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4. Relationship of the center or institute to other university entities
a. Which programs, administrative units, colleges or library, other centers or institutes
will be involved in the proposed new center or institute?
b. What effect will the center or institute have on the faculty’s department(s)
academically, operationally, and financially?
c. What is its relationship to teaching, coursework, and the instructional program of the
faculty’s home department(s)?

5. Operating expenses, facilities, and equipment
a. What support for the center or institute will be derived from non-university sources?
b. What operating support from the university is required for this center or institute to be
functional on an ongoing basis?
What space and facilities will be needed?
What other equipment will be needed?
Describe the computer and telecommunications needs.

Describe any needs for library collections and/or services.

™o oo

6. Financial support
a. How will the center or institute be financed for the first three years and for at least
five years thereafter? Specifically address the anticipated personnel, operating, space,
equipment, and other costs and how they will be supported.
b. What will happen if outside sources of funding are no longer available after the center
or institute is formed?

7. Evaluation
a. All centers and institutes will undergo periodic evaluation. What are the critical
elements that will go into an assessment of the center or institute’s degree of success?

C. Proposal submission. The faculty initiators send the formal proposal to the associate vice
president for research (AVPR), who will make a recommendation regarding establishment of the
center or institute. The AVPR’s recommendation will include:

e comments on the technical merits of the proposal, i.e., responses in the formal proposal to
the above questions,

e asummary of comments received from consulting faculty, staff, and administrators
(including the University Foundation)

e identification of the university’s and Foundation’s obligations and responsibilities
regarding institutional support for the center or institute

e adetermination concerning the proposed unit’s financial viability, including the
identification of any university resources essential to its operation.

Within four weeks of receipt of the formal proposal the AVPR will send the proposal,
accompanied by her/his recommendation, to the chair of the Academic Senate. The senate chair,
in turn, will consult with appropriate senate standing committees and either (a) forward the
package to the provost (accompanied by a senate recommendation); or (b) return the proposal
(accompanied by questions, commentary, and/or suggestions) to the proposers/AVPR for further
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From: Marcia Woolf
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2003 3:08 PM
To: Zulmara Cline; Ann Fiegen; Carmen Nava; Glen Brodowsky; Jacqueline Trischman; John R.

(Dick) Montanari; Katherine Hayden; Marcy Boyle; Patty Seleski; Richard Serpe; Robert
Sheath; Roy McTarnaghan; Susie Quon

Cc: ‘knorman @csusm.edu'

Subject: EC: Senate Election Rules issue - Please respond

Dear members of the Senate Executive Committee:

On behalf of Chair Montanari, | am writing to ask that you review the information below regarding a proposed change to
the wording of the recently passed Academic Senate Election Rules, and respond to me if you take exception to the
change.

As background, NEAC intended to change the Election Rules to include language which would require that there be at
least two candidates from which to choose when elections are conducted for seats on the Promotion and Tenure
Committee. The language which was drafted and subsequently passed reads:

“Election for Promotion and Tenure Committee member positions must be contested."

Because this language does not accurately reflect NEAC's intentions, it is proposed that the language be changed to read:

"Election ballots for the Promotion and Tenure Committee must include at least two candidates per seat."

If the EC is in agreement, the language will be changed without further ado, and the Senate will be notified of the change in
the Fall.

If you take exception to this proposal, please respond via email stating your concerns. Please respond no later than
August 8, 2003.

Thank you for your attention to this.

Marcia Woolf

Academic Senate Coordinator
CRA 1201

x8815
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Subsequent to the Spring election, NEAC will interpret those seats that remain unfilled as
“Vacant.” Vacant seats shall be filled by implementing the previous rule.

GUIDELINES FOR ELECTION OF SENATE OFFICERS

1.

2.

NEAC will distribute a Call for Senate Officers to full time (tenure line and temporary)
faculty by the end of the second week of March. The Call will include a list of current
Senators. The Call will request that nominations for secretary and chair-elect of the Senate
be sent to the Senate Office by the end of the third week of March. The Call will request that
faculty obtain permission of nominees prior to submitting their names. Nominees for
officers of the Senate shall be voting members of the Senate.

A sample ballot will be provided, and faculty will have one week to review and respond (end
of the fourth week of March). Faculty may make additional nominations or may request that
their name be removed from the ballot.

The Official Ballot for the Election of Senate Officers will be provided to the current Senate
members the first week of April, and will be due in the Senate office the beginning of the
third week of April. Senators will have one week to vote.

Senate Officers will be announced at the second to last Senate meeting of the Spring
semester.

In the event that the chair-elect cannot assume the position of chair, an election for chair will
be held.

GUIDELINES FOR ELECTION OF STANDING COMMITTEES

1.

Standing Committee membership is of two types: College/Library representatives and at-
large representatives. The members of the various committees serve staggered two-year
terms.

Election and balloting for College/Library representation shall be by College/Library, or, in
the case of the General Education Committee (GEC) and the Promotion and Tenure
Committee (PTC), by area; and for at-large representation, by the eligible faculty.

The Preference Form shall ask faculty to indicate which committees they would choose to
serve on and whether they would choose to represent their College/Library or the faculty at-
large. Additionally, faculty will be asked to indicate whether they would be willing to serve
on more than one committee and to rank their preferences (i.e., #1, #2 with #1 being the
most preferred).

Elections for Promotion and Tenure Committee member positions must be contested.

A person may be elected to serve on more than one committee.

Approved by the Academic Senate 5/7/03 Election Standing Rules
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Name Committee Representing Term
Gilbert Valadez APC COE 03-05
Wenyah Tsay BLP COBA 03-04
Mitafiti Imara PAC COAS 03-04
Juan Necochea PAC COE 03-05
Betsy Read UCC COAS M&S 03-05
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[image: image5.png]To: Dick Montanari, Bonnie Biggs, Glen Brodowsky
From: Don Barrett

Date: 2/7/03

cc: Kathy Norman, Marcia Wolf,

Re: Parliamentarian

Following is a description of my concerns about the role of the Parliamentarian and one
possible recommendation.

Concerns:

The role of the parliamentarian needs to be better defined. The primary reason for this
is that Robert's rules state, and I agree, that the parliamentarian should be impartial and
thus not be a voting member of the assembly. A strong secondary reason is that there
are frequent occasions where there is a need for consultation between the chair and the
parliamentarian during Senate meetings. Our method of informally electing a member
of the Senate to the position creates problems in terms of the first reason and makes
fulfilling the consultive tasks awkward.

The following addresses a number of points to consider in either identifying a position
and/or selecting someone for the position. Most of this is based on a combination of
my own experiences and the rules as I understand them.

1) The rules recommend that the parliamentarian be seated near to the chair during
assembly meetings so as to be available to readily consult with the chair about actions
that can be taken. It is also recommended that the parliamentarian go over the agenda
for any assembly meeting prior to the meeting — in the case of our system, this would
mean regularly attending the EC meeting prior to the Senate meeting.

2) With few exceptions, the parliamentarian advises the chair and does not directly
address the assembly on parliamentary rules. The chair is responsible for the running
of the assembly and should not have her/his authority undermined.

3) Despite #2, the parliamentarian must be comfortable with advising the chair to take
actions that will make both the chair and the parliamentarian targets of criticism from
the floor. (E.g., handling situations where a speaker is out of order)

4) Robert's Rules of Order are too complex to know in their entirety, but there is a logic
to parliamentary procedure which eventually becomes evident and is what the
parliamentarian typically relies on. (E.g., suspending versus tabling, can a suspension
be amended)
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[image: image6.png]5) Despite #4, parliamentary decisions do get challenged and thus the parliamentarian
needs to: a) know how to find rules quickly, b) bluff based on familiarity with the logic
of parliamentary procedure, and c) handle the criticism.

6) The informal and unwritten rules of the assembly are just as valid as formal rules.
Thus our parliamentarian needs to be familiar with: a) kandling of the consent calendar,
b) the 1st and 2nd reading processes, c) the meaning of motions to waive the rules, and d)
the level of parliamentary formality expected in the meeting and by the chair (we're
rather informal).

7) Greater attention is needed in preparing the senate to understand what they are
voting on, and the parliamentarian should be able to assist in this. Using the senate
meeting of 2/5 as an example, there were two sets of actions that were confusing to
senators: 1) the voting on the Crim major, and 2) the discussion on what we would be
voting on re the policy on reviewing dean's and VP's.

8) The parliamentarian should be available to consult with Senate committees as
needed. The situation for FAC and the RTP policy of last year was a clear example of
this.

9) It is generally recommended that the position of parliamentarian not be an elected
position but an appointment by the chair. However, the chair can (and should) seek
senate approval of said appointment.

10) Despite the fact that much of the above suggests the need for an impartial
parliamentarian, I do not believe we could find someone to do the role if they felt they
could not speak out on any issue. Thus I would suggest that, like the chair, the
parliamentarian would be free to speak on substantive issues but would not vote.

Recommendation:

The by-laws (5.4.3) currently state that the Senate shall name a parliamentarian at the
first meeting of the year. Since our by-laws are rather sparse and do not describe the
duties of the officers, we might want to make a relatively minor change to the by-laws
denoting that the parliamentarian would be a non-voting, ex-officio member of the
senate and of Executive Committee who is appointed by the chair in consultation with
the Senate. Some variation of this document would then be the justification for
proposing this change, if the change is debated on the Senate floor.

Based on the above, it appears that the ideal parliamentarian is in fact a faculty member
with some status as tenured and experienced with senate procedures.
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