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MINUTES
CAMPUS SENATE MEETING
AY 2011-2012
FRIDAY, January 27, 2012
10:00 A.M. —12: P.M.
PAC CONFERENCE ROOM “G”

Senators Present: L. Atkinson, D. Ballard, P. Boltuc, D. Bussell, L. Fisher, R. Garmil, T. Helton, C.
Hoelscher, K. Jamison, W. Kline, X. Li, A. Mulvey, J. Case-Pease, D. Ruez, P. Salela, D. Schuldt, G.
Simo, A. Sisneros, J. Tienken, J. Villegas, P. Wassenberg, E. Wilson, Y. Zhang, S. Miller, C. Switzer, K.
Sheridan, T. Ting presiding through the end of the approval of the agenda, and J. Martin presiding from
the end of the approval of the agenda to the meeting adjournment.

Senators Absent:
Ex-Officio: Lynn Pardie

Guests: Normajean Niebur; Kathy DeBarr; Don Mitchell; Rebecca Landsberg; Kati Maseman; Nithya
Karuppaswamy; Emily Roberts; Amy Hawkins; Kerry Poynter; Juanita Ortiz; Jason Pierceson; Michael
Murphy; Kent Redfield; Ed Wojcicki; Ron McNeil; Cecilia Cornell; Sharron LaFollette; Karen
Kirkendall; Dan Mauters; Keith Burton; James Ermatinger; Bill Martz; Donna Hayes; Harsh Bapat; Aleta
Carlberg; Bob Skorczewski; Kathryn Kleeman; Lori Giordano; Lenore Killam; Ken Runkle; Scott Day;
Barbara Cass; Holly Thompson; Evan Stanley; Brian Clevenger; Carolyn Schloemann; Rebecca Prather;
Tery Bodenhorn; Deborah Anthony; Josiah Alamu; Wendy Johnson; Stephen Schnebly; Michael Lemke;
Heather Bailey; Beverly Bunch; Baker Siddiquee; Denise Sommers; Jay Gilliam; Jennifer Manthei;
Rassule Hadidi; James Hall; Ryan Williams; Heather Dell; Sheryl Reminger; and 2 un-decipherable
signatures on the guest sign in

Approval of the Agenda

The meeting was called to order by T. Ting at 10:00 a.m. T. Ting announced she had three amendments to
the agenda. The first proposed amendment was for T. Ting to make comments to the recent developments
regarding the anonymous e-mails investigative report. The second amendment was to introduce a motion
for the Senate to vote confidence or no confidence in the chair. The third issue introduced by T. Ting was
in regards to who would preside over the meeting. Since the chair was the topic of discussion, T. Ting
indicated that the vice chair J. Martin should preside over the meeting. T. Ting entertained a motion from
the floor to amend the agenda.

A motion to amend the agenda was made by J. Martin and was seconded by X. Li.
A. Sisneros asked if the vote needed to be by ballot.

T. Ting clarified that the task at hand was a vote on an amendment which does not need to be by ballot;
rather, a simple majority vote.

A. Sisneros indicated that all voting should be by secret ballot.
T. Ting replied that was not the case in regards to approval of a motion to change to the agenda.
A. Sisneros requested that his objection be noted in the record.

R. Garmil asked for clarification regarding whether or not there would be discussion.



52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102

T. Ting called for discussion.
L. Fisher requested that T. Ting restate the proposed amendments.

T. Ting indicated that she would first like to speak to the recent developments. Second, and after her
statement, she would like to introduce a motion for the Senators to vote confidence or no confidence in
her as chair. Since the subject of discussion is her, she would like to delegate to John Martin to preside
over the meeting.

A. Sisneros asked if the statement to be made by T. Ting constituted as discussion and, if so, shouldn’t
that occur after the vote?

T. Ting clarified that after her statement, anyone could ask questions. She clarified that following that, she
would introduce a motion for a vote of confidence.

J. Martin indicated that, as presiding officer, he would assume that there would be discussion of any
motion brought to the floor today.

T. Ting called for a vote on the motion to change the agenda. The motion passed with 15 yes votes, 0 no
votes and 13 abstentions (T. Helton, P. Wassenberg, G. Simo, L. Fisher, A. Sisneros, D. Ballard, S.
Miller, J. Tienken, W. Kline, P. Boltuc, P. Salela; R. Garmil, and D. Ruez).

J. Martin clarified that the agenda was accepted as amended, with a statement from Dr. Ting first, a vote
of confidence or no confidence to follow, and then the agenda as published.

L. Fisher proposed a second amendment to the agenda which would add Resolution 41-28. This
resolution was distributed to senators on Thursday, January 26 via email and hard copies of the resolution
were distributed to senators at today’s meeting.

J. Martin indicated that for clarification, that number had not been assigned to the resolution by any
committee of the Senate.

L. Fisher indicated that the resolution was being introduced by her and Sen. Sisneros. L Fisher made a
motion that the resolution be the first order of business. The resolution allowed for a statement by chair T.
Ting as well as a vote of confidence by secret ballot to be made at this, the January 27, 2012 meeting.

J. Martin asked for clarification as to whether the resolution would appear before or after the Chair’s
statement.

L. Fisher indicated that the resolution being introduced would appear after the Chair’s statement on
today’s agenda. The resolution constitutes the resolution for the vote of confidence.

J. Martin entertained a motion from the floor, which was made by A. Sisneros and was seconded by W.
Kline.

As a point of privilege, J. Martin indicated that none of the motions being added to the agenda today have
been vetted by any committee of the Senate and that senators should understand that this is going forward

without the normal process.

A. Sisneros requested that J. Martin make the statement again.
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J. Martin indicated that this is going forward without any vetting from senate committee, as would
normally occur for any motion coming to the Senate.

J. Martin called for a vote and the motion carried with 18 yes votes, 1 no vote, and 9 abstentions (P.
Wassenberg, J. Tienken, D. Ballard, A. Mulvey, S. Miller, J. Villegas, C. Switzer, C. Hoelscher, and D.
Ruez).

J. Martin entertained a motion from the floor to approve the agenda. A motion to approve the agenda was
made by R. Garmil and was seconded by E. Wilson. The motion carried with 22 yes votes, 0 no votes and
6 abstentions (P. Wassenberg, D. Ballard, S. Miller, J. Villegas, J. Tienken, D. Ruez).

Statement by Senate Chair- T. Ting

“To those who have remained open-minded regarding the investigative report over the anonymous e-
mails of December 12, 2011 and who are willing to listen, things are continuing to unfold as many FOIA
requests have been made. Other parties are now involved and much information was omitted from the
report. I would like to take this opportunity to respond to the recent developments and the report. First,
nothing I forwarded to the president's chief of staff was confidential. In fact, it is commonplace for
members of the University's Senates Conference to communicate privately with the president, his Chief of
Staff, or members of his senior administrative team. Before the report was released, the University’s
counsel affirmed that I did nothing wrong with those communications. I, along with the other Springfield
delegates to the University's Senates Conference, have kept the Senate informed of the problems and
difficulties within the conference. One major problem is the coerced, false consensus (unintelligible- one
word) informed of problems within the University's Senates Conference. They themselves have seen
some of those USC communications. I was not the subject of the anonymous e-mails investigation. I was
asked to help shed light on the situation. One of the questions that you may be asking, why did I choose to
forward non-confidential USC communications to the Pres.'s Chief of Staff from an anonymous e-mail
account, uiadvocate@gmail.com? First of all, it was a decision I had thought hard about and I told no one
of my decision. I chose to use anonymous e-mail account, in part, so that those emails or concerns
expressed would not automatically be discounted or written off as simply a UIS concern, since UIS has
been increasingly marginalized within the conference. Secondly, I also did not want those e-mails to be
discounted because I did not want them to be seen as some kind of personal vendetta resulting from the
contested vice chair election for the conference. I had no idea how or when those e-mails might come to
light, but I feared that if the e-mails were seen to come directly from me, some University's Senates
Conference members would claim that the president told or asked me to send them. Now, I’ll admit that
this can probably only be understood in light of the tensions in the University's Senates Conference that [
mentioned a minute ago. In fact, the president had nothing to do with it. Regarding my initial denial of
my use of the uiadvocate email account, within the context of the questions they were asking, it seemed to
me they were trying to implicate the president. However, as I just said, the president had nothing to do
with it. He was never involved, and I did not want to implicate him so my initial gut reaction was to deny
responsibility. It's unfortunate the report used the phrase, ‘when further confronted, however, she
acknowledged having done so’ because there was no hostility involved during the interview. The
investigator told me I did nothing wrong, the University simply needed my help. I was told the University
would like to know every detail including who owned the uiadvocate email account in the event of any
future FOIA request from the press about this account, so they would know who to ask. After their
explanation, I felt comfortable acknowledging that I had sent the messages. Senators Lynn Fisher and
Tony Sisneros visited me in my office on Tuesday afternoon they asked me if I would step down as the
Senate chair. I told them I would not step down as if it indicates I did something wrong because I did
nothing wrong. However, if the majority of the senators decide that they no longer have confidence in me
to continue chairing the Senate to the end of my term, I will be glad to step down. I also told Senator
Fisher and Senator Sisneros that I had already decided to resign from the University's Senates
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Conference; a discussion that John Martin, Carrie Switzer, and I already had before the investigative
report came out. I stand by what I did. However, as the Senate chair, in order to be effective, I need to
have the support of the senators. Therefore, as the Senate chair, I have no problem introducing a motion
to have the senator’s vote for confidence or no confidence in me via secret ballot. If the majority of the
senators decide that they have no confidence in me to finish my term as the Senate chair that ends in
April, I will resign from the campus Senate and the University Senates Conference effective immediately.
Thank you.”

J. Martin called for questions.
A. Sisneros asked T. Ting to clarify whether she said she had an impulse to deny involvement initially.

T. Ting clarified that given the context of the questions they were asking it seems that they were trying to
implicate the president. Her gut reaction was to deny her responsibility because she did not want to
implicate the president, simply because the president had nothing to do with the anonymous e-mail that
she used.

A. Sisneros asked, “If he had nothing to do with it, why were you concerned with implicating him?”

T. Ting replied, “I just said, I don’t know, in my statement I said, I don’t know when or how those emails
would come to light”. But I feared it does e-mails came to late as coming from me, given the tensions
within the USC, I feared that some USC members would claim that the president told me or asked me to
do so but in fact he had done no such thing. That's why my initial hesitation. But then they explained to
me they simply want my help, I did nothing wrong, they only wanted to know every detail so that the
university could prepare in the event for any future FOIA requests from the press specifically about this
account so they know who to ask.

A. Sisneros asked were the current presiding officer and the Parliamentarian, did you make them aware as
members of the Executive committee, did you make them aware that you were communicating in this
way?

T. Ting clarified that she just said that she thought hard about her decision and that she told no one of her
decision. Only she knew that she had this account.

L. Fisher said thank you to T. Ting for having prepared such a clear statement which addressed many of
the questions that senators had. It shows that she is taking these concerns seriously. L. Fisher referred to
T. Ting’s comments that things were still unfolding. She asked T. Ting to clarify whether or not that
meant there was any question as to whether or not T. Ting was responsible for sending the emails from
the uiadvocate account.

T. Ting clarified that there was no question about that being her action. She told the investigators that she
was the owner of that e-mail account.

L. Fisher commented that, to her, that was the most important point, and that the whole complex of other
people’s actions was of less importance for our body. L. Fisher referenced T. Ting’s comments regarding
the difficult and tense situation with the USC, and the fact that T. Ting was chair of the UIS Senate might
have meant that she felt her comments would be taken less seriously. That was part of T. Ting’s
motivation for sending communications anonymously. L. Fisher asked T. Ting if she had accurately
understood T. Ting’s comments.



204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254

T. Ting clarified that yes, she did not want her comments to be automatically discounted as some personal
vendetta as a result of the contested vice chair election.

L. Fisher commented that the Senate has had several conversations about those difficulties. However, she
asked to focus solely on the issue of the anonymous emails. L. Fisher asked if T. Ting expected that the
comments sent anonymously would be taken more seriously than those signed by the UIS Senate chair.

T. Ting replied that she really didn’t know. She commented that she talked to the President, she talked to
the chief of staff, she talked to the Chancellor, and she talked to the Provost. They all knew the problems.
T. Ting commented that she didn't know because she simply put forth her comments as the Ul advocate.
In her view, even though the UIS delegates had been increasingly marginalized by the conference, but the
fact that the coerced confidentiality, coerced secrecy and inappropriate invocation of executive session
during the USC meeting is actually a larger problem than just for UIS and that's the reason why she really
didn't know whether it would be taken seriously. She thought she wanted to keep the people outside of the
conference involved and she gave her reasons why she used anonymous e-mails. She is happy to repeat
those reasons, but that was the circumstances she was in and that was the conclusion she derived at that
time. It seemed the best thing for her to do at that time.

L. Fisher asked if T. Ting thought that using anonymous outside e-mails coming from privately
established e-mail accounts is an appropriate way to conduct communications as the UIS senate chair and
member of the Senates conference.

T. Ting replied that it depends on the context. She said she didn’t know whether senators were aware that
anonymous emails are likely used all the time and all around. Certainly when she communicates with the
Chancellor and the Provost, she printed out those e-mails and showed them to them and they could read it
and know that they were from her. Because of the tension between a few USC members and the president,
and there's a reason why we have had a contested vice chair election. She wasn't exactly sure why, but
there was some fixation on her. She feared, she didn't want to give anybody the opportunity to say that the
president told her or asked her to do so. But one has to understand the tension within the conference and
how she felt that she was the subject or the target all the time- all the time. She doesn’t know how that got
spun around. The fact is that nothing that was shared with the campus administration or forwarded to the
president's chief of staff was confidential. When she met with the Chancellor and the Provost she did
show them some of those e-mails printed out directly from her e-mail account. They may not have seen
everything but they have seen some.

D. Bussell commented that her question was not in regards to the ethics of the situation. Clearly, the
report was narrowly focused on where the Troyer e-mails had come from. Her question was more
pragmatic in nature. She asked T. Ting how she thought this had affected her credibility and ability to
function in the office that she obviously cares very deeply about. D. Bussell commented that she knew
this must be very difficult for T. Ting, and that there has also been a mixture of opinions within the
senate’s conference. D. Bussell posited that had the e-mails been sent directly, there may have been some
level of support from members of that body. D. Bussell asked T. ting to speak to her thoughts on her
credibility, particularly with Pres. Hogan.

T. Ting replied she believes she still has credibility with Pres. Hogan and the Board of Trustees. She
referred to a meeting between the BOT, USC and Pres. Hogan just prior to the release of the investigative
report. At that meeting, the Trustees mentioned to the USC that the conference had to be careful about not
violating the law. In other words, that they have to understand that there is no communications or
meetings that are not open, as long as it does not deal with any personnel matters, litigations, or university
acquisitions. She also shared with the USC that in our own Senate statutes, we said that campus Senate
governance has to abide by the statutes of the state of Illinois including the open meetings act in
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conducting University business. There is no such thing as secrecy or coerced confidentiality. T. Ting
commented that she doesn't know if all USC members would agree, but one suggestion that the Board
chair had is that the USC should have a meeting with the University counsel, Tom Bearrows to go over
those kinds of things. T. Ting commented that she felt she could share, because it was not related to
personnel matters specifically, that she believes she still has credibility with the president and the Board
of Trustees because trustee Kennedy said at the meeting, “There’s no secret”. In terms of her standing
within the USC, within the current members, she does not know. It is very hard. She commented that,
“John and I and Carrie, we didn't even know that there was this investigation going on in terms of, you
know, the Jones Day, the outside firm, the forensic firm, were brought in to help the ethics officer with
his investigation. We didn't know. But just given what has happened up to that point over the break, John
Carrie and I, we had it. I know on New Year’s Eve, John even sent an e-mail to Carrie and me saying,
‘I’m going to resign from the University Senates Conference executive committee ’. So, based on that e-
mail, the three of us have to talk about, that we can't do this anymore because we obviously are no longer
effective and in fact, January 10, which is before the report was released, we didn't even know there was
such a report at that time and we didn't even know when it was going to be released. But January 10,
Carrie and I had a meeting with Chancellor Koch, John would have joined us but he did not because he
was in Austin for a meeting, but the three of us had decided we are going to resign from the conference in
total. But we wanted to let the Chancellor know first before we resigned because our point was that this is
our personal decision but we want the Chancellor to know. Chancellor said she can understand , we don't
need her permission, and she appreciates that we give her a heads up and she will support whatever we
decide. At that time, we think that if we resign in total, of course we would inform the Senate. But then,
the report came out about the anonymous e-mails sent to the University Senates conference on December
12 and then all those things exploded. That’s it. I have thought about what this investigative report might
look like, or maybe specifically made me look like. But I have to tell you I think that some of the words
being used are very unfortunate that they actually portray it that way. In fact, I have some problem with it
and there's things, more going on that front as well. But I have thought about given the report, given the
soundbites from the media, I can understand the senators probably think, ‘well I don't know. It may not be
best for Tih-Fen to continue to serve as the chair throughout her term’, even though my term ends in April
and when the senators voted me in again, for the third time last May to chair the Senate, back then I made
it very clear to everybody that this will be the last year that I chair the Senate and then after this, I'm done
with faculty governance. I made that very clear. But I can understand given all the media, press because
guess who's talking out there in the media? Not Carrie, not me, and not John. None of us were talking to
the media about this, but look who are talking to media about this entire thing. My point is that you can
feel pressure, you can feel uncomfortable, but I will not step down because I think I did something wrong.
Because I stand by what I did, I did nothing wrong. You can disagree with me, that's okay. But if you
decide it's better to not have to me continue to chair the Senate until my term ends, you want me to step
down at this time by voting no-confidence in me, if the majority of you think that, I am at peace with that.
I will be glad to step down. But it's not because I step down because I think I did something or as if it
indicates I did something wrong.

A. Sisneros commented that it was his understanding that J. Martin is currently serving as presiding
officer and that T. Ting is in the mode of Senator as opposed to the chair. He asked if that was correct.

J. Martin responded that that was correct.
An. Sisneros requested that J. Martin not refer to T. Ting as chair.
J. Martin responded that currently T. Ting is still the chair and that he is the presiding officer.

An. Sisneros responded, “No she’s not, right now she’s a Senator”.
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J. Martin clarified he is the Vice Chair of the Senate.

W. Kline commented that he agreed with T. Ting that communication is quite important. He commented
that he has not seen the news and has not heard the sound bites. He became aware of the report prior to
the SEC meeting last Friday and he waited. W. Kline commented that it has been T. Ting’s contention
both in her statement and afterward that she has kept the Senate well apprised of what is going on with the
USC, that she has kept the Senate on top of things, and that she stands by her actions. She also
commented that communication is very important, which he agrees with, and that she has not been the
one out there speaking. And yet he would like to know why the SEC, or why she, did not inform the
Senate that the report was out there and to take that opportunity to communicate with the Senate about
what was going on, even after the SEC had met. The chair has never informed the Senate that this report
existed and he would like to know why the Senate was not informed.

T. Ting replied, “Like I said, there were just a lot of things going on. Part of me, I actually thought, there
was the USC meeting, there was the Board of Trustees meeting, and we were also at the cusp, right at the
beginning of the semester. I also have to deal with the fact that we don't have any staff members anymore
at the office at this time. There are many important things going on right now within the Senate that I
have to do all by myself without any support. For example, I have to work on the Grand Marshal
elections, the Senate elections, and so forth, get all that stuff in line. Have I thought about trying to send
this report to the senators? Well, you’re right, perhaps in hindsight, I should just come and talk about, to
send an e-mail to all of you saying, ‘Hey, this report is out’. But it was never, I never hide that I actually
would talk about it. In my report, as a part of my report, at today's meeting, I just did not know and there
is no idea or discussion about how we should deal with this. But it was never my intention not to talk
about it. Given today's agenda, [ have a report as the chair that is where I planned to address this and then
would answer any questions if there were questions.

An. Sisneros had a follow-up question in regards to T. Ting’s credibility within the Senates conference.
He asked, “How do you feel about whether you have any credibility with us?”

T. Ting replied, “Well, here's the thing, all I did was for UIS’s voice to be heard. I don't think I have
violated the trust that I have with UIS. I am not doing this for personal gain. All I did was make sure that
people outside of the USC know this dysfunctional dynamic within it and how the minority opinion has
been suppressed, and how this pressure has been placed upon us. For example, the enrollment
management report where our campus actually supports all 21 recommendations but explicitly expressed
concern for one recommendation. Whereas at UIC, their own campus report actually supports all
recommendations except for three which are 10,17, and 18, but when it came to the USC report it became,
there was only support 43 recommendations. In fact, the entire report was just like the Urbana campus
report. It was a very difficult situation where we were pigeonholed into a place where they said, “Hey,
this is the framework we can work, we have to have a unified voice otherwise we won't get what we want
to get, what we want to have” but in this case the “we” is more for Urbana, not others. Not others. I
personally can't take that any more. It's just getting worse and worse because a year and a half ago. Last
November when we first introduced, when the board proposed the amendments to the statutes for the
administrative streamlining and reorganization, remember?, where we had to create a vice president for
research, a vice president for health affairs, we added the VP to the Chancellors’ it was already difficult at
that time. We already had an uphill battle, it was already difficult at that time, it was so hard to get the
minority voice heard. But for that specific amendment, we were actually able to include individual
campus opinions as in appendix. According to statute, it says that if an agreement or consensus cannot be
achieved then individual campus opinion should be appended as part of the recommendation or of the
report coming from the USC. Back then we were able to do that, but it was not easy, already. But over
time with more and more initiatives such as the executive director of human resources, executive director
of University information technology, and now it's come down to the enrollment management report. The
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clench is getting harder and harder, what we are told is that we have to have a unified voice, we have to
speak with one voice.”

P. Boltuc commented that he thinks everybody agrees that T. Ting has worked very hard, and she has
been under a lot of pressure, and with pressure people make mistakes. P. Boltuc commented that he
believes T. Ting has made a very serious mistake and that it is very unfortunate that T. Ting does not
recognize it, which, for him, is a major problem.

D. Bussell asked for clarification. She commented that she has read the investigative report and then she
is not getting her information from the media. She has read through the report and the forensic data. She
commented that it appears from the report that Pres. Hogan seemed to be aware of the disagreement
between the campuses regardless of whatever strategy the USC would be putting in place under the
influence of Urbana-Champaign. So it appears from my reading, that Pres. Hogan was aware, that the
things that you were trying to accomplish Pres. Hogan was already essentially aware of. She asked, “Is
that the case? I am trying to figure out what it is you were trying to accomplish.”

T. Ting replied, “I couldn't say exactly how he was aware. Of course we talked to him about it. But in the
report it specifically mentions that the one e-mail I forwarded to Pres. Hogan regarding what Urbana said,
I can read this to you (looks through the investigative report briefly and cannot find it). It was the email
that I forwarded, it was a communication to the USC where the Urbana members said something about
UIUC and UIC, I mean I'm paraphrasing,”

D. Bussell commented that she knew which email T. Ting was referring to.

T. Ting continued, “It could be from there, because that is direct evidence, in writing, someone from
Urbana said that and then it refers to UIS as a wildcard.”

D. Bussell indicated she knew the email to which T. Ting was referring. She commented that in no way
did she question the hostility of some members of the USC and in no way did she question that it
appeared that they had an emerging strategy and that there was dissent among the campuses on these
issues. It appeared though that because T. Ting and other people had been talking directly to Pres. Hogan,
that he already was very aware of the conversation about the enrollment plan, he understood directly from
T. Ting and not from anonymous e-mails but from other people. He has been out to campuses, he's been
talking to people, he understands the differences between the campuses, he's been eliciting that
information. D. Bussell questioned why this was necessary since he seemed to be generally aware of the
issues.

T. Ting replied, “But where was the evidence? Or was it just hearsay? It could just be hearsay from us. I
don't know. All I'm saying is that when I had a meeting with the campus administration, I told them about
this but it could have just been my word. Sometimes I showed them the communications so they can
make that judgment on their own. Just like, you remember, the FOIA of the October meeting of the USC
because at that meeting, they had discussions specifically about our resolution to restore the rotation of
the USC leadership. Certainly John and Carrie can come back and give the Senate the oral report. But we
don't want it to be said that we have taken things out of context. That's the reason why we got the tape, so
that you can listen, and you can listen yourself about what is being said. You can't imagine the pressure
and the difficulty I feel, in response to Peter, I really appreciate your comment. And I do. I just want to
say that was the decision that I made at that time. If you asked me, ‘Would I do this again?’ Boy, Would I
do this again? (throws hands up)

A. Sisneros commented, “For example, if I don’t trust you, are you asking me and everyone else on the
Senate to trust you until the end of semester? I’m confused.”
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T. Ting replied, “If you don't trust me, you can just vote no confidence in me.”

An. Sisneros replied, “No, the point is, let’s say you survive the vote, aren't you asking the Senate to trust
you until the end of the semester?”

T. Ting replied, “If the senators vote I will go by the majority. That's it.”

R. Garmil commented that he did not understand why T. Ting felt the need to do this anonymously. It is
especially unlikely as T. Ting commented earlier that she had a very good relationship with the
president’s office and the trustees. And that was something he valued about T. Ting’s leadership. At the
same time, she commented that she were worried about what the USC would have thought had they found
out that T. Ting sent this information. R. Garmil wondered when she was speaking with the people that
she worked well with, why didn't she feel free to speak as herself.

T. Ting replied, “I did. I felt free to speak to it. I had no problem. Despite how I was being treated within
the conference, it never stopped me from voicing my opinion or a different view. I did talk to people. But
my bottom line is that it would just be my word, so if you saw the e-mail of exactly what was being
communicated, you can make the judgment.”

R. Garmil clarified, “I guess what I was saying is couldn’t you have sent the same e-mail from your UIS
account? Knowing that there was always the opportunity that it would be discovered.”

T. Ting replied, “Like I said because of the tension that a few members of the conference have with Pres.
Hogan, from early on we already heard about people wanting to bring forward a no-confidence vote of
Pres. Hogan. It is a very difficult and tricky situation. And like I said, I don't know how or when the e-
mails would have come to light but I did not want to give any slight opportunity for people to say Pres.
Hogan asked me to do that. In fact, he has nothing to do with it; I talked to nobody about my decision.”

T. Helton referred to T. Ting’s comments regarding the planned en masse resignation from the USC and
asked for clarification regarding whether that had been planned over break or New Years Eve.

T. Ting clarified that was planned between New Year’s Eve and the end of the first week in January. She
also clarified that during that same week, she made an appointment with the Chancellor for her and Carrie
to discuss the resignation.

C. Switzer clarified that at the November USC meeting, there was serious discussion about the USC
leadership and whether or not it was effective any longer. That was going to be a major topic of the
January meeting. So, the decision to resign was going to be based in part on the outcomes of the January
meeting. In between that time, the report was released.

T. Helton asked if there is a plan for the resignation currently.

T. Ting replied that she will be resigning but is unsure about John and Carrie’s decision.

J. Martin commented that he has let the other members of the USC delegation as well as several other
people know that he is ready to get off the USC.

T. Helton referred to the FOIA request that was made. She asked why a request to the secretary wasn’t
made instead of a FOIA.
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T. Ting replied, “The fact that our Senate meetings are open meetings, anybody who wants to FOIA the
tapes, there should be no question, you should just give the tape over. I was not at the USC meeting in
October, John and Carrie went and they had a very difficult time attending that meeting where the USC
was discussing our resolution. Within the SEC, we talked about rather than having John or Carrie give the
report, let's just get the tape from the USC and then have these senators hear for themselves. Because we
were being accused of taking things out of context, then let's get the tape and hear what they said. John
actually sent an e-mail to the USC office assistant to ask for the tape, which should not be any problem
you should just turn it over. But then it got transmitted to the chair of the USC and then it was discussed
in the USC executive committee and the chair and vice chair said that this request had to be brought to the
entire membership and brought for a vote. John said, I submit the FOIA. That's how the issue came
about.”

An. Sisneros commented, “As I understand, your rationale for acting secretively in a shared governance
context was because of the tension. So, my concern is you can't function effectively under pressure. Is
that what you’re saying?”’

T. Ting replied, “I think that this is your take, that’s your category, being secretive. And if you take that
as I can’t function well under pressure, then that's your opinion. I consider myself to be a highly
functioning person, I've been trying to keep things going, keep everything stable.”

An. Sisneros asked, “What did the president ask you to do? I'm confused there.”
T. Ting replied, “The president did not ask me to do anything.”

An. Sineros responded, “You said something to that effect.”

T. Ting said, “No.”

An Sisneros replied, “You might read your statement again.”

T. Ting replied, “The president did not ask me to do anything. Do I have a Mr. Bruce Rushton (sp?) In the
audience?”

J. Martin indicated a point of order and asked Senators to refrain from asking questions of people in the
gallery until all senators have had a chance to speak.

T. Ting continued, “I have the hard copies of statements for anyone who would like to have a copy.”

W. Kline commented that he is concerned about T. Ting’s actions. He said, “Your actions and what you
do both with the USC and at central administration represent us as faculty. It has been my experience on
the Senate that were we to forward any information to the president, votes were taken, permission asked,
we were consulted as a body. And yet we have in this instance, both content that was forwarded to the
president's office and a manner of forwarding, where you as the head of this deliberative body openly
claim that you have unilaterally made these decisions without consulting anybody in this body. Do you
think that is an appropriate way for the chair to conduct business of the Senate?”

T. Ting indicated that she felt that was a very good question. She elaborated, “Certainly when I did that, I
did not necessarily think of myself just as the chair of the campus Senate for this campus. I certainly was
a member of the USC from the Springfield campus. Here is the thing, the senators can have any
communications to the Senators list. Anything that you communicate out there, you should know any
senators can feel free to forward to an external body as long as it is not confidential, it does not deal with
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personnel matters, litigation or university acquisitions. The communications that I forwarded that I
received as a member of the USC are not confidential. It still had something to do with the discussions in
conducting University business.”

W. Kline responded that his question did not involve the confidentiality of the emails. He repeated that
his point is that T. Ting acted unilaterally without consulting any other members of this deliberative body.
He wanted to know if T. Ting felt that was an appropriate way for a chair of this body to conduct business
with central administration and the USC, without consulting us?

T. Ting replied, “To tell you the truth, at that time, I had not thought about this. I have not thought about
to bring it, to have a discussion with the Senate to say this is what I have been up to. In hindsight, should I
have done that? (pause). Perhaps maybe. Perhaps maybe you guys would have talked me out of that. I
don't know. That was the circumstances and there was this buildup of the difficulties and I just don't see
any other alternatives about how to really address and to change the way that USC has been operating.
But [ want to tell you at that time I did not think about that. I did not think about bringing it to the Senate
for discussion. But what I can tell you, what I have been going by has been, for example when we
conduct business of the Senate by e-mail, when I send out an e-mail that says senators please give me
feedback, never once did I think that any of those e-mails sent by an individual senator to the entire
listserv would not get forwarded outside of the senate body because we are conducting University
business. That's how, what I was going by at the time. That's what I was thinking at the time. And
actually, yes, I did not think about I will have to come to this body to have this discussion with you on
that. Because it simply, as I said, when we use e-mail to conduct business for our Senate matters,
University/campus matters, and I think anybody could forward that, unless it has something to do with a
confidential matter.”

W. Kline responded, “So you would feel free then forwarding any of the e-mails that we exchange on this
Senate to the President's office without consulting us? There would be nothing wrong with that?”

T. Ting commented, “I’m not saying I would feel free to do everything from that.”

W. Kline responded, “Well, they’re not confidential...”

T. Ting interjected, “Yes, they’re not confidential.”

W. Kline confirmed, “Yes, they’re not confidential, so that would be OK?”

T. Ting replied. “If they’re not confidential, it's about University business, yes that would be okay.”
W. Kline replied, “Thank you.”

J. Martin commented he would entertain a motion for a short recess until 11:10 am. A motion to recess
was made by L. Fisher and was seconded by S. Miller.

Following the recess, J. Martin asked Senator Fisher to introduce the motion being brought to the Senate
floor.

L. Fisher introduced the resolution saying, “This resolution emerged following discussions over several
days beginning on Monday. Sen. Sisneros wrote the first draft, several of us provided comments, and it
was finalized on Thursday morning right before I sent it out to the Senate.” She clarified that direct
comments were provided by Prof. Sisneros, Kathryn Eisenhart, Pat Langley, and Lynn Fisher.
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J. Martin entertained a motion to waive reading of the resolution directly into the record since hard copies
had been available.

An. Sisneros objected to not having the resolution read into the record.
J. Martin invited A. Sisneros to read the resolution into the record.

T. Ting moved to waive reading the resolution into the record. The motion was seconded by C.
Hoelscher.

The motion was defeated with 9 yes votes, 11 no votes and 3 abstentions (P. Wassenberg, J. Case-Pease,
and D. Ruez)

J. Martin invited one of the authors to read the resolution into the record.
A. Sisneros read,

“Vote of No Confidence; Demand for Resignation of Professor Tih-Fen Ting from the UIS Campus
Senate and University Senates Conference

Whereas the University of Illinois Code of Conduct provides in pertinent part: This Code of Conduct
establishes guidelines for professional conduct by those acting on behalf of the University including
executive officers, faculty, staff, and other individuals employed by the University using University
resources or facilities . Those acting on behalf of the University have a general duty to conduct
themselves in a manner that will maintain and strengthen the public's trust and confidence in the integrity

of the University and take no actions incompatible with their obligations to the University.

With regard to professional conduct, those acting on behalf of the University should practice: Integrity by
maintaining an ongoing dedication to honesty and responsibility; Trustworthiness by acting in a reliable
and dependable manner; Compliance by following State and Federal laws and regulations and University
policies related to their duties and responsibilities[.]; and

Whereas shared governance also requires integrity, honesty, trustworthiness, and transparency; and

Whereas the Investigative Report, University of lllinois, Anonymous Emails of December 12, 2011,
January 13, 2012 Prepared by Jones Day and Duff & Phelps under the direction of
the University Ethics Olffice and the Office of University Counsel found that, in pertinent part:

Emails from Troyer’s University email account indicate that on September 10, 2011, she began receiving
information regarding the USC from a person using the email account uiadvocate@gmail.com. This
account identified the individual associated with the account only as “Supporter.” Thirty-six emails from
uiadvocate@gmail.com (the “uiadvocate Emails”) were recovered from Troyer’s University email
account, most of which forward to Troyer emails containing communications among USC members.

Appendix 5. Investigators have determined that USC Member and UIS professor Ting was the person



604
605
606
607
608
609
610
611
612
613
614
615
616
617
618
619
620
621
622
623
624
625
626
627
628
629

630
631
632
633
634
635
636
637
638
639
640
641
642
643
644
645
646
647

using uiadvocate@gmail.com to send these emails to Troyer as a means of keeping Troyer apprised of
USC developments. During an interview with investigators from the University Ethics Office, Ting
initially denied that she had sent Troyer the uiadvocate Emails. When further confronted, however, she
acknowledged having done so, noting that she did not consider the emails that she had forwarded to be
confidential. Ting denied ever speaking with Troyer about the uiadvocate Emails, and stated that and then
reiterated she had difficulty believing that Troyer had any involvement about the uiintegrity Emails. Ting
added that, even if Troyer had sent the aboutuiintegrity Emails, Hogan would not necessarily have known
about them.

The source of this of course, you look at this: Investigative Report, University of lllinois, Anonymous

Emails, pp.9-10; and

Whereas the actions of Professor Tih-Fen Ting as found in the Investigative Report, University of lllinois,
Anonymous Emails have violated the principles of shared governance and have diminished the standing of
the UIS Campus Senate and the influence of UIS with the University Senates Conference;

Therefore, be it resolved that the UIS Campus Senate expresses no confidence in the leadership of
Professor Tih-Fen Ting, Chair of the UIS Campus Senate, and condemns her unethical and unprofessional
conduct both prior to and during the Anonymous Email Investigation; and

Be it further resolved that it is the will of the UIS Campus Senate that Professor Tih-Fen Ting
immediately resign from the positions of Chair of the Campus Senate, Senator-at-Large, and member of
the University Senates Conference; and

Be it further resolved that this Resolution of a Vote of No Confidence in Professor Tih-Fen Ting be
forwarded to the Chairs of the Campus Senates at UIC and UIUC, the University Senates Conference,
President Michael Hogan, the members of the University Of Illinois Board Of Trustees.”

A motion for discussion of the first reading was made by L. Fisher and was seconded by T. Helton.

R. Garmil made a friendly amendment to include Chancellor Koch to line 619. The friendly amendment
was accepted.

L. Fisher commented, “I'd like to comment briefly on the goals of this resolution. As Prof. Ting stated
very clearly, Tony and I went to her office on Tuesday afternoon after he had drafted the very first draft
of the motion but before it had been developed fully or shared with others. We did ask Prof. Ting to step
down stating as our reason that we thought that her actions would have shaken confidence in the Senate
leadership, in shared governance on the campus, and especially would have damaged our working
relationships with the other senates and especially our colleagues on the other campuses. As she said, she
said she did not want to step down voluntarily from those roles but that she would if there was a vote of
no confidence. Goal number one is to find out the will of the Senate on this matter, to give the Senate a
chance to vote on that. The second goal of this resolution is to communicate, is to take the first step in
beginning to repair those working relationships with other shared governance bodies in the University of
[llinois by affirming our strong belief in and value for the principles of transparency and honesty in
shared governance, and our adherence to the University of Illinois code of conduct. So that's the second
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goal, is to give the Senate a chance to simply affirm its high value for integrity and transparency in shared
governance and our intent to work towards repairing those working relationships and working in a
collegial manner with our colleagues on the other campuses.”

T. Helton asked a question she wished to pose, although she indicated there may not be anyone who can
answer. The question, open to all, was in regards to the extent to which our credibility may have been
damaged.

L. Fisher responded that the assertion made in line 58 of the resolution is just that, an assertion. She
expounded, “That is based on the assumption that the Senate will judge that using anonymous e-mails in
the conduct of our official business in shared governance at the U of I is in fact not appropriate behavior
and not conducive to establishing the trust required for effective shared governance.”

D. Schuldt indicated, “There are motions that are going to be made that I have become aware of to the
senates of the other two campuses, but they do relate to the Troyer issue and not our specific issue
although this would be involved with that.”

L. Fisher added, “In general the basis of this assertion is, (pause) as I became aware of the report which is
when it was forwarded to me by another senator last Friday afternoon, at that point news was coming out
about the investigation. And it was clear, the report clearly states that anonymous e-mails are not
appropriate behavior for a few U of I employees in the course of their professional duties. Because of that,
my feeling that the report, and as we know president Hogan then came out to apologize for the ethical
lapse in his office, and I understand that the exact facts of who did what with regard to the anonymous e-
mails sent from Troyer's computer that there is still some debate about who sent those e-mails. It is clear
that the e-mails themselves, if they came from an University of Illinois employee, were regarded as an
ethical lapse and president Hogan condemned that and apologized for that that scandal and
embarrassment to the University had come out of his office. He took responsibility for it and he also took
the report at face value. Based on that alone, I think it is incumbent upon our Senate to do something
about this. [ understand how difficult and painful this kind of proceeding is; however, the question I keep
asking myself is, what does it say about our Senate and our sense of how shared governance operates if
we say nothing about an established case of using anonymous e-mails and Senates Conference in shared
governance business. That is where the sense of damage comes from. We are dealing with a case that has
been identified as an embarrassment to the University of Illinois in terms of just that dynamic, sending
anonymous e-mail in the course of conducting University business, if that is what happened in that other
case. Here we have it and I think we have to respond or we appear to condone as a Senate the practice of
sending anonymous e-mails without notification, forwarding the communications of a body.”

T. Ting responded, “I want to respond to that, I think there's some confusion here. When President Hogan
said that he took their report at face value, it was the fact that the report concluded that it is very
reasonable to infer that Lisa Troyer acted alone in sending those two anonymous e-mails to the USC. It is
true that in the beginning of the report there was a line about (searching through the report) the policy
part, I can't find it now but basically it's where it refers to not using the anonymous e-mails, but that was
specifically UIUC policy, that was not the policy for the entire U of I. I also want to remind senators, if
the, here’s the thing, this is the question we can ask the president and also Dr. Lisa Troyer as well, we can
ask them if they have ever received any anonymous e-mails or confidential meetings requests from within
the University. The point I want to make is if that anonymous are such a rare occasion, if anonymous e-
mails are so unacceptable, then why would president Hogan, which is addressed in the report, president
Hogan then communicated with Chairman Kennedy and then actually appended that anonymous e-mail
that he received. I just want to put that in the open for the Senators to think about.”
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D. Bussell posed a question in terms of the credibility issue and possible damage for us as a campus, in
terms of what the scope of the Senate Chair’s focus is, should it be on protecting the President of the
University or speaking for the campus? This is a question she has heard coming from our constituency. A
second question posed by D. Bussell was in regards to the public. She commented that she opened up the
Illinois Times yesterday to see an article which included a picture of T. Ting next to L. Troyer. The article
recounted events in a less then sympathetic view and it is a bit of a public embarrassment. D. Bussell
asked, in terms of our public image, the photo gives an impression of UIS at a time when we are
struggling to define ourselves still for that larger community. In summary, she raised two questions,
“What are our responsibilities to our faculty and to the public?”

A. Sisneros commented that he was even more concerned now than he was before since T. Ting said she
would do it again.

T. Ting replied, “No.”

An. Sisneros responded, “Yes, in response to Sen. Cline you said you would do it again, did you not? He
asked you, ‘Are you Ok with sending anonymous emails given our own discussions here in our senate.”

T. Ting replied, “No, that’s not what I said.”

J. Martin indicated that if we referred back to the record, it would indicate there was a hand gesture.
T. Ting clarified, “No, I did not say I would do that again with the anonymous email.”

An. Sisneros indicated, “Oh, I misunderstood you.”

T. Ting continued, “I simply said that any communication within the Senate, conducting business, as long
as it's not confidential I would never expect that it would not be shared with the bodies outside of the
Senate. I did not say I would do it again, forwarding anonymous e-mails.”

An. Sisneros responded, “Initially the president was quoted in the press as saying relative to the Chief of
Staff and that behavior, as a lapse in judgment. The press also reported the chair of the Board of Trustees
as referring to it as, ‘juvenile behavior’. So we have a dilemma here. You are associated with that
exchange with the chief, and if the chief is being articulated in those terms, do you feel that you acted
similarly?”

T. Ting explained, “Let me say it again, that anonymous e-mail on December 12, 2011 was sent to the
entire University Senates Conference membership. The e-mails that I forwarded to Lisa Troyer with the
anonymous e-mail account was just to her, period. If there is such a problem with not accepting
anonymous e-mails then they can just simply ignore that. But the fact that, in the report, it shows that
President Hogan brought it to chairman Kennedy’s attention about what was going on within the USC
with the anonymous message, the email that I forwarded was an anonymous email account. So what does
that mean?”

P. Boltuc commented that he was not concerned about public perception or public embarrassment. He
does care about proper ways to do business and he thinks this is a little bit of a problem here- he thinks
there’s more than one way to do things and that the Senate is much less involved. Some may not fully
understand the pressures under which Tih-Fen has been operating for a long time. However, leadership
requires one to find the proper answers. In general, he does not think Tih-Fen acts badly under pressure.
He has seen her and has much respect for how she has acted in many situations. However, he believes
sending the anonymous emails was the wrong decision and he does not think the Senate should spend
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much time talking about the background and other things. He indicated that this is the kind of decision in
which a dignified politician should resign. Since Tih-Fen has not resigned, in terms of the dignity of this
body it is the Senate’s responsibility to ask her to resign. He believes continuing the discussion beyond a
certain point makes sense.

Prof. Transue commented in response to Sen. Helton’s question regarding evidence of damage to the UIS
reputation. He referred to a proposal for action at the UIUC senate dated 12.1.0, Statement on ethical
leadership and shared Senate executive governance. In its appendices, there is a line which reads, “the
investigative report shows that before the president received these documents, USC member Tih-Fen Ting
leaked them to the president's Chief of Staff.” Prof. Transue commented that he took the word “leak” as a
negative, having negative connotation. He further commented that Ul UC Senate may reject this as it is
only a proposal. He agrees that there is quite a bit of evidence to show that Tih-Fen was mistreated by
people from UIUC. He felt that this was some evidence.

Kent Redfield, Prof. Emeritus of political science, commented that he had to terms on the UIS Senate
including three years of service on the SEC. He agreed that the external perception is not the most
important issue. However, he works with senior faculty on the UIC and UIUC campuses and it is clear
there is going to be a negative reaction to the actions that the UIS Senate chair. Those actions are viewed
as unethical and there seems to be question as to what is occurring at UIS. Ultimately, it is his opinion
that the chair’s behavior was reckless and ultimately stupid because there are people on the UIUC who
are not happy about sharing the University of Illinois name with Chicago, let alone Springfield. Now, in
his opinion, they are going to say, ‘See, we can't trust them, they are not up to it, look how they behaved.’
So this is going to do tremendous damage in terms of us going forward with our relationship with the
other two campuses because of the behavior that was undertaken. The damage is already there and it's a
matter of now undoing it, it isn't something that's going to happen. It's already happened.

L. Fisher agreed that the public perception is less important than our own reflections on what constitutes
the job of the Senate chair. She wished to return to T. Ting’s earlier remarks in which she asked if the use
of anonymous e-mails was so problematic, why the president used them in his own e-mails. She recalled
that T. Ting concluded with the question, “What does that mean?” She asked T. Ting to address that.

T. Ting responded, “I only said, if you read the report, I think that there was, that President Hogan wrote
to chairman Kennedy bringing to his attention about that e-mail. But that e-mail was from the anonymous
e-mail account and he actually attached the anonymous e-mail and said, ‘I received this anonymous e-
mail about what's going on within the USC on the enrollment management report.” My point is, if
anonymous e-mails are so problematic in the first place, why would President Hogan even take on with
that, why would he actually attach it to let chairman Kennedy see exactly what was being said about the
whole discussion on enrollment management.”

L. Fisher clarified that she mixed up whether it was going to the USC or the Chair of the Board, but either
way, that statement, ‘if it was so bad why did he use it’ is exactly the issue L. Fisher wanted to get out.
She reiterated that T. Ting posed the question, “What does that mean?”, and that she would like to know
from T. Ting what that meant. L. Fisher referred to her own comment regarding anonymous e-mails not
being regarded as appropriate professional communications for University employees. L. Fisher reminded
T. Ting that she (T. Ting) indicated that that actually came out of the UIUC IT appropriate use policy, but
L. Fisher asked, “Does that mean that you think anonymous e-mails are okay?”

T. Ting replied, “you know, I don't know what else I have to say to you. I think I gave my reasons about
why I chose to use anonymous e-mails at that point. Whether you agree with my actions are not, those
were my reasons at that time. Now you asked me,” will you do this again Tih-Fen in the future?” My
answer would be, ‘No’.
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L. Fisher asked, “Why?”
T. Ting continued, “Why? Well, look at what happened.”
(laughter)

T. Ting continued, “Look at what happened. And I have to say I certainly had no idea that it would
become such as this, but I had my reasons why I chose anonymous e-mails at that point. After all that
time, after all those difficulties and problems, but I certainly think things exploded. And I somehow, even
though the investigative report had nothing to do with the anonymous e-mails that I used, it was
specifically about the two anonymous e-mails sent to the entire USC membership. But obviously
somehow it has become, one of the focal points or talk and it certainly has brought concern to you all.
And seeing this reaction, you asked me if I would do it again. I would say no, under no circumstance
would I do it again. But it was a decision that I made at that time and with the reasons that I gave, why I
chose to do that.”

J. Martin interjected indicating there was 10 minutes remaining in the scheduled meeting. He requested
that the current topic be concluded in order to move on to the competing motion and an additional first
reading from the regular agenda.

R. Garmil moved to extend the meeting until 1 p.m. The motion did not receive a second.

An. Sisneros commented, “Tih-Fen you said, ‘Look what happened, I wouldn’t do it again.’ If this didn’t
happen, would you do it again?”

T. Ting replied, “What?”

An. Sisneros continued, “You said you wouldn't do this behavior again because look what happened. So,
if it hadn't happened, which you continue to do that? If that's your criteria...”

T. Ting responded, “Here’s the thing. I will have resigned from the USC so there's nothing for me to
forward.”

L. Fisher reminded the Senate of the motion that was voted on when she first moved to amend the agenda.
She continued, “I said adding resolution 41-28 as the first order of business and that final vote by written
ballot be taken on it at this meeting. That was the motion that we voted on.”

J. Martin responded, “My understanding is that there are procedural things we have to go through in order
to do that, voting on it for the agenda does not in itself enact that statement.”

C. Switzer clarified that it does. She continued, “Normally in our bylaws we like to have a second reading
but in this case we can agree by a simple majority by accepting the first sentence in the motion that we are
going to accept this motion on its first reading.”

J. Martin indicated that he accepted the interpretation from the parliamentarian and as a point of privilege
indicated he would have preferred this to occur under rule seven but he will obey rule six. He asked for
further comments.

T. Ting commented, “In my statement, I mentioned that I have no problem making a motion, as the
Senate chair I need to gauge the level of support that I have on the Senate. I know that I will not be
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elected if I don't have the support from the majority of Senators. I have no problem making the motion,
my own motion, as the Senate chair to have the Senators to vote confidence or no confidence in me. I
have no problem to make that motion myself as the Senate chair. However, I have a problem with this
specific resolution that was brought by Senators Lynn Fisher and Tony Sisneros. I mean at least that you
guys are Senators and endorsed this resolution and actually worked with faculty members who are not on
the Senate. I feel that this resolution when it was drafted was based on only one source, which is the
investigative report. It was not done with fact checking or due process, in my view. Essentially this
resolution is calling for a censure of me. If you are calling of a censure of me I would like to have due
process. But I don't feel that that process was given first before this resolution was sent. So here's the
thing, my motion will achieve the same goal as you want to achieve, if the majority of the senators vote
no confidence in me. I will respectfully ask you to withdraw your resolution and have me have my motion
because I have strong objections over the resolution you brought forward and endorsed on procedural
grounds.”

L. Fisher clarified, “So you are asking us to withdraw this motion. I would decline to withdraw.”
A. Sisneros added, “Me as well.”

J. Martin asked if there were any further motions or amendments.

C. Hoelscher asked if it would be possible to vote on both motions.

J. Martin indicated the according to order of the agenda, we pass to the next competing motion. It would
be a matter of amending the agenda to not go to the next one. He clarified that it is normal in Roberts
Rules of Order to have these types of motions be conducted by a secret ballot which he endorsed because
the presiding officer is then allowed to vote.

L. Fisher called for a point of order indicating that Prof. Ting made a comment in regards to the lack of
due process. She wanted to point out that we have followed the parliamentary procedures that are guided
by Roberts Rules of Order and that we have followed the procedure for the censure of the president of the
body. It does not require a hearing and that's because what we're doing here is simply a statement of the
will of the Senate, it is not a legally binding, it is not, for example, an expulsion from the body. In this
case, it is a demand to resign. An expulsion, under the same set of rules does require a formal hearing but
that's because it has that legally binding result of actually removing a member from the body. The
procedures were actually discussed with the parliamentarian prior to deciding to proceed in the way they
did.

J. Martin asked if a motion was needed in regards to the way in which the vote is conducted.
C. Switzer replied, “In the motion that we accepted the final vote by written ballot be taken.”
J. Martin asked for any additional questions comments or motions.

T. Ting commented, “I just want to make sure that, so you make it very clear that this is not legally
binding. In fact there is no such a motion of so-called vote of no-confidence in Roberts’s Rules. And so,
this is how you express your wish but it cannot bind, it cannot force me to resign as the Senate chair. But
what I want to say is that I would like to see this motion withdrawn, and to put my motion, my own
motion as the Senate chair in trying to gauge the level of Senate support, if the majority of the senators
voted no confidence in me then I will resign from the Senate. So those are two very different things. In
other words you'll have two different outcomes here. If you vote on this motion, this motion sponsored by
Prof. Sisneros and by Prof. Lynn Fisher, if it got past it does not mean that I will resign as the Senate
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chair. However, if you vote on my motion, that will have two vote confidence or no confidence in me. If
the majority of you say you have no confidence, I will resign as the Senate chair, I will resign from the
campus Senate and from the University senates conference.”

R. Garmil moved to extend the meeting 15 minutes and the motion was seconded by D. Schuldt. The
motion passed 0 no votes and 1 abstention (D. Ruez).

L. Fisher commented, “All I'll say is, just to explain why I'm declining to withdraw the motion, as I said
in the beginning I think this motion was designed, this resolution was designed to achieve two goals. One
was the request for the resignation, which chair Ting said she would comply with if the majority of the
Senate had no confidence in her.”

T. Ting interjected, “Not if you vote on this resolution.”

L. Fisher replied, “You are saying that now, but you didn't say that earlier. And the second goal was
simply to state something about the expectations that we have for the transparent conduct of shared
governance. So that's the choice.”

P. Boltuc referred to T. Ting’s comments stating that she would not resign under the resolution brought
forth by Senators Sisneros and Fisher, but that she would if a majority of senators voted no confidence
under her resolution. He commented, “I think we shouldn't be treated by the chair in a certain way which
kind of forces us to choose her way. I wasn't sure if [ was going to vote one way or the other, but now I
will vote by secret ballot to support it because I think that your last political move is completely
unacceptable and manipulative.”

J. Martin called for final comments. Seeing none, blank ballots were distributed by L. Fisher and were
collected by the Secretary. The votes were tabulated by K. Sheridan and R. Garmil.

The motion passed with 16 yes votes, 5 no votes, and 7 abstentions (P. Wassenberg, D. Ruez, J. Tienken,
E. Wilson, Y. Zhang, C. Hoelscher and D. Miller).

A. Sisneros commented that it was necessary for J. Martin to make a statement, as indicated by Roberts
Rules.

Upon review of a written statement handed to J. Martin, he indicated that he did not recognize the
statement.

An. Sisneros commented, “For the record, I want the record to show, that my understanding of procedure
is that you are required to make the following statement, ‘Mdm. Chair, the UIS campus Senate has voted

no confidence in you and demands your immediate resignation for the reasons contained in the resolution.
What is your response?”

J. Martin responded that he does not recognize the statement because a statement of no confidence is not
part of Robert’s Rules which are not part of our operating rules.

An. Sisneros requested that this be part of the record.

J. Martin moved to the next motion, a motion of no confidence in the chair. He requested an introduction
to the motion from T. Ting.



952  T. Ting replied, “I was going to introduce my own motion to gauge the level of Senate support, to see
953  whether the majority of you still have confidence in me to let me finish my term. But given how the vote
954  turned out, in response to this resolution as sponsored by Sen. Fisher and Tony Sisneros, even though I
955  remained having strong objections over it on its procedural grounds, I feel that I have not been given due
956  process for this resolution to arise. But, in any event, I think it was very clear to me that the majority of
957 senators have showed me that you have no confidence in me. That would be 15 out off out 28, 15 voted
958  yes on this resolution sponsored by Sen. Fisher and Sen. Tony Sisneros so that's the majority vote. As a
959  result, I will resign from the UIS campus Senate and USC effective immediately. I will withdraw my
960  motion because there is no point anymore. I was hoping that I wouldn't have to.”

961

962  J. Martin asked for any objections to withdrawing the motion. Hearing none, he directed the Senators
963  attention to a first reading of Resolution 41-27 .

964

965  New Business

966

967  Resolution 41-27 Rename the Department of Visual Arts to the Department of Art, Music, and

968 Theatre [1st reading]

969 A motion to consider Resolution 41-27 was made by D. Ballard and was seconded by T. Helton.

970

971  P. Wassenberg explained that this seemed to be a non-controversial issue with wide support among the
972  departments. She asked if there were any known issues or concerns regarding the name change. If none,
973  she suggested waiver of the first reading might occur for this particular resolution.

974

975  No issues or concerns were brought forth in the discussion.

976

977  P. Wassenberg brought forth a motion to suspend the rules and the motion was seconded by D. Bussell.
978  The motion was non-debatable. The motion to suspend the rules passed unanimously.

979

980  No discussion or comments were brought forth for the 2™ reading and J. Martin moved to a vote on
981  Resolution 41-28. The resolution carried unanimously.

982
983 Adjournment
984

985 A motion to adjourn was made by T. Helton and was seconded by R. Garmil. The motion carried with
986  unanimous support and the meeting was adjourned at 12:17 p.m.



