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f'inutr.s of the fleeting of the AC l i: i c I,. . , ' r ' :: Cr · 
v.'ed nesdny , January J, 1979 
3:00 p.m. Conference Room, Dean .' En[; 

Present : 	 Dr. Hill, rr. Quinby, Dr ~.j ·,··1a! L lJ r . Ed I 

Dr. Scriven, Dr. RichlcY I . )r . '.' ey . j)l 

Dr. Baldino 

Actions: 

1. 	 Dr. S\':an 'moved, and r·ir. Quinby Sc c'· O L , ~ !:Cl j 

Government be sent copies of the /./.(: l TIlll es • 
.motio~ was approved unanimously. 

2. 	 Dr. Swan moved for adoption of the l ' : Sf'l. mi 1 utes of 
Kovembe r 22, 1~78 •. Seconded be Dr. " ' l a (1 <.. approved 
unanimously. 

Mr. Quinby moved for accert ~nce of tl 1 C' 'l isecJ t:ovember 
29, 1973 minutes. Dr. Swa n seconded, ~~ it wa s approved 
unanimously. 

J. Labor 	Stud.ies: 

Dr. Edf!,ar offered an-explanation of h is Upcemb(~ r 29,1978 

letter addressed to Dr. Hill. He ex~ n ined th a t he does 

intend to see the Labor Stud ie s f:'o r,,:r,; 'n dcvel orcd 8.nd 

carried out in terms of t he most r ec en t a ~reemcnt amor~ 


the Flrtles concerned. I!o ',·: e ver, he d i cin' t intenri to bine: 

h i rn s elf' tothis a p; r e e fT1 en t if::> c rio us c i !Q n!';e s i 11 ci. eve10 rmc r: :; 

or imrlc~cntation occur. 

Dr. Edr:a r stated that his origj.nal in i., n t was not to be 

a party of this a€!:rcement. 

Dr. Edp:ar also list ed what he conside ;'cd the three 

important points of the a~re em p n t: 


1) the unless clause in ff7 , 

2) the textbook and content clau ~r in point 54, 

3) and the rev1sion cl a usE in pO : ~J t ;:5. 


He pojnt ed out that if the se cl a.w:: es l r' e omitted, the 
agreement 	may be sur ject to chidl E: np;e. 

Dr. 	Hill stated thp ~ a mo t ion, if proposed, should attempt 
to incl~de any cha1! :-~ es, if they should occur. 

T';r. 	 QuintJy asked if the t}:r~~c f t;C ,Ie party to the a~ree
ment would agree to change s the c ,l1TImi t tee could make. 

Dr. Scriven felt tlnt Dr. liDl "ll ould ma lw the motion for 
approval of the pro~ram tc L !c ~en:lte and make further 
comments sep'!rate from the , (lti u i1. 
Dr. Aichley disar:re ed and felt th~t the proposal should 
be submitted with the agrf v:T:2 nt and Dr. Edgarls letter 
attached. 

., Dr. Scri~cn was cnnc ern~d t ha t sutrnitting the agreement 
to the Sen~te would bind thp fresident to this agreement. 
Dr. Paldino pointed out tt ~ t t he Fresid ent 3houldn 1 t be 
bound by Senate action, that it is hi s jurisdiction. 
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Dr. Edgar thought he could foresee problems if the 

a~reement were approved y the Sennte, ~oing back to 

the Senate f or any chanFc s could be difficult. 


Dr. Hill pointed out that, in his' understandin~, the 

agreement would not be official policy, but an ethical 

committment from the parti ~ involved. 


Dr. Kougl felt it would be a good idea to send forward 

to the Senate, Dr. Edgar1s letter. She thought his 

letter expressed well her feelings, and in general 

the feelings of the committee, towards the agreement. 


Dr. Hovey said he would prefer not to see the agreement 

recei ve any endorsement. ::e felt the agreement could 

lead to more problems than it solves. 


--Dr-.-=:::S~l'rverr .wurui,€ 'pffii=i~r=we could::.: m0 ve= f 0 ~-t he devel GpUleRt 
..Qt-.ad.aOOR ·;; t lld-ies-Departm?n t • 

Dr. Edgar felt that perha~~ an introduction to the motion, 

which would include a statement of the activities which 

lead to the agreement would be best. 


Mr. Quinby asked Dr. -Edgnr if the three parties to the 

avreement had seen his letter. 

Dr. Edgar answered no. 


Dr. Hovey felt that the parties concerned should be shown 

Dr. Ed~ar's letter, that it might make a difference on 

their positions. 


Dr. Hichley asked if Dr. Edgar would meet with the parties 

to discuss his letter of ar..cndrnent. 


Dr. Edgar stated that he would [~t in touch with the p3rties 

and arran~e a meeting, along with the Chairman of the AAC, 

for discussion. 


Dr. Kougl asked if Dr. Hill could summarize for the Senate, 

the agreement'and Dr. Edgar's lette~, aside from the 

proposal? 

Dr. Hill ansvlered that he preferr'ed not to summarize, 

he would prefer to offer a committee decision. 


Dr. Hill asked for additional support for the tentative 

meeting with Dr. Edgar and the parties. 

Dr. Hill also asked if we should submit the original 

proposal, without the agreement and letter. ~ 


Dr. Baldino Hondered if the existance of the agreement 

wouldn't alter the ethical decisions to be made. 

Dr. Edgar agreed that it would. 




par,e J 

Dr Scriven moved: 

that the Chairman of the AAC explain to the Senate 
what ha s happened since the last presentation before 
the S2nate, and discuss the understandings reached 
between the parties. 
The motion to the Senate will be that the Senate 
'adopt or approve the Associate Degree in t he Labor 
Studies Program. 

Seconded by Dr. Richley. 

Discussion continued: 


Dr. Hill restated, then the a~reement and Dr. Edgar's 

letter will not be a part of the motion. 

Dr. Scriv on felt that they would be included in Dr. Hill's 

explanation. 


Dr. Bichley stated that there must be acceptance of Dr. 

Ed~ar's letter by the parties involved. 


Dr. Hovey as ked if '.:e-should indicate that this commi t tee 

a~rees \'lith Dr. Edp:ar's position. Adminir,trative details 

should not be part of the Senate's concern, these can be 

worked out beb-wen part ies. 


Dr. Hichley listed three steps of nction: 
1) this committee should support Dr. Edgar's letter 

of December 29 w 1978, 
2) the parties involved should agree ~ii th Dr. Edgar's 

letter, and our support for it, 
J) if such a~roement occurs, the proposal will be 

ready to submit to the Senate. 

Dr. 	 Hill called for a vote on Dr. Scriven's motion: 
Aye: 0 
Nay: Quinby, Hi chley, Kougl, Baldino, Hovey 

A motion by Dr. Richley, seconded by Dr. Hovey: 
The :AAC is supportive of Dr. Edgar's statement of 
December 29, 1978. 

Vote: 
Aye: Kou~l, Hovey, Quinby, Aichley 
Nay: Baldino 

The 	motion carries. 


Dr. Hovey asked if Dr. Edgar and Dr. Hill will meet with 

the parties tomorrow? 


Dr. I1ill a sked if t l:ere was consensus to the meeting. 

There was no objection. 

He also a s ked how t he AAC should support Dr. Edgar's 

letter. Should we present it to the Senate? 


Dr. Scriven asked if we could rescind our motion of 
November 29, 1978, to resubmit the original proposal 
revised by the ~greemcnt. 



Dr. Richley added that if the rTl ' ~. ; ng t o:' ,rrow !)e b/8en 
parties is successful, we ill be rr 1e to ;. ': bmit 1J • 
Scrivenls mo tion to the ::)enate '..,i t l good L h1.11CC S for 
passage. However, if the meet in r; i s non-r' odu t ive 
weill be back at the be~inning. 

Dr. Hovey asked if Dr. Hill shoul (i circu l:lte the two 
documents ( the agreement and Dr. /:dgarl s let t e r) to 
the Senate. 

Dr. Hill felt that the y Ghould be circulated ahead of 
the meeting, to allow for study. 

Dr. Richley stated that although Dr. Scriven's motion 
did not pass; it is probably wha l Dr. lUll \'/ill be 
doin~ anyway, an explanation and c larifica tion ~f the 
ap.;reement. 

Dr. Edgar felt that the Senate s l nuld not approve the 
agreement. It is an a~reement be tween parties and not 
part of the Senate vote. 

Drg Hill felt that whatever fina l resolutions are made 
after tomorrow I s meetinr; should . 1 :0 go to the Senate. 

A motion by Dr. Scriven, seconde )y Dr. Eovey: 

To rescind the motion of 1\OV · · Jer 29, 1978. 


Vote: 

Aye: unanimous 


A motion by Dr. Scriven, secondc l by Dr. Hovey: 

~ove to recommend to the Se n ~ te approval of the 

Labor Studies I-rogram as pro posed. 


Vote: 

Aye: Quinby, Richley, Kougl, Hovey 

Nay: Baldino 


The motion carries. 

4. The next meeting was called for next Wednesday, 3:00 - 4:30p.m . 

.. 



