
Approved Minutes of the Faculty Affairs Meeting 

November 5, 2010 

(approved 11-12-10: 4, 0, 2) 

Present:  H. Ganapathy-Coleman, M. Lewandowski, L. Sperry, R. Guell (Exec Liaison), J. West,  

L. Behrendt 

Absent:  K. Harris, A. Solesky (SPF Liaison), N.  Rogers (AA Liaison), 

Guests:  Ruth Cain, Denise Collins, Concetta de Paolo  

The meeting was called to order at 2:30 p.m. in Cunningham Library room 028. 

1. Approval of the minutes with corrections as noted (4-0-1) 

a. Faculty Affairs also passed the following Handbook changes on 10-29-10: 

Insert 246.14.5.11.1 Multiple Complainants 

In grievances involving more than one complainant, each complainant will 

have ten (10) minutes per respondent up to a maximum of thirty (30) 

minutes per complainant and up to a maximum of 60 minutes in total to 

make their case. The Chairperson of the Grievance committee will resolve 

time allocation disputes. 

246.14.5.18 add the following text to the end of the section 

When the grievance is against the President, the Chairperson of the Board of 

Trustees will make the final determination. 

2. Report from Liaison to Academic Affairs (Rogers)—No report 

3. Report from Liaison to Executive Committee (Guell) 

a. Exec took a substitute motion with regard to FAC’s recommendation 

regarding emeriti status making a longer period of service necessary 

i. 15 years of service for application of said status 

ii. 20 years of service for automatic granting of emeriti status 

This motion will now go before Senate. 

b. The grade appeal policy passed. 

c. The charge regarding contract faculty (titles, benefits, etc.) was passed along 

to the task force on temporary faculty per the Provost’s request. 

d. The academic freedom charge dealt with by FAC last year will also be 

considered by CAC so that both individual and group perspectives will be 

considered. 

e. The post-tenure review document has been reviewed, and the dismissal 

piece was removed from the document per AAUP compliance.  The issues of 

the review and performance pay have been separated for voting.  Lamb has 

postponed consideration of the document until December. 

4. Report from Special Purpose Faculty Liaison (A. Solesky)—no report 

5. Report from Chair (Sperry) 

a. Clarification needed on e-mail from P. Kennedy regarding P & T Oversight 

Committee.  Guell explained the P & T Oversight Committee from last year 

had a list of concerns which Exec will forward to FAC for consideration. 

6. New  Business 



a. Presentation by representatives Cain, Collins, and de Paolo from Assessment 

Council 

i. Council was formed a year ago by Trustees as a council for oversight 

of assessment activities at ISU.  Assessment is a faculty driven 

process, the council provides guidance, suggestion, training and 

support.   

ii. The expectation is clear that everyone will be involved with 

assessment in some way. 

iii. Individual programs set their standards, the council helps figure out 

how to assess the standards, and how to implement the feedback. 

iv. Council consists of representatives from each college, 2 associate 

deans, 1 undergraduate and 1 graduate student, 2 at-large faculty 

and ex-officio members Ruth Cain and Ed Kinley.  There is a core 

group (Cain, Collins, dePaolo) within the council. 

b.  Question and answer between FAC and Assessment Council 

i. How do you keep track of who is doing what with regard to 

assessment? 

1. Ruth Cain is ultimately responsible, also use of Task Stream 

and the baseline information in the NCA self-study.  Cain 

keeps a progress matrix which helps programs meet their 

goals.   

2. The plan is to move from a climate of assessment to a 

culture of assessment.    

3. A campus assessment day will be held on March 10, 2011.  It 

will include a keynote speaker and workshops in the 

morning, and poster sessions and a panel discussion in the 

afternoon. 

4. Development of “A-teams”—department chairs and 1 other 

faculty member for which the council will provide 

professional development.  Invitations will go out after NCA 

visit. 

5. Money is available to support assessment learning, as well 

as grants to support departments to work on assessment. 

ii. How will the Trustees’ charge to the faculty (Charge 3) influence 

what the council is doing? 

1. Assessment is an ongoing process—they are interested in 

student outcomes. 

iii.  Professional colleges have accreditation—does that mean that 

those programs meet assessment goals? 

1. Student learning is the focus of the assessment council, 

accreditation casts a wider net. 

iv.  How much overlap is there in assessment from department to 

department? 

1. Some tools and processes can be shared for use by other 

departments.   



2. With regard to the new Foundational Studies courses, the 

first priority is to assess at the macro level (e.g. learning 

goals), then work toward the micro level (measuring course 

learning outcomes). 

v.  What are the bounds of the responses from the Higher Learning 

Commission?  What are the expectations? 

1. Cain expects they will see progress and want to see another 

report in 2-3 years. 

2. Sperry noted the importance of communication, as 

assessment is so complex.  What is the role of student 

awareness? 

a. Collins noted that ideally students would be aware 

of the assessment process and our concern about 

student learning outcomes.  Assessment council will 

be going to SGA to discuss assessment with student 

leaders.  

vi.  How do we avoid assessment from falling off the map after the NCA 

visit? 

1. We must deepen and strengthen the culture of assessment 

at ISU. 

2. Assessment council must report annually to the Trustees. 

3. Annual events such assessment day, as well as the “A-team” 

4. Assessment council is not just about NCA—it’s about 

ongoing assessment 

vii.  How can we recognize faculty who are on board with assessment?  

Can we help it become a “portfolio worthy”? 

1. We need to take assessment from the realm of service 

activity to a teaching recognition. 

The assessment guests were thanked for their contribution to our committee. 

7. Old Business 

a. Clean-up Handbook changes as follows: 

i.  FAC Amendments to the Constitution and ByLaws as per Charges From Exec 

246.14.5.14 Case Summation. The respondent(s) will each have ten (10) minutes 
to summarize his/her case up to a maximum of thirty (30) minutes. When there 
is more than one (1) respondent, the respondents may elect to consolidate their 
allotted time and choose a spokesperson. The complainant will then be allowed 
ten (10) minutes per respondent up to a maximum of thirty (30) minutes to 
summarize his/her case. 
to  
246.14.5.14 Case Summation. The respondent(s) will each have ten (10) minutes 

to summarize his/her case up to a maximum of thirty (30) minutes. When there 

is more than one (1) respondent, the respondents may elect to consolidate their 

allotted time and choose a spokesperson. The complainant(s) will then be 



allowed ten (10) minutes per respondent up to a maximum of thirty (30) 

minutes to summarize his/her case. 

When there is more than one (1) complainant, the complainants may elect to 

consolidate their allotted time and choose a spokesperson. 

Moved and seconded to approve Handbook changes as outlined by B. Guell.  No 
discussion.  Motion passed 5-0-0.  

The meeting adjourned at 3: 40 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  Linda Behrendt, Secretary, ’10-‘11 


