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     EC #04
9/20/11 
FACULTY SENATE        
EXECUTIVE COMMTTEE
September 20, 2011
Present:  
S. Lamb, J. Conant, R. Guell, T. Sawyer, J. Kuhlman, K. Bolinger, T. Hawkins, B. Kilp
Absent:  
C. MacDonald
Ex officio: 
Provost J. Maynard, President D. Bradley
I. Administrative report
a. President Bradley:
1) We had a successful visit from budget committee. We talked about our student success efforts, and our efforts to improve our housing in a series of renovations to our existing residence halls. We hosted them for a discussion at Clabber Girl. I believe they came away with a better understanding ISU, a comprehensive view of all of the costs of higher education. Good connections were made. 
2) The visit by the Presidents to the legislature was also a success for us. My goal was to leave them no madder after I left than when I started. To that end we provided short and straight answers. We reiterated that the Board’s goal was to keep tuition increases to the rate of inflation but noted that this might only be possible if our state allocation was not cut further. 
b. Provost Maynard:  
1) I have returned from a Commission meeting where we discussed our Health Sciences PhD. We were asked to provide more information, and we will do so. Similarly, there is movement on our Engineering Technology programs. 
II. Chair report (S. Lamb)
a. The retirement function was well done. BoT Chairperson Alley was there. I was somewhat surprised that relatively few retired faculty were present. Perhaps if the retirement events were separated, faculty would be more likely to attend. 
b. I understand that the Deans have met with the provost and that SCH targets for the colleges have been set. I believe there has been insufficient input from governance on the 20:1 Student-Faculty ratio target. While the Provost has been forthcoming when questioned but the faculty buy-in would be easier to garner with greater input.  I would like to have discussion related this on the Faculty Senate agenda. 
c. I understand that the administration is developing a “Department Scorecard.” This may only add to contentiousness. A chairperson’s job is tough, balancing the needs of students and faculty while also working with their Dean.  The way I view this - you are given a rather fixed set of inputs, and you try and recognize when faculty do well, you attempt to motivate them to an even higher plane.  I don’t see the addition of a scorecard as a means of helping to build the self-esteem of colleagues effectively. 
III. Fifteen Minute Open discussion
The “Scorecard” – comments and questions
a. President Bradley:  The scorecard is not intended to be measure of the Department Chairperson. It is intended to lay out a baseline to help the department find a direction. Departments struggling with regard to enrollment and need to have goals and measures to determine whether they are meeting those goals. This is first attempt at a process meaning that some data won’t be useful, some will.  

b. T. Hawkins:  What is in it? 
President Bradley:  It is Student-Faculty Ratio, number of degrees awarded and 8-10 other measures.
c. K. Bolinger:  Is “Scorecard” the best name? It suggests winners and losers.
President Bradley:  Perhaps another name would help. However, we must measure progress toward established goals as oppose to another department. It can’t be just a profile.  It’s like a scorecard we were using in the Strategic Plan. The difference is we don’t have goals associated with each department yet.  We’ll ultimately have 8-10 measures when it first comes out. 
d. T. Hawkins:  Will departments have input into what goes in it?
President Bradley:  This will be an iterative process with room for discussion regarding what is working and what is not valuable. There will be room for departments to say what is important to them –wanting to set goals associated with particular programs and measure those. 
e. S. Lamb:  
1) I am concerned that all such instruments, regardless of what they are first billed, may turn into scorecards. The SIRs were once simply a means by which faculty could improve. They are now the measure used in promotion and tenure documents.
2) Please be cautious about use of the term “scorecard”.
President Bradley:  No use of the scorecard is going to be used this year. It will be the first of many iterations. In coming years departments will need to discuss what elements are missing, what elements need to be added, and try to develop goals?  These goals will have to be within the context of their College and University goals (Strategic Plan).  These are not meant to be used to compare one department with another so much as a department against its own goals.  It is not evaluative outside the department. The evaluation will be years in the future when there are goals and one is either achieving them or not achieving them. Then the process would be - we have a goal for a number of majors, graduates we will achieve – what has to happen so we can achieve our goal? 
S. Lamb:  So much is outside the domain of an individual faculty member’s influence or a chair’s influence. 
President Bradley:  If that is the case, for example say there is a department having a goal of 150 graduate majors and they do everything they can think of and you end up with a conflict then there would have to be an analysis – is 150 a reasonable number. What are the consequences?
S. Lamb:  But some of that is designed as charge, and we have insisted…
President:  In that sense old departments are no different than new departments except older departments have a lot more data in order to understand what is or is not possible (e.g. NHHS, Psych, etc. have much more data.) 
f. K. Bolinger:  Ditch the term “scorecard.” 
g. T. Sawyer:  Are you looking for indicators? 
President Bradley:  You could call them indicators. In the Strategic Plan I have described them as benchmarks as a way of measuring if we are at our goals. So you can look at that as some of these measures as well.  A scorecard is to me a generic term.  
T. Sawyer:   How about using the term “dashboard?”
President:    “Dashboard” is fine with me. 
h. B. Kilp:  What prevents the future misuse of the device to compare departments? 

President: We need to understand that “Fair” is not “equal.” Everyone understands that the right target for Music is not the same as the target for Economics.

Provost Maynard:  Deans and I already make these judgments and have to do so with incomplete information. The dashboard indicators have to be different from one department to another (e.g. bigger departments like Criminology and Psychology) generating bachelor’s degrees so you want them to continue lots of degrees if they decreased their enrollments we would be in trouble so some departments SCH’s are going to have lower targets than other departments – it only works if everyone values everyone else. We understand that “fair” is not the same as “equal.” We try for reasonable targets.

S. Lamb:  Deans will experience pressures looking at these dashboard indicators. There will be apprehension when meeting with the provost. 
Provost Maynard:  At least we will get a sense that there are some common indicators (benchmarks.)  The expectation that things are equal is really not the case (e.g. salaries of people; people who teach at different graduate levels, etc.) – all is not equal. 
S. Lamb:  I do not want to argue that less information is better.   I don’t believe that there is an understanding that equality does not represent fairness exists as one works themselves down the administrative ladder.  
i.
R. Guell:  
There must be a reasonable basis for establishing the targets. You can get those from IPEDs data or from peer data of other forms. We have to establish a measure and publish it. For as much as this is being talked about, there is no measure that has been defined or published on the Institutional Research web page. No measure, other than the IPEDS measure, is anywhere to be found. Pick a measure. Publish the measure. Track the measure. From there you need to establish goals and to do that you need some basis by which to set those goals. A set of peers could at least give us a means by which to justify each department SFR target. 
President:   As a first pass, a proportional increase in measures across the departments could be a place to start. If we need to increase productivity in an area by 15% across the university then every department might need to increase their measure by 15%. That would allow you to have a baseline over time. There is some truth to what R. Guell’s says, but I believe that we are far better off looking at this internally. We start with the baseline, and we improve on its validity over time. 
R. Guell:  But you cannot compare across departments if you think just internally. 
j. J. Conant:  The baseline is not consistent across units. If you do not have a good baseline measure, the goals are meaningless. It is not simply something people can get behind.  It is going to create all kinds of gamesmanship.  My departments FTE faculty is listed as 9.25. There is no reasonable way in which you can say we have 9.25 FTEs unless you are counting College Challenge and CEP faculty. To take what you are doing now, if it doesn’t make sense, is not a good baseline.  First, you need to establish a good action (definition) and then give it the baseline measure to get where you want to be. 

President:  That is why the action needs to be at the college level, and then you all can determine what you want your definitions will be. 
R. Guell:   There are some colleges that shall be called the CoB that have pathetically low numbers compared to anyone nationally in a similar situation. And, there are some departments that have been doing productivity increases for a decade and to say that they both now need to increase productivity by the same proportion is (explicitive).Using your “proportional increase” process, that treats the College of Business, with an SFR of 16.5, as currently working as hard as my department which has an SFR of 27. 
President:  I would say that may be where you start, but that is not where you end up. This is where the deans will have to be able to begin and have discussions with the provost (and maybe with me) about what is wrong with the current allocations of faculty. We are talking about multiple years from where we are now and moving forward. We have to begin somewhere and then make adjustments along the way.  
k. K. Bolinger:
1) We don’t need validation of where our baselines are if we can qualify the intensity of lectures, labs, clinical experience etc. or other things that would affect student/ratio. Take that judgment call a little bit out of the picture so that we don’t end up with competition between departments (e.g. how they are so low and we’re so high, etc.)  

President:  This is why this conversation needs to move from the President and Provost, to the Provost and the Deans, and from there to the Deans and the Departments. You all need to be talking to each other about how you are different and how you are the same and whatever your target is (e.g. CoE) 
K. Bolinger:  We can’t talk about that target until we know what the target is in A&S (20-1). This is why I say you not talk about targets - maybe give us some variables - so we can measure – then negotiations end at the provost level. Then we can see what is required in terms of numbers. 
Provost:  These are the same issues and concerns that I have heard from the Deans. Some colleges have as low as 5% at the graduate level. Some colleges have as high as 25% at the graduate level.   The understanding is to get to an institutional 20-1, and there is a range of activity that needs to occur (e.g. A&S)   All of these things have to be part of our conversation.  At this point we have a suggestive framework evolving that goes something like 17-21
J. Conant:  I don’t disagree in principle, but I’ll come back to the data – you get what you measure. If there is no consistency in the measure, you are going to get gamesmenship that is not what you want.  You get what you measure. If the measure allows departments to game the measure through College Challenge, or through the use of Graduate Assistants, they will. 

President: History will be the most important comparison. 
Provost:  Agree. We had this conversation and are trying to come up with a set of common definitions; we have to come up with an agreement. 
S. Lamb:  We do not want to go the route of creating multiplicative factors when we measure our data. These numbers should not be multiplied by 1.3 or 1.8, etc.  I think that we must first see where a department is and determine if that is a rational number for that department rather than trying to come up a deferent algorithm for every department. K. Bolinger:  What are the things that indicate a lower or higher number?  
K. Bollinger:  Yes. We have some indicators/measures. 
President:  These will not be perfect measures (as R. Guell pointed out), but if we at least have that data to look at as we move forward. You can make arguments that one department may be under enrolled and therefore their production is less than it should have been. But if everyone else goes up 10% then they may need to go up 20% or….what that may ultimately mean that they may lose some faculty. 
R. Guell:  How do you make that judgment?
President:  The judgment is being made now. 
R. Guell:  You have to use something other than intuition to judge whether or not 7 is the right for Music or whether it should it be 10…like it is at Illinois State.
President:  As I stated….where we are today. You may change or if you make errors, you can adjust them.
J. Conant:  FYI –Arts and Sciences target is 31% higher than exists today.   
S. Lamb:  But decisions now have not been without data and information. When provost gets together with deans, etc. they make their case based on enrollments, etc. 
We can get to our goal SFR by focusing on the numerator (students) or the denominator (faculty). We have had success at the former. We should focus on that macro level solution.  So much emphasis on these indicators may turn out to change the spirit of the institution. 
Faculty are currently being used effectively in the SCoB. We are having faculty in low-enrolled programs teach outside their department in the core of the CoB curriculum. I am afraid that it is quite likely that Chairpersons will be forced to make changes that make their numbers look good but move away from optimal decision making.  Right now, the University is enjoying increased enrollments.  This drive to increase our SCH ratio thankfully is being met by increase enrollments at the macro (university) level.  That which has been most successful at this institution is bringing in a greater numbers of students. Advertising and marketing is effective. Again, I see this internal warfare – I don’t see this as productive as decisions that have been made at the macro level at this institution
J. Conant:  Adjustments happens at retirement – but things need to be more strategic than that. I agree fully with the examination of data. But to get the faculty behind it, it not only has to be transparent, but the data being used has to be understandable, reasonable and consistent.  The data is not there yet. 
S. Lamb:  We can all certainly agree on that. 
President:  The issue is like “college challenge” (an easy one that can be eliminated from data). The tough one is how do you account for graduate students?  We’re paying $5 million for graduate students which is a big chunk of money.  But, there is no consistent way they are being handled.  (Teaching GAs are down less by 2.5 – some are down solely because they are not teaching a course.  It’s not just a matter of cleaning us data, but getting some as semblance of an agreement on what you are going to do. 
S. Lamb:  Let’s consider for a moment that those decisions to use GA’s are made most effectively within specific domains (e.g. Biology, Chemistry). They are using their GA’s most effectively. This works well in their area and in the CoB; we don’t use GA’s to teach anything (as far as I know). Now if you come up with a definition and you force everybody to abide by the same rules, you are going to encourage/force certain changes. You may move away from the optimal at the local level in order to satisfy a global definition.  
President:  Re GA’s a department chair has to have an agreement that this is what the department is going to do. Definitions are on the table. 
R. Guell:  With regard to the measures, let’s assume that your measure of how you define it is different from mine, but they are in proportion and that the measure that Illinois State uses is in proportion.  If John’s representation to what the college has been assigned is accurate, it suggests that those assignments have been done not with comparisons to peer institutions but have been done in a closed environment of just us. On a college level Illinois State’s CoB is their most productive college, and we seem content to have ours be among the least productive.  We need a more thorough peer analysis to set these college targets.  
President:   First methodology is the deans get in a room and make deals. The spread sheets that went out did not include GA’s or April Hay or me, but it did have special purpose, tenure track, etc.
R. Guell:  So you are eliminating enrollments generated by those department s and people?  
S. Lamb:  What about adjuncts?  President:  They’re in. 
J. Maynard:  The whole big picture is not going to have much impact on this Institution. We’re talking about a quarter of a million student credit hours. Deans are working under the impression that this is a work in progress and are setting targets…looking at data.  This is not etched in stone right now.  We already made comparisons. We have targets on things already. This will give us more information. 
S. Lamb to the provost:  This last conversation that you had with us would be a nice thing to have out to the university - calculations, improvement reference, concerning data. 
Provost:  I am working through this with the deans and trying to figure out what we believe is logical. 
President:  Communications should be through the colleges – the deans talking to the faculty within their college rather than having it all coming from the provost or the president’s office. 
Provost:  But at some point you have to realize that there is a target.  We have to do something. We have to increase our productivity or we will lose some resources. This is the bottom line. 
President:  Data not use not generally considered reliable – data will improved in time. You will adjust targets over time – no doubt about that.
l. B. Kilp:  Does anyone see there’s contradiction between increasing retention rates (SFRs) and graduation rates while making larger and larger class sizes – higher and higher SCH’s at the same time? 
Provost:  There are effective ways of teaching students. What you see is not what it is going to look like – there are different models out there to increase productivity.  That is something the faculty need to have a discussion about.  Faculty has to find ways to do both, perhaps through course transformation. 
B. Kilp:  To have no real idea of what our peers look like…maybe different depending on department and then find out what kind of job we are doing. I’d like to know where we stand before we start making these decisions.
D. Bradley:  More information will shed more light on this issue. There is some data I have some confidence in that I would be happy to share with whoever wants to look at it that breaks down student credit hours. 
R. Guell: Is that the baseline by which the college targets your…
Provost:  We’d be happy to share what we have.  
S. Lamb:  What is the University’s ratio?  
Then you need to have your SFR definition and measures on the IR website.
Provost:  17.5 (fall) 15.5 in spring.
S. Lamb:  We have 17.5 now and a specific number of faculty and students we have a numerator and denominator.  
President Bradley:  Good growth in the numerator.   
B. Kilp:  How many full-time special purpose faculty are there and how many are getting an exemption from the 15 hour requirement. 
J. Maynard:  There are approximately 50 and there are 12 assigned to other duties so that their teaching is reduced.
President Bradley:   Part of our agreement was that we would adjust compensation and benefits and you would adjust their status with regard to voting rights.
R. Guell:  This is part of a FAC charge.
   m.
R. Guell:   I attended Sycamore Preview with my son. It was well done. 
IV. Approval of the Minutes of September 6, 2011 
Motion to Approve   (S. Lamb T. Sawyer   Vote:  unanimous)
V.    Approval of Athletic Committee Replacements:  
J. Haws, B. Wilhelm,  S. Hardin, P. Cochrane, R. Baker, K. Bodey, J. Kuhlman
Motion to Approve Slate   (T. Sawyer K. Bolinger Vote: unanimous)
Meeting adjourned:  4:58 p.m. 
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