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UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE
September 29, 2011
3:30 p.m. HMSU DEDE III
Present:  	S. Lamb, R. Baker, K. Bolinger, S. Buchanan, J. Buffington, P. Cochrane, J. Conant, N. Corey, 
B. El Mansour, C. Fisher, R. Goldbort,  R. Guell,  M. Haque,  D. Hantzis,  Hawkins, 
 N. Hopkins, J. Hughes,  B. Kilp, K. Kincade,  J. Kuhlman, C. MacDonald,  T. McDaniel, 
A. Morales, C. Olsen, T. Sawyer,  R. Schneirov,  G. Stachokas,  B. Yousif, K. Yousif  
Solesky (Special Purpose Advocate)    M. Utterback (President of SGA) 
Absent:	  E. Glendening, L. Hall, C. Howk, L. Kahanov, T. Mgutshini    
Ex officio:	None
Deans:		K. Brauchle, A. Comer, J. Murray
Guests:  	 L. Spence, L. Sperry


I.	Administrative report:   No administrator present

II.	Chair report (S. Lamb):  No report
   III.	Support Staff Report:    No representative present

   IV.	 SGA Report:   Nick Utterback
Thank you Chair Person Lamb. Good afternoon Provost Maynard, Faculty Senate, and all others in attendance today. This school year has gotten off to an excellent start and much of it is due to the individuals in this room today. Thank you for all your hard work you have put in to make this university one of the best in the country, and please continue your strive to help Indiana State University reach its’ full potential. 
SGA has continued to work hard to get the word out to students about making a difference in their institution. Recent efforts, such as our SGA Open House, have proven successful due to the interest and results of our election. SGA is currently in the process of training our newly elected 19 senators. This is a huge accomplishment considering there are a total of 35 seats in senate. What it means going forward for this newly elected group is a sense of urgency to make a difference and go about the proper procedure to do so. It will be nice to finally be joined by the legislative side of SGA and to start making bigger and more important decisions concerning student interest. We have also just finished our interviews for students wishing to join freshman council. For those who don’t know what freshman council consists of, they develop their own leadership skills by shadowing current SGA Executive positions, and also plan a few events scattered throughout the year. It is one of the many programs SGA does, but I would consider it one of our more important objectives to accomplish. 
Continuing into the school spirit side of things, tailgating and “Blue” Fridays are going really well. It has been given a boost by the success of our football team, but I would also like to think we are slowly changing the dressing habits of students on Fridays. I want you as faculty to feel more than welcome to join SGA tailgating before games and also feel free to help shoot out t-shirts during the game. Just contact me if you have any interest in helping and I can make sure you get the opportunity. Blue Fridays will be getting more attention here soon with the introduction of an official “Blue” Friday shirt. For those interested in receiving one, simply contact me, or better yet, stop by our office right here in HMSU 621. 
Lastly we have just finished providing funding to student organizations for the fall semester. With the help of the President we have provided a little over $22,000 to various and diverse organizations. This was one of the key accomplishments that SGA feels makes us stand out from other organizations. It is something we take pride in and will continue to do as long as the proper funding is provided. After all we are here to serve our fellow student peers. As the year continues please always feel free to contact me about any student issue you think I could help with and also just to say hello. Hopefully I will see you at homecoming, but if not, then good luck until next time we meet.
V.	Special Purpose Advocate Report, A. Solesky
I am very excited about the Board of Trustees approval of the proposal to extend benefits to Instructor level Faculty (formerly Special Purpose Faculty). I want to thank the members of the Special Purpose Faculty Task Force for all their work formulating the proposal, the members of the executive committee, President Bradley, and Provost Maynard for their support and the Trustee members. This is a positive step in the right direction of recognizing the valuable service Instructor Faculty provide to the university. 
S. Lamb:  I am so pleased with the attitude of administration with regard to our instructor colleagues. They are working toward greater benefits and a greater sense of permanence for them. I hope it continues.
VI.	Approval of the Minutes of August 25, 2011. Motion to approve (N. Hopkins/J. Kuhlman  
Vote: unanimous)
N. Hopkins offered Amendments which were all accepted by unanimous consent.

VII.	Fifteen Minute Open Discussion

Faculty Performance Evaluation
a.	R. Goldbort:  There has been much confusion regarding the faculty performance document with regard to departments; and their right and responsibility to make appropriate specific definitions. It appears that the September 28, 2011 letter to the faculty authored by the president and senate chairperson is asking departments to forgo this right (the process of a department establishing its own criteria/responsibility.)  
S. Lamb:  The concern came up because many departments were attempting to establish criteria without really reading the document.  They did not understand the concept that we (the Faculty Senate as a whole), along with the administration, were concerning ourselves with the two tails of the distribution.  Recall, that in our process, we defined the characteristics of those in the two tails, and then, the middle group was identified by default.  Quite frankly, there was also that concern with the horrendous time line we were dealing with - making it very difficult for departments to come up with independent criteria. To best serve this go-around, we suggested using the University criteria which we fought so hard to have accepted. 
 Now, there is absolutely nothing prohibiting any single department that feels they can do a better job at specifying the definitions of the two tails. If your department, or any department, is in good enough shape and have thought this through, or began earlier than most of us, that would be excellent – that would be encouraged.  Our memo  was not to prohibit additional specifications , but only to suggest that the document as it presently exist would be sufficient for most units. At this point in time, given that we are  in the trial process, I so badly wanted the University to carefully read the document and understand the philosophy behind it before (departments) independently went out on their own. Again, I would like to reiterate, that there is nothing prohibiting departments  from defining those two tails more carefully with their department in mind.
If your department wants to go a unique route, as long as it is in alignment with…that’s fine.
R. Goldbort:  I want to affirm that - we (departments) decide…
S. Lamb:  Yes Robert. It is in the document  
N. Hopkins:   I understand this year we are doing a dry run?  
Lamb:  Yes.  
N. Hopkins: We will be using a different software in the next two years, and  I am a little concerned that a different software  may be setting things up differently or approaching it a different way.  I would recommend a dry run with the software that we will actually begin using. 
S. Lamb:  That would have been wonderful. 
R. Guell:  The software had been identified. The provost believed it had been ordered, and it had not been. 
N. Hopkins:  I understand that, but you can’t really have a dry run with other software. 
S. Lamb:  It was interesting the number of problems that were identified with this qualtrics software. (E.g.  The Service category was broken down to 3-4 different areas and you had only so many words you can put in each domain…for me, and others, it is a problem that needs to be addressed). The document intended that we were to have a full page for the service domain. It did not tell us how that was to be subdivided. 
K. Kincade:  Might we be able to offer suggestions to improve on this? 
S. Lamb:  That is a very good idea. While this matter is rather fresh in our minds (each of us discovered some items that were problematic), I think we should begin a depository of those concerns.  I suggest R. Guell develop a site for us in order to do that. 
R. Guell:  We will put it on the Blackboard site to which you are all attached with a thread on issues that you or your colleagues have identified with regard to this process.  I will collect the data, and bring it to the attention of the Executive Committee and the administration. 
R. Goldbort:  There was no place in the scholarship area to include anything about lifetime achievements, and as you will recall, it was a means by which to avoid being considered as failing to meet expectations.
S. Lamb:  I know R. Goldbort fought hard that we should be concerned with lifetime achievements and in the definition of “below standard” – there is a reference to if you have been a contributor in the past to various research efforts…that should be taken into account. Again, the definition of “exceeds expectations” or “below expectations” for each category should be enclosed in the form that you are given to submit your materials. That would give an individual additional guidance.
K. Yousif:  The calendar of this puts all of the work on evaluation in the fall semester when Promotion and Tenure, and faculty retention issues are already done. Is this not too much work for this portion of the calendar?
S. Lamb:  There was a great deal of discussion about this issue while it was being formulated.  It was thought through and determined to be the best time.  
There is going to be a lot of feedback.  Quite frankly, it was the Executive Committee officers last year who fought hard for the trial period. 
K. Bolinger:  I would like to remind you that we asked the president during the Executive Committee whether or not he was going to review this in an open forum, and he asked the provost if we were going to have an open forum after the process was done. Also, it would involve the faculty community tweaking this for a couple of years to determine what would or would not work.  
K. Bolinger:  I think it would be useful to have an open forum as part of that process. It would be helpful for the Provost to be at that forum.
S. Lamb:  I believe the development of this site will be very positive. 
R. Guell:  Part of that is the President wants salary increases to occur in the late fall because this is a time of some budgetary clarity. 
D. Hantzis:  I appreciate that R. Guell will collect the thoughts of faculty with regard to the process. Is it still true that FAC will do the analysis?
S. Lamb:  Yes.
P. Cochrane: I would like to express my thanks to R. Guell for providing the example PowerPoint on how to do the performance evaluation. It was helpful to many of my colleagues. 
R. Goldbort:  Why is this going on a fiscal year evaluation rather than an academic year? 
R. Guell:  So the process would have good calendar dates within the fall to do the evaluation…having faculty know when they left in May that the review period would end June 30 and between June 30 and September 1 -  they would know the time allotted to get their submissions in – in order to do reviews adequately by fall.  And, because the president wants pay increased to hit either in the December check or the January check…all those reviews would need to geared towards the early part of the fall. 
Musings and Minutes
b.	N. Hopkins:  I would also like to thank the officers for the Musings. They are helpful in keeping faculty informed of what is going on. I have also heard from a member of the administration that they are helpful to them as well.
S. Lamb:  We are also attempting to produce more robust minutes for Executive Committee meetings so that you get a more complete idea of the flavor of the meetings. 
Pay Raises
c.	R. Goldbort:  Will there be a pay increase?
S. Lamb: We believe that there will be, but the President has not announced this in any formal setting. We assume that any formal announcement will be forthcoming soon.
Student-Faculty Ratios and the 20:1 Target
d.	N. Hopkins:  Will the definition and measure be official 10-day numbers or end-of-term numbers, because they can be very different. I have many students drop and that is not my fault.
S. Lamb:  We assume they are to be at beginning of term not end of term, but the definition of what counts has not been settled.
B. Kilp:  Remember that this is not about individuals, but departments, colleges and the university as a whole.
D. Hantzis:  I don’t believe we are using official data, but we really need to know. 
R. Guell:  D. Hantzis and N. Hopkins points mentioned above are well taken – that is, what is being counted…whether you count the deductions of the administrators in the classroom - for instance or the Registrar happens to teach a course or Mark Green  – does that count?  There is that issue and others – a whole host of methodological problems that are so complicated and important to the subject. Part of my concerns expressed at EC is that the goal has been established before the measure. It seems really quite silly and backwards to do that.  Another troubling thing I have learned as I was trying to put this table together for the EC meeting a couple of weeks ago was that at the president’s direction Institutional Research no longer publishes the data on which you can make this calculation yourself. Now the provost says that this is not a sign of lack of transparency, but it is a sign that the administration plans to publish it in a different form at some unspecified time in the future.  I have expressed my frustration to the degree to which it has never been a transparent process.  I do not believe in any way the ultimate goal of raising SCH targets or whatever is avoidable in the fiscal circumstance, but we ought to do it in a thoughtful way. And, I don’t believe this is being done. 
R Guell:  I have been enormously frustrated by this topic because the administration has announced a goal, 20:1, but did so well-prior to giving much thought to the definition. When this first came up, I went to the OSPIRE web page and began looking at the numbers published there to get a fix on where we were and where we had been. I discovered that OPSIRE had not kept up with the data and I called P. McClintock to ask about it. She indicated that the President told them to stop producing the report but that the new definition would be forthcoming with the new departmental “scorecards.” The table you have before you is the result of my analysis using the data which exists.
S. Lamb:  I have asked the Provost to include R. Guell in measurement discussions. I have said that if we understand what is behind definitions and if we are assured by R. Guell that these are reasonable, this will go a long way to helping the faculty understand and accept what is being done.
R. Guell:  There are many specific issues in the definition: Fall vs. Annual; beginning vs. end; which instructor-types. If you pick one definition we are quite far from the target and pick another, we are quite close. If you use the IPEDs data, we may be already there. S. Lamb:  We are also keenly aware that whatever definition is chosen will be subject to gamesmanship (that can be played given the definition) by chairpersons.
S. Lamb:   It is my belief that the focus needs to be on the “students” in this ratio. With no change in the number of faculty, we have moved the ratio 1.65 points from 16.3 to 17.95 just by increasing the number of students at the university. Inter-college war over who gets and who loses faculty may be demoralizing. Our focus should be on attracting and keeping the “students.” 
T. Hawkins: I am frustrated with absence of definitions. Why do we need to play defense? Perhaps we need a resolution from this body on that definition.
S. Lamb:  Very good – I do not see why we cannot form a charge to FAC. 
D. Hantzis:  We need to recognize that there is anxiety among the faculty about this number that would be resolved with a transparency in the definition as well as a publication of the raw data. It is also important that this discussion be connected to the discussion on the number of courses assigned. Are we switching from courses to SCHs? 
S. Lamb:  I continue to try to keep us at an expectation of a 9 hr teaching load, with research and normal service in addition. This student-faculty ratio discussion allows us to avoid the number of courses discussion. If done right, it will also avoid the gamesmanship we see with 12 hr loads. We will be much less marketable, it will be hard to attract new faculty if we have 12 hr loads.  I believe deans are being too defensive trying to be “good citizens”. You will lose the most productive of our newly hired faculty. 
P. Cochrane:  I am concerned about issues of safety (20 to 1 ratio) in this. There are lab situations where having more students will compromise the safety of students. I also wonder whether there is a move to measure administrative efficiency.
S. Lamb:   In defense of the administration’s position, they understand that we must make allowance for special situations. They have repeatedly said that equal is not fair. 
R. Guell:  I have used the faculty and administrative count data produced by Dr. Lotspeich to produce a Student-Support Staff ratio and a Student-Administrator ratio. The result of that analysis is that by these measures, the support staff and the administration have already increased their productivity markedly.
S. Lamb:  This data report of Dr. Lotspeich is on the Faculty Senate website.  R. Lotspeich was going to present it today, but was unable to do so. He will at the next Faculty Senate meeting on October 27.
N. Hopkins:  Will there be metrics and scorecards for the Administration?
I do not think that SCHs are the best measure. It should be cost per credit hour generated.
We are paid below what we should be paid. 

B. Yousif:  Where does 20:1 come from? What happens if we do not get there?
J. Conant:  There is nothing magic about 20:1. It simply generates the money that will generate pay increases and support other priorities. Goal is to obtain additional revenue so we can do other things. The number is designed to free up enough revenue so we can do the things we need to do in order to provide salary increases. 
S. Lamb:  That is most accurate. 
Chairs vs. Heads
e.	R. Goldbort:  You (S. Lamb) said something in your statement at the last meeting about Chairs being faculty. Why did you say that? Is there a threat that the administration will make this change? 
S. Lamb:  I was trying to make sure that the administration understood my position on the topic before it came up formally.
R. Goldbort: I thank you for that.
Standing Committee and Foundational Studies Issues
f.	J. Buffington:  For those of you who are liaisons, please remind your chairpersons to publish their agendas. 
N. Hopkins:  Please publish the charges to the standing committees
R. Guell:  I will get this done.
K. Kincade:  What are the students’ evaluations in Foundational Studies about?
C. Fischer (Chairperson of Foundational Studies):  These were done electronically last semester for a select number of areas.
R. Guell:  (past Chairperson of Foundational Studies) These were done as part of the mandate to assess Foundational Studies courses. Everyone who submitted a course had to agree to this assessment. It is an assessment of the Learning Objectives of the program and of the area in which the course lies. This was only done for a few areas. It will be done for every area at the end of the semester.
A. Morales:  Does this replace SIRs?
R. Guell:  No. It is confined to Foundational Studies Learning Objectives
XIII.	Committee Memberships
a.	Motion to Approve University Parking Committee nominees G. Gottschling and
K. Basu will serve on this committee.  (J. Kuhlman/N. Hopkins  Vote unanimous)

b.	Motion to Approve University Archive Committee nominees Anne Johnson and Maureen Johnson will serve on this committee (J. Kuhlman/N. Hopkins; Vote unanimous)
c.	Motion to Approve University Athletics Committee nominees with the understanding that we need one more person from the Library (previous nominee Jake Eubanks is no longer with the ISU. N. Hopkins/ J. Kuhlman  Vote unanimous)
		From the SCoB			From the Library		From the COT
Jon Haws			Steve Hardin			Phillip Cochrane
	Bill Wihelm							Richard Baker
		
For the ‘at large’ nominees, Kimberly Bodey and Jolynn Kuhlman		
IX.	FAC response to PTOC
	
a. S. Lamb:  At the last Faculty Senate meeting (August 25) PTOC concerns were brought up and FAC’s response to these concerns.  The language which FAC had developed was not acceptable to the Faculty Senate.  I contacted J. Hughes who had some alternative language which was found to be quite acceptable by the Executive Committee (the  last bolded sentence on the page )
Motion as offered
Amend 305.2.3 to include bold material at the end.
Regular Evaluations.  The performance of faculty members on renewable term appointments (regular and temporary; full-time and part-time) shall be regularly evaluated with established criteria and performance standards appropriate to their positions. Evaluation feedback should be explicitly delineated in relation to expectations of the department and college as spelled out in the respective tenure and promotion policies.
Discussion:

N. Hopkins:  This assumes that Promotion and Tenure (P&T) language would include special
 duties.
 K. Bolinger:  Those special duties, then, could not be used to judge P&T.
 N. Hopkins:  Even if that were the reason they were hired? We would have to revise P&Ts for     every possible assignment.
K. Bolinger:  Would that not likely fall under one of the three areas (teaching, service, scholarship)?
N. Hopkins:  Not necessarily. 
D. Hantzis:  The policy refers to P&T except the section exists in a portion of the Handbook that is not simply under tenured and tenure-track faculty.
 J.  Conant:  Suggested change - Ask for unanimous consent to amend so that the phrase “promotion and tenure“ is replaced with “personnel”.   There were no objections. 

MOTION AS AMENDED:  (N. Hopkins/ J. Kuhlman   Vote: unanimous)
Amend 305.2.3 to include bold material at the end
Regular Evaluations.  The performance of faculty members on renewable term appointments (regular and temporary; full-time and part-time) shall be regularly evaluated with established criteria and performance standards appropriate to their positions. Evaluation feedback should be explicitly delineated in relation to expectations of the department and college as spelled out in the respective personnel policies.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Meeting adjourned  4:37 pm.
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