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Indiana State University 

Faculty Senate 

Student Affairs Committee 

April 10, 2013 

3:30 p.m., Scott School of Business, Room 222 

 

Present: Committee: Azizi Arrington-Bey, Cheryl Blevens, James Buffington, Swapan Ghosh, 

John Liu, Della Thacker. Ex-Officios: Joshua Powers, Rich Toomey, David Wright. Guests: 

Jennifer Lawson, and Susan Powers. 

 

I. Call to Order 

Buffington called the meeting to order at 3:32 p.m. 

 

II. Adoption of the Agenda 

Approved as distributed.  

 

III. Approval of minutes (SAC 12/13, #7, 3/20/2013)  

Move to approve as distributed. Thacker/Ghosh. Motion passed. 6-0-0. 

 

IV. Charges 

1. SGA Senate meetings—J. Hauser 

No report. 

 

2. International student enrollment—J. Buffington 

No report. 

 

3. Complete annual report of activities—J. Buffington 

Buffington will submit report by year’s end. 

 

4. Undergraduate Course Repeat Policy—J. Buffington 

(attachments 1 & 2) Buffington monitored committee debate regarding three 

Course Repeat Policy proposals. Discussion centered on repeating courses for 

grade improvement (whether once or unlimited times), the inclusion of a 

mechanism for exceptions, and a formula for determining GPA calculation.  

Move to accept and recommend to Faculty Senate, a Course Repeat Policy 

that states "A course taken at Indiana State University in which a student 

has received a grade of C- or lower may be repeated once for grade 

improvement. Courses that can be repeated for credit are not included in this 

policy. Only the higher grade of the course will be included in the 

computation of the cumulative GPA. The initial grade(s) and the repeat 

grade(s) will appear on the student's record. An exception can be granted by 

the Dean of the relevant college on a case by case basis." Ghosh/Thacker. 

Motion passed. 6-0-0. 

 



Mr. Coldren was unable to attend today’s meeting but was in email 

communication with Ms Lawson who attended in Mr. Coldren’s place. She 

communicated the approved motion and in response, Mr. Coldren immediately 

shared information regarding limitations of the Registration and Records Office’s 

software. The following is his response to the issue of limiting class repeats to 

once:  

 

“[Limiting retakes to once]…is not enforceable for us at registration.  The only 

way to prevent registration [more than once] is by establishing a minimum grade 

that no longer allows registration once achieved (unless an override/exception is 

granted by a Dean).  A student might achieve that minimum grade in one attempt 

or seven attempts, but once hit, that is what would prevent registration.  There is 

no mechanism to monitor that a student has only taken a course twice.” 

 

In light of this information, several committee members expressed concerns 

regarding the wording of the just approved motion by questioning the policy 

restriction of one course repeat for grade improvement. The Chair called for a 

vote. Move to rescind the previously adopted Course Repeat Policy and to 

accept and recommend a Course Repeat Policy that states "Students may 

choose to repeat any course for grade improvement. Courses that can be 

repeated for credit are not included in this policy.  Only the higher grade 

received for the course, taken at Indiana State University, will be included in 

the computation of the cumulative GPA. The initial grade(s) and the repeat 

grade(s) will appear on the student’s record. Only courses taken at Indiana 

State University are eligible for course repeat. An exception can be granted 

by the Dean of the relevant college on a case by case basis.” Arrington-

Bey/Liu. Motion passed. 6-0-0. 

 

5. Modification of Transfer Policy—J. McMullen 

At the March 20
th

 meeting, SAC accepted Subcommittee Chair McMullen’s 

committee report’s proposal for presentation to the Faculty Senate Exec 

Committee at their April 2
nd

 meeting. (See SAC #7, March 20, 2013 minutes, 

approved April 10, 2013.) The Exec Committee tabled the proposal for further 

study and may put it on their April 9
th

 agenda. Buffington has learned that 

information regarding the Statewide General Education Transfer Core was 

misunderstood. He invited Dr. Susan Powers to this meeting to address the issue. 

The following is a summary of Dr. Powers’ remarks:  

“Our current process for transfer classes is that we don't accept courses 

of a C- or less.  If a student comes to ISU with an AA, AS or AAS, or the 

completed Statewide General Education Transfer Core, we give block 

credit as has been approved through curricular bodies, but the courses 

themselves don't transfer unless the grade is a C or better.  

 

In terms of the Statewide General Education Transfer Core, the statewide 

implementation team agreed to certain principles -  



 The institution accepting the core from another state institution agrees to 

trust that all outcomes and competencies have been adequately addressed 

and assessed by the originating institution and that the inclusion of AP 

classes is fine, the inclusion of college challenge is fine, AND the inclusion 

of transfer classes from other institutions because all state institutions 

accept transfer grades of only C or better, and that no transfer classes will 

be taken for the Gen Ed Transfer core from nationally accredited 

institutions.” 

6. Faculty Scholarship—Swapan Ghosh 

The policy will be reviewed next year for possible modifications to the timeline. 

 

7. Late textbook purchases 

For summary, see item “V. Reports: A. Chair,” in these minutes. 

 

 

8. Provost/Task Force Textbook Affordability Recommendations—R. Toomey.  

(attachment 3) Faculty Senate has assigned other committees to review the 

Textbook Affordability report, and has postponed any further action. When all 

committees have reported, the Executive Committee will put it on their agenda.  

 

9. University College—J. Buffington 

(attachment 4) For summary, see item “V. Reports: A. Chair,” in these minutes. 

 

10. Undertake a review of current rules governing course evaluation policies and 

practices at department and college levels—J. Hauser 

Buffington will request that Faculty Senate hold the charge of undertaking a 

review of current rules governing evaluation policies and practices at department 

and college levels for SAC action next year. He anticipates SAC using any 

surveys and input from AAUP forums in their consideration of the charge. 

 

In a related note, Buffington commented on Rick Schneirov’s request that SAC 

delay the start of the April 10
th

 meeting in order to attend the April 10
th

 AAUP 

meeting during which the topic of discussion would be student-generated 

evaluations of faculty. (Both groups’ meetings are scheduled for the same 

day/time.) Schneirov’s goal was to get “more input and discussion on this very 

important issue.” Due to SAC’s heavy schedule of action items and the need to 

maintain quorum, the request to postpone the SAC meeting was declined. An 

alternative of having one SAC member attend the AAUP forum was proposed but 

ultimately, no SAC members attended the AAUP meeting.  

V. Reports 

A. Chair 

In an email to SAC committee members dated April 3, Buffington summarized the 

activity of the April 2
nd

 Faculty Senate Exec Committee meeting: 

The Undergraduate Course Repeat Policy—J. Buffington 



a. At its March meeting, Faculty Senate sent this charge back to SAC for 

rewording for clarity’s sake.  We had an opportunity for an electronic vote on 

three different proposals, but none of the proposals was turned into a 

motion.  Therefore, we will need to forge a consensus proposal at the April 10 

SAC Meeting, and to that end I have moved this item toward the top of the 

agenda.  If we can reach a consensus, there will enough time (barely) to get 

the proposal to the Executive Committee and then to Faculty Senate in time 

for adoption starting fall 2013.  As I see it, there are two primary issues that 

need to be addressed: 

i. How many times is a student allowed to take a course?  This is 

particularly relevant for students who have already successfully 

completed the course (with a grade of C or better).  One of our 

proposals up for electronic voting seemed to stipulate that a student 

that a student would be allowed to retake such a course only one 

time.  If we do make such a stipulation, should we include policy for 

exceptions, such as with advisor, dept. chair, or dean (or some 

combination thereof) permission?  You will notice in the survey of 26 

peer institutions provided by Brain Coldren, there is a wide diversity 

of approaches to these issues.  You will also notice that nearly all of 

these institutions had a much more detailed policy.   

ii. If retakes are allowed, how is GPA to be calculated?  Several of you 

have expressed support for using only the highest grade in a course to 

be used in the calculation, but all grades received in the course to be 

included on the transcript. 

b. We need to keep in mind what is technically feasible from the point of view of 

Registration and Records.  Some alternatives will require much manual 

intervention on their part. 

Modification of Transfer Policy—J. McMullen.  I thought our proposal was pretty 

well received at the April 2 Executive Committee.  However, EC tabled our proposal, 

which may reappear on EC’s April 9 agenda.  The primary reason for tabling: to give 

Susan Powers and Brian Coldren an opportunity to look it over for any compliance 

issues that the proposal may have.  It was pointed out at the EC meeting that ISU is 

required by law to accept transfer credits from other Indiana institutions in which the 

student received a C-, D+, D, D-.  Thus, having a similar policy for institutions 

outside the State of Indiana is regarded as a question of fairness. 

Faculty Scholarship—Swapan Ghosh.  EC approved our recommendation.  We need 

to modify our procedure document so that in addition to notifying the Foundation of 

our winners, amounts, etc., we also notify Financial Aid.  Also, we need a new charge 

(for 2013-2014) to “fast track” the scholarship winner selection process. 

Late textbook purchases.  I still need a summary document of the survey conducted of 

the 100 or so students, and a summary statement of the policies that have been 

enacted.  EC did not put this item on the agenda for the April 2 meeting; but will put 

it on the April 9 agenda if I can get them the information very soon. 

Provost/Task Force Textbook Affordability Recommendations—R. Toomey.  We did 

submit our recommendation.  However, this item will not be placed on the EC agenda 

until a report has been received from other committees considering this issue.  Given 



the expense of buying out the contract from the Bookstore, I’m not sure EC will look 

very favorably on our recommendations #5 and #6.  I would like to discuss this at 

April 10 meeting so that, if necessary, we can perhaps have a plan B.  Although it was 

not voted on, I do plan to bring my language complaint to EC—that we can’t 

“ensure” that all sections are teaching the same text and still provide academic 

freedom.  I also have an issue with the Textbook Oversight Committee handling 

appeals—it seems to me a cumbersome and lengthy process for resolving some 

issues. 

University College—J. Buffington.  We did submit our recommendation.  However, 

this item will not be placed on the EC agenda until a report has been received from 

other committees considering this issue.  At the March SAC meeting, we approved 

the “middle ground” approach to resolving UC Dean/Academic Dean issues.  Since 

that vote, I have had some second thoughts—that curricular/program issues are the 

purview of the academic dean, not the UC dean.  I have discussed this with Steve 

Lamb (Past President Faculty Senate) and he tends to agree. 

Undertake a review of current rules governing course evaluation policies and 

practices at department and college levels—J. Hauser.  EC accepted our informational 

report.  Because no vendor will be selected before the end of spring 2013, I asked EC 

what SAC’s role should be in the future.  The response, of course, was that this 

charge will be carried forward to the 2013-2014 academic year.  The fervent hope 

was that faculty responses to the survey would be considered in drawing up the 

specifications from vendors.  

 

B. Administrative 

No report. 

 

C. Student 

No report. 

 

VI. Open Discussion. 

No doscussion. 

 

VII. Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:03 p.m.  

 

    

Reported by Cheryl Blevens 

          April 17, 2013 

  



(Note: This document has been reformatted;         

the content is unchanged. clb/17 Apr., 2013.        

             

      ATTACHMENT 1 

         (HANDOUT 1) 

 

COURSE REPEAT POLICY 

THREE PROPOSALS 

 

The Senate Executive Committee would like to have a recommendation on the Course Repeat 

Policy by the April 9 Executive Committee Meeting.  To do so will require SAC to have a 

special meeting, or to conduct an electronic vote.  Although I’m not wildly optimistic that we can 

pull off an e-vote by noon, Wednesday, April 3, that’s the course I’m setting for SAC.  We have 

been instructed by the Faculty Senate to reword our recommendation on the Course Repeat 

Policy to be absolutely clear.   

 

We need to establish the protocol for electronic voting.  As with regular voting, we need to have 

a regular member or an ex-officio (including the student representatives) move that one of our 

proposals be adopted, and it also requires a second.  So if you have a preference for one of the 

three alternatives, please move acceptance of Alternative 1, 2, or 3.  Please do so by Reply to 

All, so that we all know that a motion has been made.  As soon as a second is received (once 

again, Reply to All), I’ll open the voting on the motion, and keep it open until noon Wednesday, 

April 3.  If the proposal receives four positive votes by noon Wednesday, it will be considered 

approved, and I can carry it to the Executive Committee. 

 

Below are the three suggested motions. 

 

1. A course may be repeated for grade improvement.  The highest grade received for the course, 

taken at Indiana State University, will automatically be included in the computation of the 

cumulative GPA. The initial grade(s) and the repeat grade(s) will appear on the student’s 

record.  Only courses taken at Indiana State University are eligible for course repeat.   Deans 

may allow courses in their unit with a grade higher than C- to be repeated. 

2. A course in which a student has received a grade of C- or lower may be repeated for grade 

improvement.  The highest grade received for the course, taken at Indiana State University, 

will automatically be included in the computation of the cumulative GPA. The initial 

grade(s) and the repeat grade(s) will appear on the student’s record.  Only courses taken at 

Indiana State University are eligible for course repeat. 

3. Students may choose to repeat any course once for grade improvement.  The higher grade 

received for the course, taken at Indiana State University, will automatically be included and 

the lower grade excluded in the computation of the cumulative GPA. The initial grade(s) and 

the repeat grade(s) will appear on the student’s record.   Only courses taken at Indiana State 

University are eligible for course repeat.  

The first two proposals were offered by Mike Harmon, and the third by Darlene Hantzis.  What 

follows is the reasoning and commentary on the proposals.                         



Mike Harmon: 

My suggestion would be to either strike the italicized words [Alternative 1] OR add the bold 

sentence [Alternative 2]. 

In the College of Business, and I am told similar situations exist in other units as well, students 

must pass 5 courses with a GPA of 2.25 or better.  With the new policy, a situation could occur 

in which a student could pass all 5 courses with a C and would not be admitted into the College 

of Business and could not repeat any courses.  This could have a major impact on our students. 

I prefer just letting the students repeat what they want, so striking the italicized words 

[Alternative 1] is my preference.  I am told that the law does not require that we not allow 

students to repeat courses with a C or better, but just won't pay for them, maybe after one 

repeat.  One other issue is how will the registrar deal with six different colleges having six 

different rules on repeats?  It might just be easier to make one policy for everyone. 

If there are compelling reasons for that language to be left in, then the bolded sentence needs to 

be added.  Apparently, it is assumed that Deans have the authority to allow repeats of classes 

with a C or better, but I don't know what the source of that is.  I would argue that if it is not 

written down, it does not exist.  So, to be clear, we should add it to the policy.  If you question 

whether it should be added, ask yourself whether Deans could allow students to repeat classes 

not taken at ISU.  Clearly, that is not something that we assume the Deans could do.  

 

Darlene Hantzis: 

Actually, and I believe I remember this from the discussions of the Instruction Affordability task 

force during spring 2012, the data describing the pattern of course repeat for grade improvement 

in total is of interest because the claim is that the change in the policy will increase student 

retention and that claim must be based on something that can be seen in/through the data.  I 

remember the conversation about students choosing to repeat courses in which they did “okay” 

and how that choice could be an obstacle to graduation and how we should discourage students 

from doing it.  I don’t remember reviewing any data that described course repeat behavior (but it 

was one year ago). 

The proposed policy restricts repetition of courses for grade improvement when a C or higher 

has been earned so that separate profile of student behavior is quite useful since all such actions 

could require manual exceptions if the new policy cites those cases as allowable by Dean’s 

discretion.  It would seem to me that if there are relatively few or relatively many, the better 

choice is to leave such choices unrestricted (at the policy level) to avoid the annoyance of 

occasional exceptions or the burden of frequent ones. 

I am also a little confused by the description of the process.  I thought the course repeat for grade 

improvement was, essentially, “automatic.”  As described to me (at least before 2007), final 

grades are entered and a program to identify repeated courses (excluded those that are repeatable 

for credit) is run and the higher grade is coded “I” which excludes the lower grade.  I remember 

when we used print forms to request grade improvement repeats, but I thought we had 

“automated” the process a long time ago.   

 

I’m also a bit confused about the difficulty of complying with the new-ish federal policy.  The 

policy as written now absolutely does not require a dean to approve application of a course 

repeat for grade improvement since it stipulates that a student can repeat a course once for grade 

improvement.  The federal policy limits any repeat of a course the student did not fail to one time 

repeat with aid distribution.  It does not limit the number of times (even with aid distribution) 



that a course in which an F was earned can be repeated for grade improvement—as I read the 

policy.  Seems to me a bold move for retention would be to allow students to repeat a course they 

failed again and again until they earn a higher grade and exclude all prior F grades from their gpa 

calculation.  But, of course, that would not be fair to the students who repeatedly repeat C- or 

other less than desireable grades. 

 

Darlene Hantzis 

I sent an email to all who’ve been in the email conversation in response to Brian’s offer of data 

that expresses my other concerns.  I simply do not see the need or the justification for the change 

at all.  I don’t believe it is necessary in order to “automate” a process (they can do that based on 

the existing policy); I don’t believe we should restrict student decisions about repeating courses 

in which they earned a C or higher at the level of policy—the affordability taskforce did discuss 

this concern—that students were delaying their progress by repeating courses they passed with a 

C or higher, but the response to that observation (which did not include review of solid data 

about frequency of such actions) should be to stress in advising the cost and benefit of repeating 

a course in which the C or higher grade was earned.  Sometimes it is exactly the right decision 

and sometimes it isn’t—the definition, I would argue, of an advising subject.  I also do not 

understand how the recommended changes would impact financial aid processes—the “newish” 

federal law states that funds can support only one repeat of course in which a nonfailing grade is 

earned.  It is not clear if the law defines nonfailing or if institutions do so.  How does eliminating 

repeats of some courses in which students earned a nonfailing grade (A-C but not C- - D-) help 

with the accurate application of financial aid?  And is the benefit to the administrative process 

worth denying students that choice? 

 

Darlene Hantzis 

I'm suggesting the current policy remain in place allowing one repeat of a course to improve the 

grade in a course.  This does not disallow multiple re-enrollments in a course, which allows a 

student to take a class until s/he earns the minimum by a program.  Deans can include for 

purposes of a major requirement or gpa requirement only the satisfactory attempt while the 

overall record and gpa includes all attempts except the lowest one. The proposed policy actually 

prevents students from enrolling a third time in a course in which a C- or lower was earned 

without an exception to allow registration and prohibits registration a second time in any course 

in which a grade higher than a C- was earned without a similar manual exception.  I recommend 

that programs/colleges make it clear that students will repeat courses more than once if they fail 

to earn a required minimum and that the college will allow the successful attempt to meet the 

college requirement but all attempts after one will factor in their cumulative gpa. 

 

            

  



(Note: This document has been reformatted;         

the content is unchanged. clb/17 Apr., 2013.        

          

 ATTACHMENT 2 

              (HANDOUT 2) 

 

SAC Colleagues, 

 

Brian has some important clarifications in the email I’m forwarding.  Exec and the Faculty 

Senate are hoping we can formulate a recommendation today.  We need to reach consensus on: 

 

1) Should we limit the number of re-takes to one or should we allow multiple retakes?  The 

primary arguments for limiting to one: students will not inadvertently take the same class 

twice, and financial aid (affecting the majority of our students) will pay for only one 

retake (and a maximum of 186 credit hours).  Primary argument for more than one: may 

be necessary to meet college/program requirements, such as 2.25 average in business 

core, and there are some special topics classes (such as MIS 470) which can be taught as 

two or more different classes.  One more comment: Brian may be correct in his 

interpretation of “once for grade improvement” language; however, I would argue that 

many students and faculty interpret the language to mean that a student is allowed to take 

a course for grade improvement only one time.  I believe that we should not make the 

language subject to interpretation, historic or not. 

 

2) If the consensus is that multiple retakes should be allowed, should there be a maximum 

cap?   

 

3) If the consensus is that a student should be allowed to retake a class only one time, should 

there be a mechanism for exceptions—Dean, Chair, or Advisor approval.   

 

4) Finally, we need to discuss how GPA is to be calculated: should the student be “forgiven” 

only the lowest grade?  In other words, if the student took the class three times, once for 

an F, once for a D, and once for a C, should GPA be calculated by averaging the D and C 

(dropping the F) or by taking the maximum (the C)? 

 

There are technical (system) issues with each of these decisions, as indicated in Brian’s email 

below. 

 

 
From: Brian Coldren  
Sent: Tuesday, April 09, 2013 4:17 PM 

To: James Buffington; Crystal Baker; Jennifer Lawson 
Cc: Darlene Hantzis; Michael Harmon; Susan Powers 

Subject: RE: SAC and the modified Course Repeat Policy--Your vote need soon 

 
Hi, Everyone. 

I am attempting to draft this while between sessions at a conference in Philadelphia, so I 

apologize for the informal tone. 



 

The policy Darlene is proposing is the existing policy that is currently in the catalog and is being 

implemented today.  There is nothing at the point of registration that limits a student from taking 

a course an infinite number of times under the application of this current policy.  The “once for 

grade improvement” language has been interpreted (today and historically at ISU) to mean that 

all grades in academic history for a single course taken by a single student are calculated in the 

cumulative GPA other than the lowest one.  In the simplest terms, that policy is indicating that 

the lowest grade for any single course will be forgiven from a student’s GPA computation for 

any course that is taken more than once.  It is not limiting what courses a student may repeat – 

only how those repeated attempts will be counted in GPA computations. 

 

The proposals (#1 and #2 in Jim’s original email to SAC that included 3 proposals) to change the 

policy extend that forgiveness to simply count the highest grade and not all other attempts in the 

GPA computation.  In addition, by adding minimum grade requirements about what can actually 

be repeated, they then limit a student at the time of registration from repeating a course when 

they have already established a minimum grade.  From my perspective, this would seem to align 

more appropriately with Crystal’s comments.  For a student that takes a course twice – there is 

no substantive difference in the application of these three proposals.  For any student that takes a 

course more than twice, however, there is a significant difference in how these proposals would 

impact that student’s cumulative GPA.  Proposals #1 and #2 would forgive multiple instances 

while only counting one instance of that course; Proposal #3 would reverse that – forgiving one 

instance of the course while counting multiple instances of that course.  If language about a 

minimum grade is not included in the proposals, then it would open up students at registration 

again to be able to enroll in a course as many times as they see fit while still only counting the 

highest grade in the GPA calculation for that student. 

 

From an implementation stand-point for your last question – we have the ability to allow the 

system to limit students from repeating a course when they have received a minimum 

grade.  That minimum grade could be any valid grade as defined by the University – so it could 

be an F up to an A+ in terms of how we can set-up the rules in the system.   An exception or 

override process can also be created to either allow manual registration via paper or electronic 

registration through the student Portal based on an approval process being entered by the 

appropriate party.  In terms of processing grades, it is very simple to set-up rules to allow either 

the highest or latest grade to be the only grade calculated in a student’s GPA.  The current policy 

that only allows the forgiveness of a single grade is more complex – but we can continue to make 

that work with some modifications to the current Banner product/processes. 

 

I hope that adds some clarity.  If anyone has additional questions, please feel free to send them 

and I’ll try to respond when I get back to the hotel. 

 

Brian 

 

 
From: James Buffington  
Sent: Tuesday, April 09, 2013 3:15 PM 

To: Brian Coldren; Crystal Baker; Jennifer Lawson 



Cc: Darlene Hantzis; Michael Harmon 

Subject: RE: SAC and the modified Course Repeat Policy--Your vote need soon 

 

Folks, 

 

Given the input from Crystal Baker, I think some variation of Darlene’s proposal is probably 

best.  I am hoping that we are able to reach a consensus at the April 10 SAC meeting. 

 

However, I’m not sure I understand what is meant by “Grade Improvement.”   If a student 

receives an F the first time, takes it a second time and again receives an F, has the student 

exhausted his opportunities for grade improvement?   

 

What if the student receives an F the first time and a C the second time?  Is the “once” limitation 

now exhausted? 

 

What if the student receives a C the first time, and a B the second time?  Is the student able to do 

this and still receive financial assistance for the second time? 

 

What if the student receives a D the first time, and an F the second?  Has the student exhausted 

the “wait” limitation? 

 

Darlene’s proposal was: 

 

Students may choose to repeat any course once for grade improvement.  The higher grade 

received for the course, taken at Indiana State University, will automatically be included and 

the lower grade excluded in the computation of the cumulative GPA. The initial grade(s) and 

the repeat grade(s) will appear on the student’s record.   Only courses taken at Indiana State 

University are eligible for course repeat.  

 

Because this proposal mentions no mechanism for repeating a course a second time, I think it is 

absolutely essential to make an addition after the first sentence.  Something like: Exceptions to 

this policy must be approved by the [Dean, or Dept. Chair, or Student’s advisor, or some 

combination thereof.] 

 

Brian and Jennifer: Do you agree that it would be simpler for the registrar’s office to have 

something like Darlene’s proposal coupled with the exception, or would it be easier to have a 

policy of unlimited retakes? 

 

 

Jim Buffington, Chair 

Student Affairs Committee 

229 Scott College of Business 

jbuffington@indstate.edu 

x2281 

 

mailto:jbuffington@indstate.edu


From: Brian Coldren  

Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 3:46 PM 
To: James Buffington         

Cc: Susan Powers; April Hay 
Subject: RE: SAC and the modified Course Repeat Policy--Your vote need soon 

 

Jim, 

There is a significant difference in the application of policy options 1 and 2 compared to 3.  By 

including the “once” language in proposal #3, it means that only a single grade (the lowest) will 

be excluded from the GPA calculation for students that take a course multiple times.  In 

proposals #1 and #2, the opposite is true – only one grade (the highest) will be included in the 

GPA calculation. 

 

To put that into a practical example, if student Sycamore Sam were to take course ABC 100 for 3 

credits and receive grades of F in Fall 2013, D in Spring 2014, C in Summer 2014, and B in Fall 

2014, here is how each policy would apply those grades: 

1. Eventually, only the B from Fall 2014 will count in the student’s GPA.  Along the way, 

the F would count after Fall 2013 since it is the only grade.  Once the D is made in 2014, 

that would be the only grade in the course counting at that time.  After Summer 2014, 

both the D and F would be excluded from the GPA and now the C would be 

counting.  Since Sam has now earned a C, the Dean’s office would have to approve 

Sycamore Sam to be allowed to take the course again, which occurred for him to be able 

to register in Fall 2014 into ABC 100 again.  After the term, when the B was earned, now 

the student would only have the B counting in GPA and the other three grades would be 

excluded.  My understanding of the financial aid policy is that the student would not be 

able to receive Title IV funds for the course in Fall 2014 since the course had been 

“passed” already twice.  The student would have been made aware of that since an 

approval process would have been required to take the course again since Sam had 

already received a passing grade. 

2. The same application of the grades as in policy option #1 would apply, and my 

understanding is that Dean’s would still have the authority to allow retakes (even though 

not explicitly stated in the policy). 

3. The application under this proposal would be entirely different.  Instead of only the B 

grade eventually counting in Sam’s GPA, three grades would count and only one would 

be excluded – the original F.  So, after Fall 2013, when the F is the only grade on the 

record, that is what would count.  Then, after Spring 2014, the D would then count and 

the F would be forgiven.  Following Summer 2014, the student would now have a D and 

a C counting in the GPA calculation since the repeat for grade improvement policy only 

allows a student to repeat a course “once for grade improvement”.  Finally, after Fall 

2014, the student will now have three instances of the grade counting – the B, C, and D – 

with the F not being included. 

 

Brian  
 

 

 

 



From: James Buffington  

Sent: Friday, March 29, 2013 3:27 PM 
To: Azizi Arrington-Bey; Della Thacker; Swapan Ghosh; John Liu; Jeffrey Hauser; Jake Jakaitis; Alma 

Anderson; Cheryl Blevens; James Buffington; Anita Gabbard; Brandon Harris; Brian Coldren; Carmen 
Tillery; Crystal Baker; David Wright; Jacob Waldron; James Buffington; Jennifer Lawson; Joel McMullen; 

Joshua Loudermilk; Joshua Powers; Nolan Davis; Rachel Leshinsky; Richard Toomey; Ron Prettyman; 

SGA Director of Academic Affairs; SGA President; William Copas 
Cc: Darlene Hantzis; Michael Harmon; John Conant; Susan Powers; Virgil Sheets 

Subject: SAC and the modified Course Repeat Policy--Your vote need soon 
Importance: High 

 

SAC Colleagues, 

 

Faculty Senate and the Executive Committee expect us to act quickly to rework our 

recommendation on the Course Repeat Policy.  Therefore I am calling for an electronic vote on 

one of the three alternate revisions of the policy.  It seems to me there is a big difference between 

the first two alternatives and the third: the first two alternatives specify that students may re-take 

a course as many times as they wish, subject to Dean’s approval; the third proposal limits a 

student to one re-take, if the original grade is a C or better. 
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ME M ORANDU M  

TO: JAMES BUFFINGTON, CHAIR 

Student Affairs Committee- Faculty Senate 
FROM: RICHARD TOOMEY, EX-OFFICIO  

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING TEXTBOOK STUDY GROUP 

DATE: FEBRUARY 27, 2013 

CC: CHERYL BLEVENS 

  

As requested by Executive Committee for Indiana State University Faculty Senate, a review and 
discussion regarding the statement issued January 17, 2013 by Provost Jack Maynard was conducted.  
The sub-committee was asked to offer insight and recommendations for consideration for handbook 
language to be considered regarding these recommendations. 

Below are the recommendations referenced in the aforementioned document.  In addition, comments 
provided the sub-committee is provided to be considered by the larger SAC committee. 

Recommendation #1:  Expand Textbook affordability education efforts to faculty & students 

Reducing the overall costs of textbooks and other required course materials can be accomplished with 
thoughtful, systemic planning and aggressive communication to all constituents.  In addition to faculty 
designated advocates in each college, a more comprehensive communication plan and access to key 
dates and information, led by the University Bookstore, will further these efforts. 

In addition to the recommendation, additional communication and forums focused upon the availability, 
and costs associated with digital volumes, available both to the individual students through the 
University Bookstore, but also through digital download through the University Library are 
recommended.   

Recommendation # 2: Continue to work closely with the ISU Bookstore to continue to expand rental 
opportunities for our students 

No additional recommendations to this topic at this time 

Recommendation # 3:  Refine University policies affecting textbook adoptions and affordability 

Faculty course assignments must be made with regard and consideration to this established dates and 
deadlines.  With few exceptions, plans and notification of course assignments to individual faculty 
should be created to account for these procedural necessities.   



In addition to the language outlined in the initial recommendation, specific inclusion of alternative 
options to book purchasing shall be included when considering textbook adoption.  Specifically, 
electronic texts, digital downloads, reserved library copies and other modalities.   

Also, inclusion of additional members to the Textbook Oversight Committee should include a 
representative from the Library, a representative of the University College and consultation from 
University Bookstore.      

 

Recommendation #4:  Improve practices to assess the effectiveness of university processes to improve 
textbook affordability 

Annual reports and review of metrics should be made to SAC as well as the Textbook Oversight 
Committee to ensure further review and enhancements to both policies and practices of all groups 
concerned. 

Note: At the February 27 SAC meeting, two more recommendations were added to the above 
memorandum.  There was also a request for more information. 

Recommendation #5: Remove any exclusivity or preferential contractual obligation with regard to the 
purchase of textbooks.  (SAC would also like to receive a copy of any contract ISU has signed with the 
Bookstore.) 

Recommendation #6: Allow students to buy their books from any legitimate vendor of their choosing, 
and, when possible, bill the cost of textbooks to their university account. 

Requested Information: on p. 9 the Provost’s memo on the Taskforce  Recommendations 
(Recommendation 3: Refine university policies affecting textbook adoptions and affordability, second 
paragraph) it is stated that “the new policy…ensure that all students enrolled in a course use the same 
textbook.”  On p. 11 of the same document (Handbook language, item 3.b.) “If multiple faculty members 
teach sections of a course during the adoption period, the department faculty shall choose the 
textbook(s) for the course, subject to approval by the department chairperson.”  SAC is uncertain: does 
this language mandate that if multiple sections (with multiple instructors) of a course are taught, only 
one text (or set of texts) will be offered in each of the sections.  In other words, if BUS 180 has ten 
sections in spring 2013, being taught by five different instructors, must all instructors select the same 
text?  Some members of SAC believe that if such is the case, then the policy impinges on academic 
freedom. 
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Report to Faculty Senate Executive Committee on the University 

College Taskforce/Provost Recommendations 

University Student Affairs Committee 

Jim Buffington, Chair 

April 2, 2013 

 

 
 

By consensus, SAC approved the Recommendations/Report, with one exception. Strong 

concerns were expressed in SAC on the Provost's recommendation that in the event of a 

disagreement between the University College Dean and an Academic Dean, the University 

College Dean would have the ultimate authority. SAC called on Linda Maule to speak at its 

March 20 meeting, and she spoke favorable about SAC's concerns. SAC approved a motion for 

what Dean Maule termed a "middle ground" approach, wherein all administrators work 

collaboratively to resolve issues but if a resolution is not forthcoming, the Provost will be the 

final authority. 

 

The above recommendation was approved at the March 20, 2013 SAC meeting by a vote of 

6-0-0. 

 

Since the March 20 meeting, there have been some second thoughts about the motion: some 

faculty believe that questions about course content should be resolved by the academic dean. 


