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I. Membership and meetings of the BFCC 
 
Committee chair: Gary Bartlett 
 
Committee members: Lori Braunstein 
 Eric Cheney 
 Jonathan Fassett 
 Lila Harper (as of Nov. 7, 2012) 
 
Meeting dates, times & attendees: Oct. 15, 2012, 3pm  (GB LB EC JF) 
   Oct. 29, 2012, 3pm  (GB LB EC JF) 
   Nov. 26, 2012, 3pm  (GB EC JF LH) 
   Jan. 7, 2013, 3pm  (LB EC JF LH) 
   Feb. 4, 2013, 3pm  (GB LB EC JF) 
   Mar. 4, 2013, 3pm  (GB LB EC JF) 
   Apr. 8, 2013, 3pm  (GB EC JF LH) 
 
II. Committee charges, and responses to charges 
 
ACBC12-13.01 Provide a year-end report to the Executive Committee by May 17, 2013. 

This charge is fulfilled by the current document. 
 
ACBC12-13.02 Utilize the attached committee policy and procedures template to 

delineate policy and procedures of the Faculty Senate Bylaw and Academic 
Code Committee. 

This charge was fulfilled at the first meeting, October 15, by updating the BFCC’s 
Procedures Manual. 

 
ACBC12-13.03 Review Faculty Senate Bylaws and Academic Code. Make sure that 

language is consistent and numbers correctly align in both documents. 

The BFCC examined both the Bylaws and the Code for errors of several kinds 
(especially in numbering and formatting, in spelling and grammar, and in document 
references). On April 17, 2013, revised versions of both documents were submitted 
to the Executive Committee. (At date of writing, no response to these revisions has 
been received.) 

 



ACBC12-13.04 Continue to examine former Faculty Codes to see if there may be 
language that needs to be included in the current Academic Code. 

Last year the BFCC examined the former Codes and found two pieces of language 
that were held to be worthy of being carried forward into the current Code. The 
Chair of the BFCC has this year re-examined the previous Codes, and sees no 
further language that appears to merit being carried forward. 

 
ACBC12-13.05 Resolve the disparity in Section V of the Academic Code, due to the 

partial acceptance of the BACC’s recommendations in response to Charge 
ACBC11-12.03. Parts A-D now include language concerning allegations of 
scholarly misconduct, but Parts E and F still concern only (other kinds of) 
disputes – not allegations of scholarly misconduct. 

ACBC12-13.06 Update Section V of the Academic Code to reflect suggestions made by 
Dispute Committee during Summer 2012. 

These two charges were handled together. The BFCC amended the disparity noted 
in ACBC12-13.05, and also included changes as requested by the Faculty Disputes 
and Allegations Committee as noted in ACBC12-13.06. The recommendations were 
submitted to the Executive Committee in a memo dated March 11, 2013, and 
approved by the Senate on May 1. 

 
ACBC12-13.07 Update Section IV of the Faculty Senate Bylaws and Section IV.D of the 

Academic Code to add Ex officio, non-voting, membership for Director of 
Academic Planning to Curriculum and General Education Committees. 

The Code actually contains no language on standing committee membership, so 
the change was made only to the Bylaws. The recommended change was 
submitted to the Executive Committee in a memo dated February 8, 2013, and 
approved by the Senate on April 3. 

 
ACBC12-13.08 Evaluate Section VIII of the Faculty Senate Bylaws and Sections F-K of 

the Academic Code. Is due process required, and are minimum numbers 
appropriate for resulting actions. 

The BFCC’s recommendations in response to this charge were initially submitted to 
the Executive Committee in a memo dated November 30, 2012. The main two kinds 
of changes involved (i) elimination of redundancy (by removing procedural language 
from the Code which duplicated what was in the Bylaws), and (ii) clarification of 
several procedural matters in the Bylaws which were unclearly described. 
The Executive Committee had some concerns regarding the recommendations, and 
requested that we reconsider some points. We did so, and resubmitted our slightly 
revised recommendations on March 7, 2013. These recommended changes were 
approved by the Senate on May 1. 

 
 



ACBC12-13.09 Revise Faculty Senate Bylaws to reflect that any committee member 
who cannot attend a certain minimum percentage of the committee’s meetings 
must consult with the committee chair to try to resolve the issue. Further, it is 
suggested that a member who is repeatedly absent, but does not attempt a 
resolution, should be removed from the committee, and that a copy of the letter 
stating the removal should be sent to the member’s department chair in 
documentation of the change to the individual’s workload. 

This charge was prompted by the BFCC’s own suggestion in the previous year. The 
recommended language was submitted to the Executive Committee in a memo 
dated November 19, 2012, and was approved by the Senate on February 6. 

 
ACBC12-13.10 Review if faculty senate wishes the “Academic Code” be re-titled the 

“Faculty Code”. Make recommendation to Senate. 

This charge was prompted by a suggestion from Toni Culjak (a member of the 
Executive Committee) in the previous year. The BFCC recommended that the title 
be changed. This recommendation was submitted to the Executive Committee in a 
memo dated November 19, 2012, and was approved by the Senate on March 6. 
(Hence the change in the name of our committee to the ‘Bylaws and Faculty Code 
Committee’.) 

 
ACBC12-13.11 Contribute to the discussion surrounding the study of a transition from 

Quarters to Semesters (Q2S). 

It is the opinion of the BFCC that our committee has nothing to contribute regarding 
this discussion at the present time. This may change, of course, as the study of the 
possible transition advances into more detailed considerations. 

 
ACBC12-13.12 Add language to the current Faculty Senate Bylaws Section IV.A.3.e 

and Academic Code Section IV.D.1 to include language specifying the role of the 
Faculty Senate Evaluation & Assessment Committee in reviewing and making 
recommendations regarding the SEOI forms and reports. 

The recommended language was submitted to the Executive Committee in a memo 
dated March 13, 2013, and was approved by the Senate on May 1. 

 
III. Other recommendations made during the year 
 
In a letter to the BFCC dated November 11, 2012, a faculty member requested (in 
accord with Section IV-F of the Academic Code, ‘Interpretation and Emergency’) a 
formal interpretation of the language in Appendix B, Section V of the Academic Code, 
concerning eligibility for the Distinguished Professor Awards. On attempting to nominate 
a colleague for one of the awards, the faculty member was told that his colleague was 
ineligible because, although the colleague was now a tenured/tenure-track faculty 
member, he had held that position for less than six years – having been a full-time non-
tenure track faculty member for a number of preceding years. The nominating faculty 



member challenged the ruling, claiming that it was not supported by the actual language 
regarding eligibility in the Code itself. 
The faculty member requesting this interpretation was in fact myself, Gary Bartlett – the 
chair of the BFCC. To avoid any conflict of interest, I recused myself from the January 
7, 2013 meeting in which the matter was discussed. As the minutes of that meeting 
show, the committee (chaired by Eric Cheney) found that I was correct that the rules as 
stated do not exclude from eligibility a faculty member who has not been tenured/tenure 
track for six years. This finding was forwarded to the Executive Committee. 
 
IV. Matters for potential consideration next year 
 
The following two matters were raised in the course of the BFCC’s deliberations on its 
presented charges. They may perhaps be considered by the BFCC in the following 
year, if the Executive Committee sees fit. 

• Conflicts of interest. Should faculty who hold administrative positions be allowed 
to hold a voting position on a Senate standing committee? There is the possibility 
of a conflict of interest between such a person’s interests as an administrator 
versus their interests as a faculty member. One’s votes as a member of a Senate 
committee should be made in the best interests of faculty, not administration. 
 Even if it is decided that such faculty should not be barred from voting 
positions on Senate committees, perhaps a statement should be added to the 
Bylaws (and/or to standing committee procedure manuals) specifically reminding 
faculty that their duty as a voting member of such a committee is to vote as a 
faculty member rather than as an administrator. 

• Bylaws IV.A.1.d. In my review of the Bylaws pursuant to Charge ACBC12-13.03, 
I came to think that IV.A.1.d badly needs rewriting. It is very unclear, especially in 
1.d.iii. I am also unsure of the need for the subclause added to 1.d.i, which 
seems to add nothing to what is said by 1.d itself. I say all this with some 
embarassment, for that section was added to the Bylaws by the BFCC in 2010-
2011, when I was a member – though not the chair. 
 My records show a marked difference between the original language 
submitted by then-chair David Rawlinson, and what was ultimately approved (at 
the Senate meeting of March 9, 2011: Motion No. 10-17). I do not recall how or 
why those alterations occurred, but I think some clarity was actually lost. (Though 
frankly, I now think that even the original proposed language was less than 
satisfactory. Again, I say this with some embarrassment, having been on the 
committee that produced it.) 


