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INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY

FACULTY SENATE

February 17, 2011, 3:30 p.m.

HMSU Dede III

Present:
S. Lamb, A. Anderson, K. Bolinger, J. Buffing ton, J. Conant, N. Corey, C. Crowder, 

R. Dunbar, R. Goldbort, L. Hall, T. Hawkins C. Hoffman, N. Hopkins, J. Hughes, K. Kincade, C. Klarner, J. Kuhlman, C. Lunce, C. MacDonald, T. McDaniel, R. Osborn, W. Redmond, 

T. Sawyer, M. Schafer, V. Sheets, S. Shure, G. Stachokas, L. Tinnerman, B. Yousif

Faculty Part Time Advocate:  A. Solesky

Absent:
B. Corcoran, R. Guell, D. Hantzis, P. Hightower, L. Kahanov, J. Latimer, M. Lewandowski, 

R. Schneirov

Ex officio:
R. English

Guests:
M. Bowers (SGA), S. Gruenert, R. Peters, L. Sperry

I.
Memorial Resolution for John Hill – read by S. Gruenert, Educational Leadership


Unanimously accepted as corrected.. 

II.
Administrative report 

R. English:   President Bradley and Provost Maynard are involved in Board of Trustees seminars this afternoon and send regrets that they are unable to attend.  

a.
We had the budget forum yesterday. I believe it went fairly well. 

b.
Unbounded Possibilities initiative that is being lead by V. Sheets and J. Powers (presented to Senate later in this meeting): I encourage all to attend one of the luncheon meetings which provide an open opportunity to learn more about it.   The whole thing involves innovation and collaboration which are extremely important these days.  We will have $5 million available to support ideas that will come out of this, which is a wonderful idea. David Hopkins will be here on Tuesday, February 22 at 4:00 in Holmstedt 103. I encourage all to attend. 

c.
Scholars' collaboration/ opportunity hire candidates set for February 23. I believe we will have 25 faculty of color attending. It will be a good time for departments to interview them. 

III.
Chair report

S. Lamb – Last night the Executive Committee met with individuals from the Penson Group regarding the formal evaluation of President Bradley. It was a very open meeting and all were very forthcoming. The CEO of this group is former ISU president John Moore. 

IV. 
Support Staff report – No report

V. 
SGA report 


M. Bowers:

· Not a lot news since last meeting two weeks ago

· Getting ready for the MVC tournament and senior night for basketball

· Blue deals is wrapping up a good number of Sycamore Friendly businesses – to be launched next week

· T-shirt exchange program

· SGA Senate passed a resolution recommending changing the dean’s list GPA requirement to a 3.5 from the current 3.75.  Comparative institutions have a 3.5  The change will make students more marketable

VI.
Special Purpose Advocate report


A. Solesky:

I am eager for the special purpose task force to get started. Will a new co-chair be appointed in the absence of Dean Balch?

R. English:  The provost is in the process of selecting a new co-chair 

VII.
Approval of Faculty Senate Minutes of January 20, 2011 - as corrected.  (C. Lunce/T. Sawyer)  
27-0-2.

VIII.
15 Minute Open Discussion

a.
R. Goldbort: The final sentence in the performance document's introduction signifies that faculty evaluation, especially in scholarship, may include one's entire career achievements, meaning not just post-tenure, and not even just at ISU, for that matter.  That sentence reads as follows:

"Evaluations, particularly of scholarship, may also consider the continuing merit, stature, and benefit of each faculty member's [??] overall career achievements."

b.
N. Hopkins’ question to S. Lamb: What is it about Unbounded Possibilities that is going to require action by the Senate?



S. Lamb:  It is not an action item. 

N. Hopkins:  I understand that the presentation is not, but why is there a presentation if this is something that we will not have to actually deal with.

R. Goldbort:  I have to agree with N. Hopkins; we are not here for presentations. Maybe present it in another forum. 

V. Sheets:  There is no obligation to stay for the presentation 

S. Lamb: This is going to end up consuming institutional resources I can’t imagine that it would not be a concern. We should be extremely concerned where the scarce resources are being redirected. 
N. Hopkins:  But are we going to endorse it? Will we be asked to do anything with this? 

S. Lamb:  At minimum we must be informed where the reallocated dollars are going. This is a huge initiative.  In order to express our opinion on this initiative, we must be informed. 
C. Hoffman: We may need to consider this at some later date. 

c.
T. Hawkins:  Comments concerning the Faculty Performance Evaluation document – On   reviewing the minutes from the last Executive Committee meeting: what document of the performance evaluation will be presented to the Board of Trustees for approval? I would like to know what part Faculty Senate plays related to this document. If the Senate presents a particular version of this document, including amendments, declares a certain policy and spends a tremendous amount of time on it only later to find out that the policy that we passed may not pass or a portion of it may not - I would argue that if the president is going to present a document that does not include the amendments passed by the Senate, then the Faculty Senate has not given its approval to that document. 
S. Lamb:  I believe that is a very fair argument. The Faculty Senate’s position is the one that we voted on and the one that we accepted and sent forward to the president.  The president did agree to the document that was presented at the beginning of the meeting. He did not agree to one of the amendments that was made concerning the merit portion of the monies being  only released if Cost of Living concerns were satisfied for those receiving the increment due to satisfactory or better performance.

Unfortunately, on the portion of this document that deals with financial implications, the president has the right to make alterations given that this is in the advisory domain. However, we can continue to express our frustration with the alterations that are made. That is our right.
C. Hoffman:  The document that we submitted (without our amendments) is on the Board of Trustees agenda for information purposes tomorrow. They are not being asked to approve it or put it in the Handbook. The revised agenda came out yesterday. It is online. 

S. Lamb:  Again, the section that the president had difficulty accepting was that part that  said no merit raises will be given unless  cost of living raises (for all who "met expectations") were first granted.  

N. Hopkins:  Is it not also the case that the Board of Trustee needs to be informed that what they are seeing is not the whole portion that we submitted. That is the right thing that the administration thinks it should do but not the right thing that the faculty thinks it should do. 

S. Lamb: I have given that much thought. It is the case that, yes, the Board does need to be informed, and it is my intention to inform them. 


d.
J. Buffington:  Regarding the Faculty Senate Scholarship. 

I’d like to thank all my colleagues who have contributed to the Faculty Senate Scholarship. I would also like to raise a concern about how many scholarships we should be awarding and how much and whether we even to have all the monies we may need for them. There was some discrepancy in the report that we received from the University Foundation about the balance of our Scholarship fund. Hopefully this matter will be resolved soon. 

S. Lamb:  This has been a concern. We got estimates that our resource monies are somewhere between $11,000 and $26,000, the best that the Foundation has been able to come up with. 
e.
J. Hughes:  We have a policy on campus about any student who registers late (a week after classes start) – they seem to be the weaker students – whether this is because they couldn’t get in somewhere else or whatever it might be. The problem is with the preparation of students registering a week late.  One had standard scores so low they couldn’t have gotten into a junior college anywhere in the US. 
Obviously if the student had even started on time, he/she would be struggling academically.   If a student starts a week late, having missed at least 3 lectures, etc., the student will be failing. We shouldn’t be doing this to our students. 


R. English:  I definitely have to agree with that. Letting a student in who has missed a few lectures is problematic. We need to make sure that we all agree to what we are doing. We may have to review our policy. 


N. Hopkins:  People in  Financial  Aid may be encouraging these students not to go to class by telling them that they are not going to get a grade in a particular class unless they actually pay (they are not hearing this from the faculty). 


Advisors are letting some students in classes when they shouldn’t 


K. Bolinger: There is a liability issue in letting unregistered students attend class. 

f.
K. Kincade:   Regarding parking lot and ice/snow removal – a concern - making sure our campus is clear (parking lots/walkway.)  Another concern - the amount of snow/flying ice from the roof of Root Hall – it created a dangerous situation, especially as people had no choice but to enter the only entrance left open – a non-handicapped-accessible  entrance.  

N. Hopkins:  This is not a new problem concerning Root Hall – snow and ice sliding off the roof. There should be some solution about retrofitting the roof so that ice or snow does not fall where people are entering the building.  
g.
N. Corey:   I'd like to acknowledge appreciation for the fact that faculty are now going to be given retirement benefits for summer school teaching.  

S. Lamb: It is the case the Senate has been pursuing this for some time and the fact that this president has instituted this is positive. This change makes a big difference in our income..

C. Hoffman:  This will also be on the BOT agenda tomorrow.    

IX.
CAAC item

· Member Selection Policy for the Foundational Studies Council 

R. Peters presented.  Ways of Knowing – CAAC charged to come up with a plan to populate Foundation Studies Council.    APPROVED: T. Sawyer/C. Lunce (voice vote) 

X.
FAC item, 


L. Sperry presented

Procedure for Audit of Faculty Senate Elections – 
Recommendation of FAC 

Procedure for Audit of Faculty Senate Elections

Motion passed (7-0-0) [FAC vote]

12-10-2010

Each year, the Executive Committee will appoint an Electioneer who is capable with electronic survey technology to develop the ballots.

1. The Electioneer will work with the Faculty Senate Secretary and the Chair of FAC.  All communication about the election will be held in confidence among those individuals.  

2. Current lists of tenured and tenure-track faculty by College will be requested from Academic Affairs. The lists must be accurate as of the time of each election.

3. The Chair of FAC is responsible for verifying the eligibility of each Senate nominee and the eligibility of each person who nominated the individual, based on the current lists of tenured and tenure-track faculty from each College.

4. The Electioneer will develop all of this information, as many electronic surveys as necessary, to carry out a particular year’s election.  Each college needs its own survey. This information will be shared with the Chair of FAC.

5. The Electioneer will send out the ballots with confidentiality maintained.

6. The electronic compilation of results from each survey will be shared with the Chair of FAC. Independently, the Chair of FAC and the Electioneer will report the results of the election to the Executive Committee.

7.    When the election is for Faculty Senate or Faculty Senate Executive Committee, at least one of the

     members of the Election Committee must not be standing for that election.  
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APPROVED:  T. Sawyer/C. Lunce   (voice vote)
Meeting adjourned:  4:15 p.m. 

XII.
Unbounded Possibilities – Following the meeting, V. Sheets presented a  Power Point presentation on Unbounded Possibilities. 
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