE FACULTY has primary responsibility for policies and procedures governing the performance of faculty service.
e. THE FACULTY has primary responsibility for policies and procedures governing faculty appointment, tenure, and promotion.

The next one is now "f." and by adding the Graduate Council explicitly to the constitution, takes care of a couple items--grounds the Graduate Council in the constitution, and takes care of the need to have the word "body" made plural to allow the GC to function.

f. 
THE FACULTY will normally function through the Faculty Senate (see Article V) and the Graduate Council. However, THE FACULTY will also have the rights of initiative and referendum, as specified in Article IV: Section 2.e and Section 3, Article V: Section 3.d, and in Article VI: Section 1.

Article IV, Section 2 e. (1) 


"To override a specific action of the Faculty Senate, THE FACULTY may conduct a vote in the following manner."  (the additional words in bold are an attempt to clarify what one person thought was the provost's objection to this section, namely, the appearance that a small portion of the faculty could indeed vote on something and bind the faculty at large)

Article V, Section 1 a. (1)


 the suggestion here is to create an at-large senate seat for outreach centers and have that senator chair a Senate committee or council that represents outreach centers. The committee / council would have members from all outreach centers, even small ones. If this option is not viewed favorably by the PFS, the education faculty would prefer to allow Meridian and Idaho Falls to retain a senator each. The final option would be to create ex-officio members, but that is only as a "better than nothing." This part is really a discussion for the bylaws, though--I don't see it as having to be placed in the constitution.

Section 1 a. (2). 

People like the addition of the provost to this section, and want to re-order the list, with (a) becoming (d). It would then read (a) president (b) provost (c) dean... and (d) ASISU president.

Section 1 d.
 
remove, or revise in this manner: "Senators are encouraged and expected to consult their constituencies, however, they will be free to exercise their own judgment when voting.

Section 2 b. Functions

 C of Ed faculty think this section needs to be parallel with Article III and list the same areas. For example, instruction (teaching) and service are missing from this list.

Section 3 b. (3) 

remove this from the constitution and place it in the FS bylaws, with this type of wording: 

"Non-Senate members may only address the Senate when called upon by the Faculty Senate presiding officer, by request of a senator and agreed to by the presiding officer, or by majority vote of the FS."

Education faculty were also interested to know how the president intends to proceed, once the faculty vote on the constitution. This echoes my thoughts as expressed in an email to PFS a few weeks ago. I would like to ask that this be placed on the agenda sometime soon to allow the provost to ask the president and give us his answer.

That is it for now!

Thanks,
Above comments received on Nov. 4, 2011
�If you don’t want to change this to “their”, then you need to add the word “we” after the word Constitution in the first part of the sentence.


�Isn’t “furthering the interests of the institution as a whole” a matter of “common good?”  Would that not include faculty?


�I’m not sure what this is or why it’s underlined in red.


�To whom?


�Do you “administer”  a vote or oversee it?


�Or his or her designee?


�What is professional welfare?


�Are they specified yet?


�Do you need the word “members” twice?


�When a quorum is again established?


�Bystanders, too, or only Senate members?
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