Dear Members of the University Council,

Attached below is the email that I circulated before our last meeting proposing changes to the membership criteria in our UC bylaws.  The suggested change would make the UFS President a nonvoting member of the UC while preserving each of the three UB Schools’ 2 voting faculty representatives on the UC.

I thought that it might be useful to you in considering this proposal that I gave you some of the history and background to the proposal in advance of our next UC meeting, so that the UC meeting will be as little burdened as possible with an extensive presentation.  If (as seems likely), I am not in fact present to give you these details myself, you will have a better sense of what motivates this suggested bylaw change.  

The impetus for this proposal stems from two concerns, 1)the increasingly important role of the University Faculty Senate in UB shared governance and 2)the awkwardness of the current system.  Both concerns were again brought to the fore when the UC bylaws changes were proposed, naming the UC as the primary representative body at the University of Baltimore, in response to a USM policy that such a body be formally identified.  Members of the UFS believed that this decision made it more important for the UFS to be able to communicate easily with the UC, since the UFS is the primary representative body for discussing academic policy, and academic policy will also be intimately implicated in the important decisions made by the UC.  UFS representatives felt that the UFS president should have the opportunity to represent directly  to the UC on behalf on the faculty as a whole the faculty’s perspective on various matters that may come before the UC. 

I support this proposal because as this year's UFS president and as one of the two Law School representatives on the UC I have sometimes felt a confusion or conflict in my duties, in trying to speak for both.  There are also confusions about terms of office and elections, since the UFS president changes each year.  This proposal would clarify these conflicts, so I voted with a unanimous UFS and agreed to make this motion to the UC on behalf of the UFS. 

I gather that an extensive discussion took place on the UC some years ago when the current system was formed, and again, last year.  Some UC representatives felt at that time that a seventh voting faculty member would exaggerate the role of the faculty in the institution and on the UC.  That is why the current system required the faculties to elect the UFS president as one of their regular representatives.  This arrangement has proved logistically awkward and substantively confusing. 

The proposed bylaw change as suggested by the UFS responds to this concern about votes by stipulating that the UFS president should be a nonvoting member of the UC.  This new structure will encourage and facilitate UC/UFS cooperation, without influencing the distribution of votes on the UC. 

I hope that this explanation is useful.  Please let me know if you have any questions.

best wishes,

Tim Sellers

  -----Original Message-----
From:   Mortimer Sellers
Sent:   Wed 3/29/2006 1:12 PM
To:     Starrla Levine; University Council
Cc:     Andrea Gorden; UniversityCouncilAlternates
Subject:        RE: UC Agenda - Friday, March 31 - proposed rule change

Dear UC Colleagues, 

   I am sending you with this email the text of the proposed changes to the "Rules for the Operation of the University of Baltimore University Council" that Prof. Bourne mentioned at last month's UC meeting.  These proposed changes will be raised under "New Business" at tomorrow's UC meeting, in my absence, by Prof. Fryer.  This is being done now so that this "first reading" will enable a more detailed discussion and final decision to take place at the April UC meeting. 

  The proposal will be that the UFS president be made a separate non-voting member of the UC in her or his own right and not (as present) as a representative of one of the Schools.  This proposal reflects the formal status of the UC as the central policy-setting body of UB and the role of the UFS as the central academic policy body.  The feeling is that the UFS should have its own voice on the UC, to help coordinate academic policy, not  through a member also representing a separate constituency. 

 The University Faculty senate endorsed this proposal by unanimous vote at its March meeting.

  Please note that the proposal is that the UFS representative be a separate non-voting member.  This means that each school would have two representatives of its own. 

  The formal motion is:

1.  That the acronym "APRC" in rule #1(a) be replaced with the phrase "University Faculty Senate", so that 1(a) now reads "Reviews new and revised academic programs and academic rules considered by the University Faculty Senate".  (This change reflects the fact that there is no APRC and is a secondary housekeeping measure unrelated to this primary body of this motion.)

2. That the parenthetical sentence"(One shall be President of the University Faculty Senate)" be deleted so that rule #2(a)(iii) now reads  "2) Membership a) voting members iii) six faculty members: two elected by the faculty in each school" (This guarantees each school two representatives.) 

3. That a sentence be added to section 2(b) (Non-Voting Members) as 2(b)(ii) "President of the University Faculty senate or alternate representative designated by the University Faculty Senate" (This will make it easier for the UFS to coordinate with the UC on academic policy.)

Thank you all for your help in refining this language to find this useful formula, which I expect  will satisfy the needs of the UC, the UFS and UB as a whole. 

best wishes,

Tim Sellers
