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Present:  Esther Acree (Chair), Richard Baker, Eliezer Bermúdez (Vice Chair), Steve Hardin 

(Secretary), Leamor Kahanov, Feng-Qi Lai, Yasenka Peterson

Ex-Officio:  Kevin Bolinger (Senate Liaison), Lisa Spence (Academic Affairs Liaison)

Guests:

1. Call to Order
1.1. E. Acree called the meeting to order at 7:30 a.m. 
2. Additions to agenda

2.1. None.
3. Approval of Minutes

3.1. E. Bermúdez moved, and R. Baker seconded, approval of the minutes.  The minutes were approved 7-0-0.  
4. Executive Committee and Senate report—Kevin Bolinger, EC Liaison

4.1. K. Bolinger reported that the Executive Committee discussed the Provost’s memo on department size and the affordability task force recommendations; all were sent to FAC and CAAC for review and counter-recommendations.  All were unhappy with the arbitrary 12-person minimum size for departments.  They feel the size shouldn’t be absolute; if a department can justify its small size, it should be permitted to be smaller than 12.  He predicted that’s what FAC will recommend.  K. Bolinger said he didn’t find much offensive in the textbooks memo, but many EC members did. 
4.2. K. Bolinger also said the other issue discussed by the EC was the new University College.  He said he didn’t know that will fly in the Senate.  The president wants it approved quickly; he wants to have something in place this summer.  That’s “lightning speed” for faculty governance.  The president wants general approval.  He’d like to hire a dean internally and have that dean create the structure for the new college in the next year.  Whoever takes the job will have to be a good collaborator, as well as a good organizer, because he or she will have faculty who won’t really be a part of the college.  They’ll work in conjunction with the Associate Vice President for Success.  The president will have to make a very strong case that we need a new administrator which does many of the same things that an abolished position did.  Linda Maule’s job will be absorbed into the new Dean’s job.  The president is trying to act proactively in terms of what he knows is coming from the state.  Student success will be a big determinant of funding.  

5. Board of Trustees report—Richard Baker

5.1. R. Baker reported the minutes from February’s Board meeting still had not been posted.  No report.  

6. Old Business—Eli update on charge #2 Review of rank and tenure in Professorship

6.1. E. Bermúdez reported that they presented their work on the charge and then discovered they weren’t supposed to work on; FAC was.   But the Committee accepted AAC’s work.  The Provost will create a set of guidelines to apply the statement.  The president liked the statement, but would like language added that if someone is hired with tenure, the tenure won’t take effect immediately; it would take effect at the end of his or her first year.  The president would have the authority to terminate the contract in the meantime.  E. Bermúdez thinks that’s a good measure.  It’s something like “probationary tenure.”  The proposal is going to FAC.  

7. New Business—Charge #1.1 Staffing
7.1. Staffing report—Update from Lisa Spence on meeting with Richard Lotspeich and data started by Dr. Spence
7.1.1. L Spence reported that she talked with to Richard Lotspeich about the guidelines.  She decided to just start.  She dug into the spreadsheets and determined what they covered to add another year.  She passed out several handouts.  The “Suggested Principles” handout consists of the notes she took on the process.  She also handed out a copy of the spreadsheets with which she was working.  The worksheets are pretty much ready to go; we can start moving numbers in and see what we have.  She said didn’t want to complete the work – she figured it would be better for faculty to do it.   But it will be easy to import the numbers.  She also noticed some differences in what‘s in the report this year from last year.  She said Lotspeich made some suggestions for interpreting the changes – part of the attachment.  The report has FTE and salary info in two categories in 2011 – administrative and professional – and this year they’ve been moved into one category, professional.  Rich has made a recommendation on that.  Two categories of faculty were added this year: multi-year faculty with benefits, and one year faculty.  He made recommendations on how to handle them.  Also, there’s a comment on how to do the review of the special purpose faculty – that’s item #4.  And one of the last tables has to do with retirement contributions.  Some of the numbers get “funky” from one year to another.  There are some suggestions on how Lotspeich treated the numbers from one year to the next.  Keep the formula the same in the spreadsheet.  Between this set of worksheets and his notes, it’ll be pretty quick to make the notes.  We can see if there’s anything major.  L. Spence recommended looking at what you want to do with the special purpose faculty in particular.  It’s also good to pull back and ask what we’re trying to do here.  She asked Lotspeich; that’s when he wrote the principles.  K. Bollinger asked if there was any way to get a summary of the changes by next Tuesday.  L. Spence said yes, if you don’t mind her doing it.  K. Bollinger said the only way to finish this charge is to send it to Exec, and next Tues is its last meeting.  R. Baker asked what the rationale is for combining administrative and professional positions. L. Spence said it is a result of what happened in the reporting.  To be sure, she’d have to ask Diann McKee.  It’s a relatively small number.  R. Baker said he thinks they’re two different functions that should be tracked independently.  L. Spence said she could ask D. McKee if she’d give her the two numbers she combined.  If the Committee doesn’t mind, L. Spence can do the mechanical calculations and make some observations about what seems to have changed.  She’ll take a shot at doing the report. She requested someone to check it to make sure she did it correctly.
7.1.2. L. Spence said the big topic here is special purpose faculty.  The Committee has observed we’re past the number that’s specified in the Handbook.  That’ll be the biggest change that’ll be seen in this.  So does the Handbook need to be changed?  Or should we make a comment that the current situation isn’t good?  K. Bollinger noted that when the Handbook was written, “special purpose” wasn’t defined the same way it is now.  That change probably accounts for some of the increase.  He believes the number in terms of reimbursement will look pretty flat.  L. Kahanov said that’s not a determination this committee makes; it should be considered. Does the number need to change, or do we need to look at whom we’re hiring?  K. Bollinger asked how someone could tell by looking at the numbers that something equals a 15-hour load.  He doesn’t know how one digs out that information.   L. Kahanov suggested putting that concern about the difficulty of digging out the information into the narrative.  K. Bollinger said that on the flip side, one FTE for instructor is 15 instead of 12.  It could be + or – 25%.  L. Kahanov noted there are difficulties in calculating this.  
7.1.3. E. Acree asked L. Spence to run it past all of us to see if there’s anything that needs to be questioned, L. Spence said she would look at what R. Lotspeich commented on and see if she sees the same changes.  She’ll make the report and send it to the Committee.  E. Acree asked if the University is creating more administrative/executive positions as opposed to faculty positions.  E. Bermúdez asked about the creation of tenure track positions vs. adjuncts?  L. Kahanov said we can look at what the national norms are.  They may not be right for us, but we can recommend looking at them.  L. Spence noted that looking at prior years’ reports; R. Lotspeich commented on the increase of EAP relative to faculty – that doesn’t seem to be happening this year.  There was a big decrease in support staff.  Y. Peterson asked about the last columns – percent changes and absolute changes (Table 1): how were those numbers calculated?  L. Spence said the point Y. Peterson was looking at isn’t valid because the numbers are missing.  Once Column I is filled in, it should correct itself.  She’ll put notes out, and we can build the language around them.  We can at least give K, Bolinger the language, the “bones” on which to build the report.  
7.2. Review Charge 1.2 Academic Calendar

7.2.1. Delayed.  

7.3. Review Charge 3 FEBC/AAC joint meeting—relationship with budgets and financial review 
7.3.1. E. Acree said we felt this one was unnecessary – their charges have changed.  

7.4. Annual Report

7.4.1. E. Acree and S. Hardin can work on that.  E. Acree put in the ending terms.  New members will be appointed.  There is some question about whether Y. Peterson and S. Hardin, as alternates filling out other terms, will continue.  E. Acree will ask Steve Lamb about it.  
8. Adjournment

8.1. The meeting adjourned at 8:19 a.m. 
Members for next year:

Term ends 2013, AAC
· Eliezer Bermudez, Assoc. Prof., Depart. of Applied Health Sciences 

· Leamor Kahanov, Senator, Chair & Prof., Applied Medicine & Rehabilitation 

· Esther Acree, Chair & Assoc Prof., Baccalaureate Nursing Completion   

Term ends 2012, AAC

· Susan Frey, Chair & Assoc. Librarian, Library Services unable to serve/Steve Hardin Associate Librarian, Library served entire Academic year
· Feng-Qi Lai, Assoc. Prof., Curriculum, Instruction & Media Tech

· Richard Baker, Senator, Asst. Prof., Aviation Technology 

· Boris Blyukher, Prof., Built Environment served Fall Semester/Yasenka Peterson, Chair & Assoc. Prof., Dept. of AHS served Spring Semester

Alternates for AAC 

· Steve Hardin, Associate Librarian, Library
· Yasenka Peterson, Chair & Assoc. Prof., Dept. of Applied Health Sciences
Respectfully submitted,

Steve Hardin

Secretary
