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#18 

 

INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

 

FACULTY SENATE, 2016-2017 

 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 

February 28, 2017 

 

3:30 p.m., HMSU 227 

 

Final Draft 

 

 

Members Present:  L. Brown, J. Conant, R. Guell, T. Hawkins, D. Hantzis, B. Kilp, C. 

MacDonald, L. Phillips 

 

Members Absent:  S. Lamb 

 

Ex-Officio Present:  President D. Bradley, Provost M. Licari 

 

Ex-Officio Absent:  None 

 

Guests:  B. Butwin, E. Glendening, N. Rogers 

 

1) Administrative Reports: 

a) President D. Bradley 

i) I’m going to the Senate Appropriations Committee on Tuesday.  We will see in April 

how it goes. 

ii) MVC tournament starts Thursday. 

iii) The Governor’s office has called two or three times today for a meeting next week on 

Thursday with university presidents.  This will be the first such meeting in the last 

four years. 

iv) Following up on the staffing plan, the Provost has been asked to deliver one in draft 

form by the end of next week. 

b) Provost M. Licari 

i) Update on searches for administrative posts:   

(1) BCOE Dean candidates were visiting campus over the past two weeks.  All four 

have finished their interviews.  The search committee met today to gather all the 

feedback and I meet with them tomorrow to hear their recommendations.   

(2) The VP for Enrollment Management, Marketing, and Communication “preferred” 

deadline is this week, and that will help in narrowing the pool down for airport 

interviews, and then who we want to bring to campus.   

(3) The AVP for Development is also moving quickly.  The last candidate was here 

yesterday, so that search is nearly complete as well. 
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ii) As the President noted, the deans and I are working on a draft staffing plan that will 

be delivered to the President in the near future that takes into account the temporary 

nature of lecturers and will take into account a good approach to instructors.  We’ve 

identified a plan that will take advantage of natural attrition over the next two years. 

 

2) Chair Report: T. Hawkins 

a) Happy Mardi Gras.  Following our open discussion we will move ahead with a short 

agenda.  P. Burkett and E. Glendening are here to assist with the curricular items.  Then, 

N. Rogers will update us on developments with Career Readiness. 

b) Looking back, it is my impression that we have reached some acceptable resolution of the 

concerns regarding the status of instructors that dominated much of the February Senate 

meeting.  I understand that we will be losing only a small number of instructors this year 

and that we will not use involuntary separations to achieve our goals. While the full-time 

lecturer category will be affected significantly, this can be done without compromising 

the gains we have made as an institution over the last few years by “regularizing” our 

instructors.  They deserve our support.  I appreciate the efforts made by so many to call 

attention to their contributions.  And, I appreciate the fact that the president and provost 

never stopped listening. 

c) I have been in touch with the chairperson of the Department of Communication recently.  

She is interested in bringing the COMM proposal back for reconsideration by Senate this 

year, if it is possible under our rules.  She prefers a wholesale reconsideration but would 

accept a separate vote on the Health Communication concentration in order to move the 

larger curriculum forward.  I will let you reflect on that for a bit. 

d) According to L. Eberman, FAC is making substantial progress on the 305 language and 

hopes to approve a draft on 8 March.  As promised, I will send this out to the campus 

right away.  This means that Exec will have only one meeting to consider the draft before 

the March Senate.  But, it was my intention to use that Senate meeting as an opportunity 

for preliminary discussion only.  We should have time to tweak the document before a 

final vote. 

e) Finally, the Officers should have a Special “Elections” Edition of the Musings ready for 

distribution by the time of our next meeting.  Our goals are to remind faculty of the 

timetable for nominations and encourage as many as possible to participate in university-

level governance.  

 

3) Approval of Executive Committee Minutes 

a) Motion to approve (L. Phillips, D. Hantzis).  Vote:  8-0-0. 

 

4) Fifteen Minute Open Discussion 

a) L. Brown:  I spoke with M. Licari yesterday about an instructor who was just promoted to 

Senior Instructor.  We are not sponsoring her green card and she has one year left in the 

US.  I am following up on that. 

i) M. Licari:  I do not have an update on that yet. 

b) R. Guell:  I have annoyed the Provost several times with the same questions and I will do 

so again.  Are we going to have a meeting with chairs where the tools available to chairs 

will be discussed? 

i) M. Licari:  Yes.  The meeting planned on March 8th will be the opportunity to do that. 
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c) T. Hawkins:  I have been asked to ask about the process being used for the Dean’s 

Searches.  When we select Search Consultants what are our metrics?  During the process, 

e.g. the creation of candidate pools, are we able to review the selections to make sure we 

are picking from a diverse crop?  When consultants are used again, how do we assess 

their effectiveness? 

i) M. Licari:  To take them in order, yes we do.  We have an RFP process that evaluates 

a variety of metrics:  cost, prior experience with the type of search, familiarity with 

the institution, and some evidence of ability to generate a diverse and deep candidate 

pool. 

ii) D. Bradley:  We based the firm for the AVP for Development on prior experience.  

He helped us get our provost and our last search in BCOE.  I agree that, in general, it 

is like an architecture firm:  they all charge about the same price.  It comes down to 

does that person make a connection with the institution. 

iii) M. Licari:  Also, the ability for the search committee to see the applicants.  Those on 

the committee have a secure log in to access the entire candidate list as well as 

candidate materials.  There’s no hidden set of candidates that the search committee 

can’t see.  The search firm is really designed to help the search committee recruit 

candidates, try to make sure that high quality candidates are interested, help with 

logistics of interview and travel, and to help the committee do a lot of the reference 

checking.  Finally, they keep you on a schedule so that the search keeps moving along 

and doesn’t get set off to the side because people get busy.  How do you know if they 

did a good job or not?  Whether or not you got a large enough pool to select a set of 

finalists, the quality of the folks you bring to campus, the quality of the final choice.  

But that is up to the campus, you have to own the decision you’ve made. 

iv) R. Guell:  I wanted to make sure that was touched upon.  We own as much of a 

dean/AVP failure as the search firm. 

v) M. Licari:  The search firm does not make the choice. 

vi) J. Conant:  On the last provost search, we saw the whole pool. 

vii) D. Bradley:  It also gives the candidates a place to ask questions they may not feel 

comfortable asking the campus.  So you can ask stupid questions, or questions that 

indicate your seriousness, things you don’t want to talk to the search committee chair 

about.   

d) D. Hantzis:  We talked about the evaluation letters this year.  I recently learned that the 

letters sent to Instructors being denied promotion to Senior Instructor did not mention 

their Handbook right to an appeal.  This was not the case, for example, for denial of 

promotion to Full Professor.  Those letters had language directing them to PTOC.  The 

letters should be parallel and provide the same type of guidance.  Also, although I 

appreciate that the administration needs to know when someone appeals a decision, they 

do not need to inform the administration.  They need to contact PTOC, who can then 

inform the administration. 

i) M. Licari:  I talked to the Officers yesterday about this and we will make an 

adjustment.  In regards to Instructors who were turned down for Senior Instructor, not 

all who were turned down have appealed, although most have. 

 

5) CAAC Items 

a) Economics Minor modification: 
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i) Motion to approve (D. Hantzis, R. Guell).   

ii) P. Burkett:  This is just a minor change in course ordering and we are canceling the 

rule that they have a C or better in 200 and 201 to take upper level courses.  It is 

possible to be a successful Economics minor or major if they weren’t successful in 

one of the Principles classes. 

iii) R. Guell:  I’m trying to figure out why it came here and did not stop at CAAC? 

iv) T. Hawkins:  I can only say that I get notifications in curriculog. If it appears in My 

Tasks, I just put it on the agenda. 

v) R. Guell:  Only a major change should come to Exec. 

vi) T. Hawkins: I will inform S. Powers that it should have been handled as an expedited 

review and that CAAC’s approval should end the process. 

 

b) BA in Physics: 

i) Motion to approve (J. Conant, D. Hantzis).  Vote:  8-0-0. 

ii) E. Glendening:  The Department of Chemistry and Physics underwent external review 

last year.  One of the recommendations was to create a BA in Chemistry and a BA in 

Physics.  Before you is the BA in Physics.  The idea is that some students may want 

to study physics, but not work as professional physicists.  The BA is a shorter degree 

that will allow students to pick up another major or a minor.  The idea is if they want 

to do a double major, they can couple various degrees together.  To develop this 

major, we took the engineering physics degree and eliminated some of the physics 

and chemistry and inserted an elective.  It took a 64-65 credit hour degree and made it 

43 hours.  We will also do this for a BA in chemistry. 

iii) D. Bradley:  Will either of those be eligible for teaching certifications? 

iv) M. Licari:  That’s a key to having it. 

v) E. Glendening:  It doesn’t really shorten the path because teachers require a broad 

base in the sciences.  It will reduce by about six hours. 

 

6) Career Readiness Update 

a) N. Rogers:  We are a little bit behind where I expected to be at this time.  So my report 

will be a little brief.  We are in the final round of outreach about the major rubrics.  Some 

were not filled out correctly or completely.  So we are trying to get good data for every 

major.  There are some things that are clear: the rubric had two parts, the career 

competencies and career management tasks.  Leadership is the one consistently not being 

reported as being met by the majors.  On the career management tasks, we will be more 

flexible with the culminating experience requirement.  Many majors don’t have anything 

in place.  Beyond that, it’s here or there with what they have or don’t have.  So next week 

we are meeting with the group.  My goal for that meeting is to recommend the process to 

follow for the next couple of years.  We’ll focus on Foundational Studies first and where 

we need to integrate career readiness there.  Then, some volunteer departments who want 

to do some stuff in the summer and next year, with the rest to join the year after.  D. 

Scism will be doing some training with UC advisors and other advisors.  We’ll have 

some faculty workshops.  That workshop will be focused on what career readiness is and 

how it can be integrated into the curriculum.  Faculty will attend the workshop, do some 

work over the summer, and we will compensate them for that work.  Two AAC&U 

Institutes are being proposed.  D. Hantzis is working on high impact practices.  B. Lubick 
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and S. Stofferhan are doing the other one on integrative learning. We continue to work on 

undergraduate research and also study abroad as part of this.  So that’s where we are. 

b) R. Guell:  So I think the context for your subpoena here is the last meeting we had where 

we considered the alteration of the statement in 210 which had already been agreed upon 

language, but the “and career readiness” preamble did not have a definition.  Are we 

going to be able to fill in that blank by the May Board of Trustees meeting? 

i) N. Rogers:  Sure.  There are several definitions. 

ii) R. Guell:  It’s my hope to move that definition to FAC as quickly as possible so we 

can get moving on that language. 

iii) T. Hawkins:  Send the consensus language to me and I will send it to L. Eberman. 

iv) D. Hantzis:  I’m on the task force and we’re using the NACE Career Readiness 

Definition and Competencies:  “Career readiness is the attainment and demonstration 

of requisite competencies that broadly prepare college graduates for a successful 

transition into the workplace.”   It’s a nice brief sentence and I think it’s appropriate.  

About the leadership, I remember the Foundational Studies meeting and then the 

Communication meeting and I think B. Lubick is so helpful.  Many departments are 

probably doing it, but they don’t know how to name it effectively.  Faculty in 

Communication were pretty sure there was a leadership component, but we weren’t 

really sure where. 

v) N. Rogers:  It appears to be the case that people don’t know how to talk about it or 

identify it.  We need to talk about that with faculty. 

vi) D. Hantzis:  It seems that NACE’s definition is more about stewardship or servant 

leadership rather than command and control.  How about assessment?  How are we 

sure they are being done over time or effectively? 

vii) N. Rogers:  We don’t have a specific recommendation.  It needs to be part of the 

overall assessment of the programs. 

viii) M. Licari:  So it needs to go into student learning objectives. 

ix) D. Bradley:  Do we have a formal process for evaluating the success of our 

Foundational Studies program? 

x) D. Hantzis:  Yes.  UCC is charged with that.  We take it seriously. 

xi) D. Bradley:  Does it make sense to add this as part of their charge? 

xii) D. Hantzis:  Career readiness is integrated into the learning objectives.  Hitting all of 

these at the first level is not a reasonable expectation.  It is mapped onto the learning 

goals. 

xiii) T. Hawkins:  If this is rolling out over a 2 year period, we want the assessment to 

be organic and let the process evolve without pre-established directives. 

xiv) R. Guell:  If we are talking about career readiness, there will be nearly no masters 

degrees where you sit in classrooms.  We ought to consider something where at least 

one course taken is taken at a distance to expose students to that way of learning. If, 

in fact, that is the way they are going to be learning their modules in their profession, 

then we need to teach them that. 

xv) D. Bradley:  Isn’t there something in the high schools that students need to take one 

distance course?  There was talk in the legislature about it. 

xvi) R. Guell:  The way you get certified anymore is online.  We need something in 

this move towards career readiness and my suggestion is something for the group of 
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people who will be self-employed for most of their lives.  There is something 

different for someone who is going to live their life without an employer. 

xvii) L. Brown:  But how do we identify them? 

xviii) R. Guell:  We don’t, but they may have a predisposition and have a way to get 

these requirements another way.  Those skills are all over the map. 

xix) D. Bradley:  Also, so many will have numerous employers.  There are career 

skills that a typical musician may need that a typical accountant will not. 

xx) T. Hawkins:  Since much of this discussion today is occurring in the absence of many 

specifics, are we going to have anything by the end of the semester to work on? 

xxi) N. Rogers:  Yes. 

xxii) D. Bradley:  Is the hope still that next years’ freshmen will have a fairly standard 

introduction to career readiness?  Will we be ready to do this? 

xxiii) N. Rogers:  They won’t have the same experience as a freshman in four years, but 

they will have an experience. 

xxiv) L. Phillips:  Is there any recognition in discussions about career readiness that it 

used to be done by industry and now it is being done by Higher Ed?  I’ve been 

reading in various places that this shift is being put on the university.  Is there 

awareness of our new role in that? 

xxv) D. Bradley:  If you look at specificity in degree programs, that’s back from 

employers.  They have cut back on training programs.  There is no doubt that we have 

now taken on that burden for many industries; although some of these skills are not 

any that companies ever took on. 

 

7) Standing Committee Liaison Reports: 

a) AAC (C. MacDonald):  They are meeting next week. 

b) AEC (S. Lamb):  absent, no report 

c) CAAC:  They are discussing characteristics of minors.  They approved revisions to 

programs and another new major in Criminology and Criminal Justice. 

d) FAC:  Not meeting this week, but they will meet next week. 

e) FEBC:  Working on a survey for chairs to ask how departments compensate faculty for 

independent studies and thesis and dissertation hours. 

f) GC:  They are meeting tomorrow. 

g) SAC:  SAC is close to having a response to all their charges. 

h) URC:  No report. 

 

8) Adjournment:  4:33 p.m. 

 

 


