
Central Washington University 
Bylaws and Academic Code Committee 

January 9, 2012, 4pm 
Minutes 

Present: Gary Bartlett, Ian Loverro, Melody Madlem and Ron Tidd 

Absent:  David Rawlinson 

Guest(s):  None 

Meeting was convened at 4:00 p.m. by Chair Bartlett 

Gary indicated this was a slightly revised agenda from what was sent out via e-mail.  
We received a revised charge letter from the EC.  No other changes. 

Future meeting dates – Next Monday is a holiday.  Gary asked how frequently the 
committee normally meets.  Ian indicated approximately 3 a quarter, but more if 
necessary.  The 30th of January and the 13th of March are completely out for Gary 
due to other commitments.  The 23rd and 6th are possible for Gary, but difficult.  
Melody indicated she is not able to do the 23rd as well.  Let’s say the next meeting is 
February 6th and then again on February 27th.  This was agreed by the committee. 

We now have an amended charge forthcoming in the form that Dave suggested last 
year.  There are two aspects to this.  One is to try to include within the Dispute 
Resolution section of the Code language to also deal with scholarly misconduct.  The 
second aspect of this charge is to move from the Code to the Bylaws any language in 
that Dispute Resolution section that is purely procedural.  Gary asked how scholarly 
misconduct is currently handled.  Ian explained to the committee it is currently 
handled by an ad hoc panel.  What happens is accusations, may go to the Dean first, 
but evidently they go to what had been Dennis Defa’s office, Faculty Relations.  
However, they are more of the judge in terms of sentencing as opposed to the jury in 
terms of finding of fact.  So in the past couple of years, Senate has composed an ad 
hoc committee that looks at the materials, at the accusations and determines if they 
agree there is academic misconduct.  That finding then goes to Faculty Relations and 
they decide what the consequences will be.  Faculty are able to examine academic 
misconduct because they are faculty, but it is not their responsibility to punish their 
colleagues.  The Code needs to be updated to change Section 25 to Section 26 in the 
CBA.  Melody proposes that someone on the committee drafts something that they 
think would be a good set of things for us to follow.  Then the committee can review 
this and make recommendations.  Ron suggested there needs to be two paragraphs.  
Need one paragraph describing dispute resolution and one for scholarly misconduct.  
There needs to be a definition of scholarly misconduct.  Gary read the definition of 
scholarly misconduct out of the old Faculty Code.  The committee members liked 
this definition.  The committee had questions regarding the student grade appeal 
process.  Section D composition powers and duties largely okay as it is.  Gary 
suggested that the language dealing with committee service and consecutive terms 
be aligned with the new language passed by Senate last year.  Section E is where 



most of the difficulties will be.  This section is mostly procedural and may need to be 
put in the Bylaws.  Melody suggested that each of the Faculty Senate committees 
submit their procedures to the Bylaw & Academic Code Committee so they can be 
included in the Bylaws.  Melody suggested that each committee have their own 
section with the definition and procedures.  Gary said he would take a look at 
potential changes and bring it to the committee on February 6th.   

Committee review ACBC11-12.04.  Gary referenced a section on interpretation and 
emergency.  The request for formal interpretation of the Code talks about a petition 
and a timeline.  There was some discussion about adding definitions of faculty or at 
least a reference to the CBA.  Gary referenced the initiative section under the old 
Code.  Referendum and review were both carried forward into the current Code and 
the initiative part was lost.  Not sure if there was a reason for that or not.   

Meeting was adjourned at 5:00. 


