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INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY

FACULTY SENATE 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

HMSU 227

September 7, 2010, 3:30 pm.

Present:  
S. Lamb, A. Anderson, K, Bolinger, J. Conant, R. Dunbar, R. Guell, C. Hoffman, J. Kuhlman



V. Sheets

Ex officio:
President D. Bradley and Provost J. Maynard

I.
Administrative report 

a. 
Indiana State exceeded its enrollment goal. ISU now has 11,494 students. A high percentage of these students are from Indiana. We are in good shape with the State again in terms of the stable enrollment band.

b.
Pay raises – working with D. McKee, VP, Business Affairs, FEBC, and others on how they are going to accomplished this. Hopefully, all discussions related to this will be completed in time for December 1 paychecks. 

c.
Capital equipment – one of the good things about increased enrollment besides pay raises is that ISU has acquired more dollars. $750,000 will be allocated for capital equipment. The provost is working with the deans and others to come up with ways of identifying student needs as well as the needs of various parts of the campus. A half million dollars has been allocated to student labor. Hopefully, students, chairs, departments, units that have a need will submit a one line proposal identifying their need(s). We are talking about a maximum of $2,500 per slot so there are a couple of hundred positions that could be created. 

d.
In terms of the Strategic Plan, I will discuss this further with you next week.  In terms of reaching our goal of faculty minority hires, we are creating eight (8) positions that will be available for opportunity hires.  The provost will be working with the deans on how that will be accomplished. In addition, we asked Josh Powers to facilitate the process as well as the development of strategic plans for the Programs of Promise and Distinction. 

e.
Board of Trustees meets Thursday. 

Provost J. Maynard – no report. 

II.
 Chair report – The Executive Committee Officers and the Provost have been meeting and trying to consider all the input given at the last Executive Committee meeting.  We have brought a revision back for your consideration, input, and modification. 


We certainly have a ways to go on the performance evaluation process. There is still a great need for your input before we can bring this to a vote at the Executive Committee

Do realize that we must have a separate discussion and input concerning the administration’s plan about this year’s distribution of monies for raises. 

III.
Fifteen Minute Open Discussion

a.
V. Sheets to president: Last spring you discussed plans about replacing people who are retiring.  I believe you expressed some dissatisfaction with those plans and asked that they be looked at again. 

President’s response:  As far as I know, I have not gotten anything back. I got the impression that everyone wanted to have positions brought back to where they came from and that is not going to happen.  My hope is that we have a plan from the deans in what their staffing needs are going to be within a reasonable time period.  We need a multi-year idea of where we are going to go. Deans need to put down on paper what their staffing needs will be, and we’ll have to review the paperwork.

V. Sheets’ response: Do you have any anticipated date or deadline for this? There are more retirements coming up this year.

President:  I do not have a specific deadline. My hope was that we would have had this information by the end of summer, but we did not.  

b.            R. Guell:  I would like to thank two different groups of administrators for work they have done on behalf of students. First, John Beacon and Kim Donat worked very hard helping a young lady get back on a path to complete her degree by working to resolve a thorny financial aid/IRS issue that had stood in her way to enrolling this semester. While their “macro” work on enrollment and financial aid issues has been noted widely and justly praised, their “micro” work on behalf of an individual student should also be lauded.  I thank them.         

President:  Financial Aid is now moving away from the position that we should wait until parents and their students agree on their IRS and Financial Aid differences for ISU to take action. We will now err on side of students. 

Second, I would like to thank Building and Grounds, specifically Bryan Duncan, who when presented with a request by me to construct, when possible, an exit out to Holmstedt plaza from the HH102 and 103 classrooms, agreed. This will add up to five minutes to the teachable time in these rooms each day. I applaud their attention to the academic mission generally and the academic consequences as they do their building and grounds work.   

c.
C . Hoffman to president:  Last year the president established strategic planning initiative committees. Are the committees still active or should they be?

President’s response:  As far as I know they are still active. We are in the process of getting information. Because of timing and availability, we are basically going to turn the October Board meeting to a reporting out of bench marks for the Strategic Plan.  

C. Hoffman – I am troubled by the number of people with bachelor’s degrees who are being appointed at the level of instructor for $45k when others with master’s degrees or higher are making significantly less. In my department, we have not been able even to appoint temporary faculty at the rank of instructor (a two-semester appointment), but only as Lecturers I, II, and III, who must be rehired every semester. These people, many of whom have served us 5, 10, even 20 years, are making less than $25K. Those who are Lecturer I are appointed at $725 per credit hour. Clear salary inequities exist. 

Provost’s response:  It’s the market. I can’t speak about individual credentials, but we have had these conversations in the past.  

R. Guell’s response:  I don’t’ disagree that it is uncomfortable to have a university with someone doing the training who has a formal education no greater than the person they are about to train. And, at some point the credentials, however special, seem not to be special any more. It seems to be the default credential of a particular program.



S. Lamb:  I know we will be talking more about things associated with market when we deal with how we are going to distribute merit pay. We’ve had those same debates every since I can recall. It’s amazing what happens when one does ignore market. However, market forces do not necessarily produce ethical distributions of monies. 

d.
R. Guell – a follow up on V. Sheets question:  I understand that simply replacing faculty isn’t a solution. In the long term the skills that some people bring are somewhat more interchangeable than faculty - skills such as at secretarial/administrative assistant’s levels. I continue to hear some frustrations around campus that last year I described as evidence of micro management. I am trying to figure out what it is, if it’s micro management or something else… where what would seem on the surface to be a no brainer decision. For instance, a department loses an administrative assistant. A replacement is found, and paperwork has been submitted, yet it is hung up at your (president/provost) level. 

President:  I don’t think there are any positions hung up at my level. 

Provost:  Requests for vacant positions have been approved. 

President:  On quite a few positions I have stated that there need to be an on campus search.  There was a fair amount of dissatisfaction among hourly staff about not being given opportunities. I had to check this because there were several people on campus who despite their longevity could not do any other job on campus even though it appeared that they had very transferable skills. But, when asked if they could do some other job, they indicated that they could not. So, we ended up basically laying people off because we have failed in my view to keep those people growing in terms of their skills. So moving people from one position to another was a way to help this situation. 

e.
K. Bolinger – Regarding C. Hoffman position on a prevailing wage: This was discussed many times in the past. You have to recognize the fact that to take prevailing wage into account, you also have to consider things like specific skill level (e.g. medical). There is also a choice made when someone chooses to be a professor; they may make some sacrifices in terms of wages. There ought to be a discussion on some kind of limits. We can’t always assume that if people are not being paid market rates for their work that we are going to lose people. I think FEBC should have some discussion about that and maybe try to document a position statement. 

S. Lamb:  Kevin, perhaps you can come up with a charge on this issue? 

f.
R. Dunbar:  Comments related to CIGNA (ISU’s claim processor) that were unsolicited. Problem is that it costs physicians money to see patients. 

President:   The Health Benefits committee should be meeting soon. You will hear more about every insurance company. There is going to be more of a “squeeze” in terms of providers.  

g.
S. Lamb – I would like to offer a cautionary note about hiring faculty for positions of opportunity. I think if we are going to hire people of opportunity, we need to make sure that they are in fields where there is a need as well. We have made some sacrifices becoming a leaner institution. We do not want to bring people in where there is insufficient demand. 


President:  I could not agree with you more. 

h.
C. Hoffman – regarding 10% promotion adjustment – where did that figure come from and who was involved in deciding?

President:  The provost and I talked about it. My read of the data is to ultimately differentiate the three ranks. We have to give significant promotions, or we just perpetuate the salary compression. There is no doubt that it can cause some people to become uncomfortable, but without a doubt that is one of the things we plan to address. 

Salary adjustments/fairness:  We wouldn’t use equity dollars to bring anyone to 90% of market until everyone is at 90% of market.  We need to talk about how we do the equity pool.  There are infinite numbers of ways to divide up the equity pool.  If we are going to pay people significantly less than market because they are under performing, we ought to fire them and not pay. We do not have a lot of contemporary data to see if anyone is doing a good job right now. 

S. Lamb:  Once the performance process gets underway, I believe that the faculty will assume responsibility for the process. There are not a large number of people who are substandard, but there certainly are some who are problematic. I think we will all be better off if these few individuals are identified and the problems addressed. 


i.
V. Sheets – What is motivating the $50 smoking fine?

President:  I believe it is just that people are not stepping up, and we are seeing increased smoking on campus. People are still coming to my office asking me to do something. I don’t believe that there is anything that any individual can do; it has to be everyone (e.g. like reason no one is smoking indoors is because everyone says stop smoking indoors…same thing).  Smoking inside the confine of the campus needs to be a social issue.  My view is that if we are going to have a policy, we need to enforce it. Only means that seems to be available is a fine. I don’t expect it will be issued very often. 

j.
C. Hoffman:  Concern about salaries of administrators who leave their positions but remain at ISU with high salaries. What’s wrong is that we give a percentage – 70% of the prior administrative salary to do a different job, which would normally be paid at a lower rate. That is not “market.”  

R. Guell:  People who are entrusted by the Board of Trustees mask the decision about salaries and where individuals are most useful.  

J. Conant:  It’s a matter of experience. Specific individuals bring specific skills to individual programs. 

IV. 
Approval of Executive Committee minutes of August 24, 2010.  C. Hoffman/J. Kuhlman 9-0-0.

V.
Service

· Selection of two faculty members to serve on the University Assessments Committee for a two-year term (request from Ed Kinley).   There were no volunteers. Dr. Lamb delayed selection to next EC meeting and asked members to solicit candidates. 

· Nomination of two faculty to the Employee Health Benefit Advisory Committee for possible two years term.  The president will select one of these two individuals to serve as a replacement for Linda Maule, whose term has ended.

Nominees for consideration are K.  Bolinger and L. Maule. 

VI. 
Charges

· CAAC item, possible charge from Linda Maule addressing compliance with Foundational Studies requirements.

S. Lamb:  Wish to immediately return this to CAAC.  Some are not in compliance with requirements. Request that that the issue be addressed immediately.

President:  I would recommend that we be careful about telling students they got credit and then taking it away from them.

R. Guell:  The Faculty Senate already stated that AA and AAS degrees are not equivalent.  

Provost:  Our office will take care of this situation. 

· Modification to an FEBC charge, Dependent fee waivers for Special Purpose Faculty

K. Bolinger:  This was completed two or three years ago. FEBC made the recommendation that special purpose faculty be granted the same independent fee waivers. Recommendation was already brought forward. 

President:  There was some discussion about this with the Board of Trustees. The administration really needs to sit down and talk about how we treat special purpose faculty and separate them from part time people. I would like to have a significant discussion on where we are going. We should not have people working her for 20 years who are treated like part time people by both the administration and the faculty. We need to try and regularize these things and give people some security. 

S. Lamb:  I would think while we are trying to solve a lot of other issues that it would be very possible to pay for dependent fee waivers to special purpose faculty as we do for other faculty/staff.

R. Guell:  It’s not just an economic benefits issue. The larger picture is rights of faculty members. My suggestion is that when the chairs of FAC and FEBC get elected, to have them sketch out what would constitute a more global policy. 

President:  I suggest before you do that, that there be a couple of deans, provost and others that can get together and talk about these issues before there is anything down on paper so everyone sees what everyone’s issues are.

S. Lamb:  I think it would be so much either to solve an individual problem like a dependent fee waiver, than what rights special purpose faculty have.  

President:  To be perfectly blunt, I want to make sure that you see both sides of the issue(s). I’m a big advocate of special purpose and would like to see a holistic overall solution to what their role is on the campus. There are both economic and governance issues that need to be addressed. 

R. Guell to president:  I think it is in your power to create a special task force on the subject, and we will send you the chair of FAC and FEBC.  

President:  Ok. We will get this started. 

VII.
Update on the progress made concerning the Performance Evaluation process, additional input sought. 


Discussion took place, corrections were made, and the document will be further refined and reconsidered by the EC before going to the Senate for consideration. 

Other items discussed:

· President:  In terms of coming to closure on the pay raise, who will tell us we have a deal?  

R. Guell:  Personally, I do not want a deal personally until I talk you out of the 90% multiplier. 

President:  The 90% salary was for the newly promoted individual. We need to do something for assistants. Some issues are attributable to that. 

S. Lamb:  I need to get the document of the salary process from the provost and have a discussion at next EC. 

Meeting adjourned 5:30 p.m.
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