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October 19, 2005

WS 218, Westside Campus

Meeting convened at 3:35 p.m.

Members present (alphabetical): 

Rick Bassett, George Baxter, Daryle Brown, Cindy Chuang, Jill Cook, Sara DeLoughy, Abe Echevarria, Robert Eisenson, Fernando Franco, Kathy Ierace, Gancho Ganchev, Kevin Gutzman, Carol Hawkes, Russell Hirshfield, Kathy Ierace, Patti Ivry, George Kain, Karen Koza, Tara Kuther, Sam Lightwood, Peter Lyons, Allen Morton, Duane Moser, James Munz, Vijay Nair, Elizabeth Popiel, Karen Raftery, Jeffrey Schlicht, Paula Secondo, Stacey Alba Skar, Katrina Smith, Robert Whittemore, Michael Wilson, Edwin Wong, Robert Whittemore, Rebecca Woodward
Guests present: (by department/division):

Faculty

Psychology: Norine Jalbert, Mary Nelson, Patty O’Neill
Management: Eugene Buccini, Fred Tesch

Administration

Academic Affairs: Roy Stewart (Vice-President)

Academic Advising: Lisa Peck

School of Arts and Sciences: Linda Vaden-Goad (Dean)

Div of Graduate Studies & External Programs: Ellen Durnin (Dean)

Health & Public Safety Management: Luigi Marcone

I. Announcements
At the September meeting a question was raised regarding the CUCAS Annual Report, specifically, the proposal to change the cut off date to incorporate changes in the University Catalog from December to the end of April, a proposal that was rejected. Why was the proposal  rejected? According to Tony Markert, then Chair of CUCAS, the proposal was rejected to permit the course catalogue to be printed and released in a timely manner.

II. minutes
The minutes from September, 2005 meeting are not complete. .
III. Old business
A. Institutional Review Board (IRB) Bylaws and Annual Report

The IRB annual report is yet available for Senate review. 

Pres. Kuther solicited questions and recommendations regarding the IRB by-laws which were included in the Senate packet. 

Dr. Jalbert:  On page 3…of the by-laws… it says “Human Protections Administrator submits an annual report on IRB activities to the Provost,” etc. In the beginning section where it identifies members of the Board it does not identify that anyone from the Grants Committee serves on the Board and so I think that’s an oversight that needs to be clarified.  Who exactly from the Grants office serves in this position and are they ex-officio members of the IRB and do they have a vote on the IRB or are they simply an observer?  This is important because this is a person who apparently, according to these by-laws will be writing the annual report and submitting it to the Provost.

Dr Jalbert:  I would also suggest that the report that is submitted by the Human Protections Administrator on IRB activities also be submitted to the Senate although the IRB is not a standing committee with the Senate it seems to me that collegial thing to do would be for them to inform the wider University community of things that are happening on the IRB so it would be part of the Senates’ records.  

Dr Jalbert:  I think that there needs to be a clearer timetable with regards to when changes [to the guidelines] take effect.  It seems to me that changes should not, unless absolutely necessary by Federal law, take effect in the middle of a semester when you already have your class started and you’ve already got the guidelines set up for your students and so that I would recommend so that somehow some kind of timetable be incorporated.  I also feel that this is an appropriate place for the IRB to send any ruling changes, once again, to the Senate to keep the Senate informed because the Senate has representatives from every department so the idea is that if something is reported to the Senate every department should eventually get information on this and it should be more timely than waiting for the material to appear in the handbook or on ERes 

Sen. Nair suggested that the line taken from Mandates, (2), which says “Western Connecticut State University IRB is responsible for reviewing all research involving human subjects” should be amended to include the phrase “conducted at WCSU.” He relayed the case of a doctoral student conducting her thesis research at another institution who was required to get IRB approval from both that institution and WCSU. Such action may be redundant and unnecessary.

Sen. Nair expressed concern that the rules regarding appointment of board members were unclear. The current wording may suggest that sitting board members would have to be advised and deliver consent in order for the Provost to appoint new members. Is the Provost not the sole arbiter of who is nominated and sits on the board?

Sen. Nair noted that the term of service of the board chairmanship is not defined. Therefore, once selected, a chairperson would theoretically serve in perpetuity. This would make the concept of “reappointment” (also described in the by-laws) meaningless, since the chair’s term never expires. The chair’s term should be defined.

Sen. Nair has questioned the phrase on the last page, second paragraph that suggests the IRB board must approve any changes in its guidelines by a majority vote. He believes that guidelines are set by the Department of Health and Human Services, and therefore not something voted on by a local IRB board. If there are some guidelines under control of the WCSU IRB board, they do not appear to be explicitly described in the by-laws.

Sen. Nair suggested that when future changes are made to the IRB by-laws it would be important that the Senate be given the opportunity for comments on those changes before they’re approved by the Provost.  For that reason he proposed an additional sentence in the paragraph of the last page discussing amending by-laws that would read, “ The University Senate shall be informed of any such changes and given an opportunity to send its recommendations, if any, to the Provost or the VP of Academic Affairs before such changes are approved.”

B. UPTC Response to December, 2004 Senate Resolutions

Motion to postpone discussion of the UPTC Report until the November, 2005 meeting in order to permit departments time for review (Whittemore/Moser).

C. Hybrid Courses, Distance Education Committee

Russell Gladstone: The discussion in the committee was one that we have not come to conclusion about how to make a recommendation to the University Senate at this point.  There are too many issues that were unresolved for us.  Dr. Stewart, a few days ago, sent along a memo to me and I’ve distributed it to my co-chair, Professor Raftery, and that’s included in your packet to ask you to consider revising the definitions of what distance education is like 

Prov. Stewart: I want the Senate to consider revising the definition of an online course in terms of the current policy which requires 20% of the course be taught on ground.  I’ve received some communication from some faculty members expressing concern about that, if in fact an online course is to increase the access of your curriculum to people off the campus, to require those people to be on the campus for 20% of the time is sometimes problematic.  

Prov. Stewart noted that WCSU does not lose money when it offers courses online. He expressed reluctance to have the Senate come up with any definition of distance education that’s absolute; that an online course has to be totally online and an on-ground course has to be totally on-ground. Such decisions should not be set in stone.

Sen. Nair moved: Online courses offered at WCSU shall be entirely on line and on ground courses shall be entirely on ground.  There may be some minor exceptions, as determined by the instructor of the course. (Nair/Lyons).

After some discussion about what the definition of “minor” means, Sen. Ivry moved to amend the motion on the floor by removing the word “minor” (Ivry/Schlicht). Motion defeated.

Sen Nair moved that the main motion be referred to the Distance Education committee.  (Nair/Munz; passed)

IV. New business
A. Chancellor Search Update

Sen. Nair reported on first meeting of the search committee. The CSU system hired the same consulting firm that assisted with the search for WCSU’s presidential vacancy filled by President Schmotter. The consulting firm constructed a draft of the CSU Chancellor profile for the committee, and that draft was discussed at the Search meeting. The final draft of the Chancellor profile is not yet available.

Later in the meeting Sen. Nair added that there are three representatives from Western on the search committee; Fred Zarnowski from the University Computing, Vice President Beth Amyot and himself.  The Chair of the Advisory Committee is David Walsh.

B. Summer Curriculum Grant Reports

Received without comment. .
C. Academic Honesty Policy

Dean Vaden-Goad explained that the draft of this new academic honesty policy was designed to provide an appeals process for students accused of dishonesty that is parallel to  the grade appeals process. One of the goals of the new policy was to more clearly establish how the University would deal with instances of academic dishonesty, so that the process was clear for both faculty and students. 
Dean Vaden-Goad:  So, basically what this new draft does, is it….gives us forms to use that we haven’t had before but I think it will be very useful to have.  It allows us to keep a record of some sort, which I think is a very useful thing….  It also informs everyone all the way through with the current policy that we have sometimes the faculty member doesn’t find out the resolution of what happened. It also has a withdrawal provision form and this came from the school where I was.  We often found that if you let a student know that you suspect academic dishonesty, they went and dropped the course immediately.  So it made it difficult to deal with the problem in a way that made sense for the university.  Also, the office of the dean of students in this case will maintain files for all students so if the student is a multiple offender or because of that the university may decide that other disciplinary action might need to occur.  All are informed along the way, there’s due process from the beginning and penalties are clear and this something you may or may not like at all and let me give you some background.  

Sen. Whittemore:  There was some concern in my department that, in effect the department chair was therefore able to change the professors’ own recommendation of the penalty or grade or whatever and that felt like it was putting the department chair in a management relationship to the faculty member and it really shouldn’t. It seems to me with the consent of the faculty member.  What would happen if the faculty member did not give consent, then the department chairs’ recommendations would not stand and the faculty members would?

Dean Vaden-Goad responded by pointing out that this also happens during a grade appeal. She further expressed her belief that the best way to resolve such disputes is to get the teacher and student to sit down together to discuss it, and that the department chair can help facilitate this process.

Sen. Whittemore asked for clarification of what “indented format” referred to in the section about plagiarism. Dean Vaden-Goad explained that it referred to extended direct quotations, where the text is indented and no quotations marks are used.

Sen. Whittemore:  If this is ok, there are some questions about wording.  On page 2, 2.3.2. “If the student does not appeal, the decision of the faculty member stands and a copy of the Academic Honesty report will be forwarded by the faculty member’s department chair, school dean, graduate dean (if applicable) and dean of students, where it will be filed for future reference”  Does that mean all of those offices file it, or is the where it will be filed?

Dean Vaden-Goad: It refers only to the dean of students, I think there’s mistake, I think there’s a “to” missing.  It’s forwarded to the, because the chair hasn’t.  

Dr. Whittemore: Or it could be “in the dean of students (where it will be filed for future reference)”?

Dean Vaden-Goad: Yes, that’s a better change.  That’s a good suggestion.  Does that make sense to everyone?

Sen. Lightwood pointed out there did not seem to be much student peer involvement in the process. He wondered if it would not benefit WCSU to have other students (an honor council, e.g.) be part of the process.

Sen. Franco mentioned that as the student government representative on the faculty Senate, he planned on bringing the policy to the student Senate and asking them to create an ad hoc committee to examine it.

Sen. Whittemore:  One thing that I’ve noticed in the grade appeal process is that a student can prepare a very elegant and well reasoned response to a grade and the way it’s currently run a department chair can simply respond with an email and deny the request and without the student pushing, it won’t go any further.  I want to be sure that we’re talking about this in this policy.  I think it’s one of the problems with the grade appeal process now.  In a sense, in my experience, when I was acting of one of the sort of guides to a student who was appealing, we don’t call them guides, we call them counselors or mentor, I don’t know.  I was astonished that a six page document from the student was answered with a one line email.   End of discussion.  There was no conversation, the student felt decimated.  And so crushed that she said I won’t carry it any further, it’s just not worth it.  I thought it was a good case, so I’m wondering if in this there’s someway of avoiding that sort of terminal summary dismissal. 

Sen. Ivry suggested an ombudsman for students should be part of the process, so students would have someone who could help them through the process. She thought this could also help with the grade appeal process. 

Sen Hirshfield:  This document deals with situations where it’s quite obvious where the student has cheated and then you deal with the difficult process that follows that.  What happens and I’m glad that the SGA or the students will take this up in their committees, what happens to a student who says I did not cheat?  You have no electronic, you have no paper, you have no evidence that I cheated, who is my advocate? Who is going to help me?  That has to be included?

Dean Vaden-Goad: There is precedent in the grade appeal policy and people may decide that they would like to add the faculty mentor to the mix, which is fine I do believe though that it needs to be clarified what that means.  In other words the mentor isn’t a lawyer who would then, on the outside of the case, advocate for all kinds of changes.  

Sen. Hirschfield: That could be clarified, it’s just important that the student know, right away in the situation conflict about grade or accusation of cheating, let the student know that it’s fine to specifically bring a parent, an adult, a faculty advisor, someone of their choosing and it will be made clear in advance what that persons’ capacity would be.  They are allowed to sit and not speak.  An eighteen year old is not comfortable in many situations addressing a faculty member even under the best of circumstances and in this situation I would be surprised if they would take on an adult who is telling them “you cheated, I said you cheated and now you’re gonna suffer the consequences”.  

Motion:  The proposed academic honesty policy will be referred to CUCAS for their recommendation to the Senate, no later than the December Senate meeting. (Nair/Schlicht; passed)

Motion: The Student Government Association and the Student Life Committee should review the academic honesty policy and report by the November meeting to CUCAS and send us our comments by the November meeting of CUCAS. (Ivry/Lightwood; passed).


D. Air Quality Monitoring in WCSU Buildings

Pres Kuther: This issue was brought forth by Dr. Weinstein and she couldn’t be here today, so we’re going to hold that until the next meeting.  

Sen. Lightwood expressed concerns about dust that falls from the ceiling tiles during construction work in Higgins Hall.

Mr. Marconi suggested any immediate concerns should be sent to the office of Health and Safety, and further suggested that the conversation about air quality could be referred to the Senate’s working conditions committee.

Pres. Kuther encouraged Senators who have any concerns to move through appropriate channels, whether it be the working conditions committee or other channels.

V. OTHER BUSINESS

Sen. Echevarria expressed concern about the lack of faculty parking. Sen. Nair said he would work on a motion, but first wanted to talk to the administration about the issue to find out what they may already be doing about it. 


VI. ADJOURNMENT 

Quorum was lost and the meeting adjourned at 5:35PM

________________________________________________________________________

SENATE RESOLUTIONS

October 19, 2005

R-05-10-01: Online courses offered at WCSU shall be entirely on line and on ground courses shall be entirely on ground.  There may be some minor exceptions, as determined by the instructor of the course. Postponed.
R-05-10-02: The word “minor” shall be removed from motion R-05-10-01. Defeated.
R-05-10-03: The proposed academic honesty policy will be referred to CUCAS for their recommendation to the Senate, no later than the December Senate meeting. Passed.

R-05-10-04: The Student Government Association and the Student Life Committee should review the academic honesty policy and report by the November meeting to CUCAS and send us our comments by the November meeting of CUCAS. Passed.
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