
MAO Minutes 2-9-2015 

 

Present: Mark McCoy, Kevin Kinney, Jeff Dunn, Courtney Cosby, Lori Miles, Ken 

Kirkpatrick, David Berque, Jennifer Adams, Alex Puga  

 

--Minutes from last meeting were approved. 

 

New courses/ Course changes. 

 

BIO 241. BIO 214 (Cells/genes) has been a required course. BIO241 is considered an 

alternative to that course. The poll among BIO faculty taken by email might not have 

been 100% supportive. There are concerns about sequencing and overlap with other 

courses. The course is not a prerequisite for anything specific, but it would be a 

prerequisite for electives offered by one colleague. There is a question about what 

“significant support” means in the proposal language. MAO would like to see what the 

effect is on the overall majors. Concern raised about BIO disputing the motion at the 

point of consent agenda during a faculty meeting. However, the discussion is about 

electives, and not changes to the major.  

 

Course approved. 

 

LAT140. This is an intensive one-semester for language requirement. 

 

Course approved. 

 

GEOS 450. The proposal is to change from 0.5 to 1 credit. There is a “writing in the 

major” component. Credit will go from 9.5 to 10. 

 

Course Approved. 

 

Old Business:  

 

ES Proposals from D. Solberg and A. Suarez . Courses were approved in WT, but May 

enrollments are low. Part of the problem is that students were not able to register for May 

ES until very recently. Question about MAO’s role: is it to approve courses, or to allow 

that they be offered? Concern raised about adding in courses when enrollment is already 

low. An announcement for these courses could be made to students as an addition to an 

announcement about recently approved courses. 

 

Vote is not to offer these courses for May Term 2015. 

 



Announcement that all ES proposals for 2015-2016 are to be submitted by Feb. 16
th . 

MAO is now handling credit and non-credit bearing courses. Discussion about gauging 

student interest in ES courses.  

 

Discussion of Handbook Language 

 

Final Examination Policy. Needs clarification about students’ end of the semester 

transportation issues and how they affect Final Exams.   

 

Incomplete Grade Policy. Recommendation to add language that clarifies what is not 

“beyond student’s control” (for example, transportation, family events, and/or jobs). 

 

Restructuring of Faculty Governance. 

 

Drafts of governance structure are progressive. Discussions are currently drafts 4 and 5. 

MAO is affected in that it would eliminate approval routines that could be automated by 

software. Ongoing concerns about finding people who are willing to accept a charge, and 

about the culture of busy-ness. Committees on committees are a sign of problematic 

structure. There is a reduction in the number of appointments (25 elected positions). 

Contentious point among the faculty about the prospect of eliminating the Divisions. 

Request for a document that similarly diagrams our current structure. Question about 

whether it is desirable for faculty representation to fall below one third. Regarding the 

suggestion to require service according to rank or some rotation, there are questions about  

equity versus contractual obligation. Is the difficulty to get rosters filled linked to specific 

committees? Could course releases be linked to committee servis, as they are for certain 

research support? 

 

“University Priorities” would be the final decision-making body. Its design is to reduce 

angst between faculty and administration. Such a committee would require members to 

have a well-developed agenda. Elimination of COA is based on the idea that its work is 

variable and could be dispersed and/or taken up by University Priorities. Question about 

whether students lose representation on new upper-tier committees. 

 

Should other committees on the top line collapse into University Priorities? Clarification 

that University Priorities Committee would determine where to invest resources. 

Question about membership redundancy, i.e. should chairs of core committees have an 

advisory role on the Priorities Committee? Suggestion to balance out the scheme for 

greater clarity/ symmetry. Dilemmas of rehashing discussions and double-commitment of 

committee chairs. Perhaps the structure should be top-down, something similar to a 

Summer Work Group. Concerns that University Priorities is still an advisory committee. 



What happens at a point of dissent between faculty membership or the President? Would 

by-laws have to be rewritten?  

 

More discussions to follow. 

 

Adjournment at 5:21PM 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Alejandro Puga 

 

 

 

 

 


