











in a pre-requisite outside the home department). Approval, at the department
level, is signified by the submission of the proposal by the Department Chair to
the School Dean. This practice is already codified, in effect, by the approval
chain within the Curriculum Database, which was approved by both Faculty
Senate and Administration. On rare occasions, when a program or course lies
outside the expertise of a home department (i.e., Liberal Arts and Sciences,
General Studies) the Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee consults with
relevant content experts in lieu of a department when reviewing the proposal.
The Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee sees no valid reason as to why this
practice should not be clarified by the proposed revision of Resolution 2.1.1
(2)(b) as previously submitted.

M. Vest made a motion to support the above proposal.

Discussion:

- Dr. Wade explained her rational regarding her concern about this particular wording, she believes
there has been some confusion on how her concerns were interpreted. She explained her
concerns are in really about not dismissing the authority of the collective faculty to make decisions
about curriculum and through the Faculty Senate committee. She stated that a typical curriculum
proposal come up through the process, it comes out of a department and other departments can
comment on it and state their concerns. However, it is her understanding a department cannot stop
a proposal, it still comes to the Curriculum Committee, as representative of the collective faculty,
who then make decisions about curriculum. She stated when this came up and a proposal is
coming from a different place, and you look at rules of order, which allow for the minority to have a
voice and the majority to rule. She stated that she really wants to make sure those things were not
taken out, making sure when a proposal comes through, a department can comment and address
concerns but they don't take the power from the collective faculty by stopping something from being
addressed by faculty. She stated this was about her concern that faculty were giving away their
voice. She pointed out this could be addressed with a minor change in the wording. She believes
the language inadvertently gives away the faculty’s authority to make decision on curriculum that
are not made at the department level.

A. Colosimo pointed out the focus on this language was on the administrative personnel or the
student senate not the faculty. Dr. Wade pointed out her focus was on the use of the word
“approval” but thinks that further discussion and clarification on the language could address the
concerns. There was discussion clarifying the language as it currently read as well as the change
being requested. Dr. Wade stated her intent is to make sure the collective faculty will make
decisions on the Curriculum.

There were additional questions and discussion clarifying the motion. It was agreed that either an
approved motion or failed motion would both require discussion between the Curriculum Committee
and/or Chair and Dr. Wade. M. Vest clarified the language under discussion aligns with current
practice; it only clarified that administrative personnel and student senate generated proposals
would still require department approval. She stated that under current practice, using the process
built into the Curriculum Database, regardless of who generates the proposal, the affected
department can review and stop it from going forward.

M. Vest called the vote and clarified the motion is to resubmit the language as previously submitted.
However, a vote against would be to have Curriculum Committee work to reword the language.
Motion passes.
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