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Dr. McEnery stated that the motion to accept the NEC resolutions in the chat box, was irregular
before she even had a chance to respond. She shared her annotations to the June 2 document.
She categorically denies the allegations and objects to the framing of the actions. She stated that
the June 2 meeting of the NEC resulted in misunderstandings to her detriment. There were
numerous errors, inappropriate authority, process and evidence. She categorically denies the
allegations.

As Chair of the NEC, Dr. McEnery stated she was to see to the distribution of ballots and
publishing of the vote totals. Her duty, as she saw it, was to make sure that the votes were
accounted for and attributed properly. She recused



Dr. McBride stated that the Faculty Council election results in which the FCSC results were
embargoed, was first discussed at the June 1 Steering Committee meeting by Dr. Clark, weeks
before any information from the Faculty Senate was directed to him and other people involved in
her grievance. Dr. McEnery claimed that the first she learned there was even a complaint against
her was at 2:00PM prior to a 3:15PM meeting. The statement that she requested further
clarification is absolutely false. Dr. McBride explained that this is not a disciplinary hearing and
not punitive, to which Dr. McEnery disagreed, and when acknowledging that her time was up
asked if her colleagues could provide her with more time.

A motion was made to accept the NEC resolutions as described in the letter to Dr. Clark and
presented to Faculty Council. The motion was seconded and then opened for discussion.

Dr. Clark stated that Dr. McEnery suggests that the process was inappropriate; however, we
followed the SOM bylaws. With regard to the timeline, when Dr. McEnery received the tally of
ballots from Dr.



a different motion. However, if we do not continue to discuss this as it sits in front of us now, it
will stop the business of Faculty Council.

Jo Ann Wise asked Mark Chance, as parliamentarian, to weigh in on the subsidiary motion.

Dr. Chance stated that the motion to table has been seconded. The discussion is now stopped
and everyone must vote on whether or not to table the discussion of these resolutions put forward
by the NEC to the November Faculty Council meeting. When Dr. Katz was asked if he had a
date in mind to add to his resolution, it was agreed that it should it be brought up at the
November Faculty Council meeting. Dr. Chance asked that a new postponement motion be
made.

A motion was made and seconded to postpone further discussion of the resolution put forward by
the NEC until the November Faculty Council Meeting so that the members have time to review
the documents.

Dr. McBride stated that now that the motion is amended, the floor is open for discussion. Danny
Manor questioned when these documents were made accessible to us in BOX -- the NEC
resolutions were made available on Monday (October 12) and other documents one on Saturday
(October 17) and one on Sunday (October 18). The original NEC letters were posted last week
on Monday, October 12. He noted that we have had a week to review them and should proceed
without delay. If all members did not, then that is their issue.

Dr. McEnery stated that delay of her uploads was due to approval by Don Feke and Peter Poulos.
Upon approval, she was able to annotate the June 2 letter and submit her comments.

Dr. McBride stated that the letters were available to the respondents in June, assuming another
process had not taken place, the NEC resolutions would have been addressed at the June Faculty
Council meeting.

Dr. Kubu stated that to her understanding the Chair of the NEC recused herself but then saw
details of the votes and the tallies. The behavior that precipitated this is a tremendous issue with
respect to confidentiality which is a core issue here.

Dr. Merrick stated that the impression he has received is that once the votes came in to Dean
Deming, there should have been no connection of names with their vote and apparently there was
and that



Nicole Ward commented on the fact that Dr. McEnery was a member and she knew enough to
recuse herself and then email Dr. Greenfield. As someone who was asking specifically to know
who she voted for, breaking her confidentiality and the anonymity of any member of Faculty
Council who voted in last spring’s election, the opportunity to see if she voted or not is a breach
of ethics. Whether the Faculty Council Steering Committee or the NEC, she should not hold a
position, and she didn’t feel it was appropriate to allow her to hold a position on the Faculty
Council Steering Committee if she was elected to it, unless this group votes.

Dr. Merrick stated that in the absence of any action on the NEC resolutions, the full results from
the election should be presented and modified in November if necessary. Dr. Wise agreed and
stated that the NECG[s)6(ki)-4(ng)17( s)6(pe)-5(c)-5(i)-4(fi)-5(c)-5(a) 1 1(1)-4(1)-4(y)33( 85 779.75 TmO g0 GP.!



Dr. Ward moved for an update from Dr. Cynthia Kubu on the ad hoc professionalism committee,
at the November meeting. Dr. Kubu agreed. The motion was seconded.

Dr. Croft stated that he would like to move with the following text:

1. Faculty Council supports the October 1% interpretation of the Bylaws
Committee that it is a violation of the SOM Bylaws for the Faculty Council
Steering Committee to conduct business with only three members.

2. Faculty Council disagrees with the interpretation of the Faculty Council Chair that
the Faculty Council Steering Committee can set the agenda for a FC meeting
without quorum and without taking a vote.

3. Faculty Council recommends that, in the future, the Faculty Council chair should
solicit input from relevant committee(s) before making decisions that are not
clearly within the scope of the duties of the office of FC chair Furthermore, in
cases where the judgment of the Faculty Council chair differs from that of the
relevant committee(s), it recommends that the issue be brought before the
members of Faculty Council for discussion and a vote.

Dr. Croft stated that he would be happy to send this language on, as well as the October 1 email
response from the faculty council chair.

Dr. McBride stated that they did the best they could, hoped they were not implying that they
acted improperly, and that there is a full steering committee now. Dr. Croft stated that he is
talking about going forward. Jo Ann Wise seconded the motion.

Dr. Manor posed a question to Dr. Croft, asking that if the amendments and bylaws are in
process and not done until done, who should be setting the agenda, no one? Dr. Croft said that it
is stated in the bylaws that the Faculty Council Steering Committee should set the agenda for the
Faculty Council meeting. The FCSC is a standing committee of Faculty Council and is
constituted of eight individuals. A quorum by Robert’s Rules is more than 50%, which through
higher mathematics would be at least four of the members; three is not a quorum. It puts us in a
position with no clear resolution in the bylaws. What I find, when in a difficult situation, I like
to get the input of my peers. We have a mechanism in FC of people whose job it is, is to deal
with the Bylaws and that’s the Bylaws Committee. Dr. Clark and others have many times asked
for the advice of the Bylaws Committee which did not happen in this case. Our opinion, since
this is an unusual circumstance, the most reasonable thing to do would be to have the previously
elected members of the FCSC should serve until new members can be seated. We thought this
was a very reasonable solution. The response was that the FCSC was not discussing any
controversial opinions that would require a vote. The proper procedure for any committee to
function is to take a vote. That’s how committees work, they have a quorum, and they have a
vote. This is about democracy, that’s how it works. You believe that FCSC can function with
three members. If you are not taking a vote to set the agenda, you are not doing it according to
the bylaws. We just want to make it clear how things should work if the questions arise.

Dr. McBride stated that we want to remember to maintain a level of professionalism when
speaking with each other, with no facetious underlying comments. While she understands the
Bylaws suggestion, we do have a fully functioning FCSC now and we will end the meeting there.



A motion was made and seconded to adjourn the meeting. There being no further discussion, a
vote was taken. All were in favor and no one was opposed. The motion passes.

Dr. McBride adjourned the meeting at 5:35PM.
Respectfully submitted,

Joyce Helton

Note: Materials were made available online to committee members prior to the meeting.



