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#13 

INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE, 2015-2016 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

January 19, 2016 

3:30pm, HMSU 227 

Final Minutes 

Members Present: C. MacDonald, T. Hawkins, V. Sheets, E. Hampton, C. Paterson, L. Brown, J. 

Conant, D. Hantzis  

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

Ex-Officio Absent: none 

Guests: Y. Peterson, E. Bermudez, R. McGiverin, K. Berlin, R. Gonser, D. Israel 

1) Administrative Reports: 

a) President D. Bradley 

i) D. Bradley: I was in Florida last week with the Foundation. It was a good trip. The 

alumni are engaged. There was a big turnout for the Foundation Board meeting. The 

Trustees and the Foundation have agreed to bring in a consultant in February to 

undertake a review the Foundation. 

ii) D. Bradley: We have sent letters to nine architectural and engineering firms 

requesting full proposals for design work on the Hulman Center. An architect will be 

chosen in early February.  

iii) D. Bradley: The Key Question Committee reports are on the website. They will be the 

subject for conversation over the next eight or nine months as we move towards 

initiatives. We will be looking for feedback from the campus forums next week. We 

also want to begin discussions about what the goal statements and benchmarks should 

be. The Key Question Committee reports are background information. The 

expectation is that everyone will have read them and can use the information as we go 

forward. We want five or six goal statements.  

 

b) Provost M. Licari 

i) M. Licari: To build on the Strategic Plan comments: a quick reminder that the first 

Town Hall meeting is coming up on Monday, January 25th from 2-5pm in Dede I. 

Everyone around this table has been engaged and I want to thank you for that. Please 

encourage your colleagues to attend. It is important to come with some familiarity 
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with the reports that are on the website. As the President said, we hope to get valuable 

feedback about goals and benchmarks. It’s also important to remember that these are 

labeled final reports, but in all other respects they are the beginning of the campus 

conversations that will take place during the spring. Nothing in those reports is set in 

stone. These are catalysts for conversation. The second Town Hall will be on 

February 9th.  

ii) M. Licari: With the departure of N. Davis, we have an interim appointment in the 

Inclusive Excellence position: J. Powers. This was in President Bradley’s letter last 

week. I will begin a national search later this semester for a permanent replacement.  

 

2) Chair Report: C. MacDonald 

a) C. MacDonald: Reminder: We have a lot of discussion items on our agenda today.  We 

begin our discussion on the new Student Grievance procedures and look to vote on them 

at the next formal meeting. Next week is our informal meeting. 

b) C. MacDonald: We have scheduled a special Senate meeting on February 11th to discuss 

the Student Grievance procedures.  And, K. Butwin is working on arranging some 

faculty sessions.  

c) C. MacDonald: We will rearrange the agenda to bring the Graduate Council items up 

first. 

 

3) Approval of Minutes of January 12, 2015 

a) Motion to approve as amended. (L. Brown, V. Sheets) Vote: 9-0-0  

 

4) Fifteen Minute Open Discussion  

a) V. Sheets: The Psychology Department decided four years ago to launch a distance 

program which we thought could attract new students. We worked with K. Brauchle on 

this, even though we were understaffed. We now have sixty people in the program. Last 

week I learned from K. Brauchle that the Administration now requires that these classes 

be taught with our regular department allocation rather than supplemental resources. Is 

this correct? 

i) D. Bradley: I think you can use additional resources to jumpstart a program whether 

it’s online or face-to-face, but ultimately it needs to fit into a model.  

ii) V. Sheets: K. Brauchle told me we generated excess resources. 

iii) M. Licari: It is the model we have.  The fact that K. Brauchle’s budget is paying for a 

faculty member doesn’t matter in terms of establishing a permanent cadre of faculty. 

iv) D. Bradley: The bigger picture is that the College of Arts and Sciences has not had 

the hard discussions about what is the appropriate staffing level in various programs.  

Given our collective resources, what should the staffing model look like?  What is a 

reasonable student/faculty ratio?  What is the balance?  It is difficult for the President 

and Provost to reach down and determine ratios for departments. 
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v) C. MacDonald: What is distressing, though, is when you are told there will be money 

if you hit a target. He gets the numbers but no resources.  

vi) V. Sheets: If I generate money this semester, I should get it next semester. 

vii) T. Hawkins: There are enormous incentives to establish such programs, but 

departments are not told that supplemental resources will be limited after a certain 

period.  

viii) D. Bradley: This is my failure to communicate with people. There is an 

incubation period for any program. We do that every time we create a new program. 

You can’t treat Distance Ed as something we do on the side. If it is going to be part of 

our primary growth model, it has to be regularized.  

ix) T. Hawkins: That is a memo that can go out tomorrow. Otherwise, the faculty then 

feels more of a burden to complete things on top of what they are already doing.  

x) S. Lamb: I hope that at least at a minimum our resources follow growth.  

xi) J. Conant: You don’t want to force chairs to do things that are good for their college 

and not their department.  V. Sheets can stop teaching a 200-student course, but that 

will have a big impact on other departments. 

xii) D. Bradley: Ultimately, distance education cannot be more expensive to deliver than 

site-based courses. 

xiii) L. Brown: If departments are starting these things and then have to fund them out 

of their permanent allocation, when can they request additional lines?  

xiv) D. Bradley: I refer you back to my previous comment.  We have to have the 

discussion.  I know of an example of a department that has been understaffed from 

the beginning. There have been complaints. Deans need to be able to shift resources. 

xv) M. Licari: By our model we are overstaffed.  We have had this discussion at my 

council. We need lines that can be moved around as needed. I met with K. Brauchle 

today.  In order to get where we need to go, we need those conversations to happen in 

the colleges. 

xvi) C. Paterson: My question is about the scope of this issue.  Are there two 

departments in question? 

xvii) D. Bradley: It’s bigger than that. It’s an incredibly important discussion that we 

have to have. We’re going to have to look at ways to generate more student credit 

hours per person. Any institution not thinking they have to do that is fooling itself. 

We either have to cut pay or generate more credit hours. We need ways to facilitate 

growth. 

xviii) C. Paterson: In the course I am teaching this semester, enrollments went from 30 

to 35 without discussion. The process is happening. Nobody should assume it is not—

maybe not in a strategic fashion. 

xix) D. Bradley: Maybe in some departments.  
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xx) J. Conant: The aggregation problem in CAS is different than in Business.  It is more 

direct in Business.  In CAS, when V. Sheets’s enrollment goes up, the College might 

be down.  There is a lag.   

xxi) D. Bradley: That’s why the deans need to have flexibility built in.  

b) V. Sheets: When people want to move around the institution, is it possible to make their 

files mobile? I don’t mind typing up letters of recommendation, but sometimes it would 

be nice to say to them that they can access their past evaluations.  

i) D. Bradley: People would take that as a statement about the worth of the individual.  

We can look into it. 

c) D. Hantzis: Last year S. Powers asked FAC to make departments accountable for their 

degree maps.  Because of my faculty fellowship, I am reminded of the need for 

departments to take responsibility for their maps.  Would it be feasible to create a charge 

that Exec could give to SAC which would require departments to submit their map prior 

to March 1 and then have approved plans loaded to MySam?  A lot of departments don’t 

remember what their maps say.  Finally, degree maps often do not match the schedule.  

That was S. Powers’s issue last year: the arbitrary gap between maps and schedules.  

March 1 gives departments time to review.  SAC can then have a role in review. 

 

5) Minor Changes to the Handbook: Sections 245.8 and 323.6.4  

a) Motion to approve the minor changes. (V. Sheets, T. Hawkins) Vote: 9-0-0 

b) C. MacDonald: The first updates the name of HHS and the date of the approval of its 

constitution.  The second also updates the name of HHS. 

 

6) CAAC Item: Health Sciences Major 

a) Motion to un-table. (J. Conant, E. Hampton) Vote: 9-0-0 

b) Vote to approve the proposal: 9-0-0  

c) D. Israel: The Curriculum Committee of the Department of Communication was asked 

to comment.  We had a meeting and voted to support the content of the program, 

considered separately from the issue of resources.  At the meeting, faculty expressed 

pleasure that the issue came back to the committee—no vote had been taken before.  

Given that there were six COMM courses involved, the committee was happy to weigh 

in.  In terms of resources, some of these courses are core to our major and will fill up. 

We can’t guarantee seats for non-majors without additional resources.  COMM 470 also 

needs additional faculty resources.  Since a previous search failed, we have no tenure-

track faculty member there.  COMM 326 and 328 are under-enrolled and may not be 

offered frequently.  Still, the spirit of the discussion at the meeting was supportive of 

giving such opportunities to our students. 

i) J. Conant: I’m happy to hear that.  I will provide my support for the concentration 

with the condition that the Provost commit to working with the Dean and department 

regarding staffing. 
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ii) M. Licari: Well, my approach is that the dean needs to manage personnel in his or her 

college. If we have curricular goals that force decisions regarding alignment in 

personnel within a college or department, it is the dean’s responsibility to make sure 

it happens. Obviously, I’m not getting down to departmental levels. That’s the dean’s 

job. We can talk about resources available for curricular goals. 

iii) J. Conant: In a perfect or normal environment, I would be fine with that.  We need 

more careful look at staffing priorities.  You can’t force priorities.  Since, this crosses 

CAS, the Graduate College, and HHS, there is some responsibility for Academic 

Affairs to provide staffing. 

iv) M. Licari: I won’t argue against that. I can’t speak to the past four years, but I can 

speak to my management style. 

v) J. Conant: I understand that, but it’s not just in CAS.  

vi) M. Licari: This is a known issue. 

d) K. Berlin: I appreciate the support but am concerned that three of the courses are core 

courses in the department. Are you saying that priority will be given to your students? 

That could create problems with our four-year guarantee. I am concerned that we had to 

submit an eight-semester plan. I know different people worked on this, but the six 

courses for the Communication concentration were recommended by the faculty. I am 

concerned about our students not getting into courses.  

i) D. Israel: I heard the faculty say that the list of courses you came up with were fine. 

They supported it. The three in our core fill up quickly. We can’t guarantee seats for 

our majors either.  

ii) E. Bermudez: This is not the first concentration we’ve created. Some put strain on 

resources. We have to be willing to move our resources around.  

(1) J. Conant: As a concentration, it will be eligible for the graduation guarantee.  

(2) D. Hantzis: Our major changed in the interim. Now, these three courses are 

required by all majors.  

e) S. Lamb: I have a workaholic faculty member, a gifted instructor.  He stepped forward 

and solved a major problem.  But, it opens a big can of worms. We are staffed to the 

point that the only way to solve problems is to go against our values.  Frankly, the 

Business faculty are receptive to solving problems and are not being adequately 

rewarded.  They are stepping forward.  How do you grow an institution with diminishing 

resources? 

i) D. Bradley: These conversations are going to become more important. It is truly the 

case that we will need to have 25% more students and the same number of faculty. 

We’re going to have to justify twenty-five students in a classroom. Why not twenty-

seven? Or one-hundred? It’s going to have to be collectively solved.  

 

7) GC items:  

a) Virtual Instruction Certificate Program: 
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i) Motion to un-table. (C. Paterson, V. Sheets). Vote: 9-0-0; vote to approve: 9-0-0 

ii) R. Gonser: Graduate Council thought this was a strategic move for programs in the 

College of Education. The state has kept standards stable. There are about 20,000 

students enrolled online. The expectation is increased enrollment. 

b) Communication Program Review:  

i) Motion to accept report and praise the work of the Graduate Council (S.  Lamb, L. 

Brown) Vote: 9-0-0 

ii) R. Gonser: This program review has taken some time. Our initial deadlines for the 

department were not met. Graduate Council provided a timeline and multiple 

suggestions for Communication to consider. We then gave them new deadlines. 

These October deadlines were not met. This was a program of high concern. Students 

were disappearing. Graduate Council wants to help programs grow. We do not want 

to get rid of programs. Yet, we also want teeth behind program review. Given the 

gravity of our recommendations, we took time to construct the synopsis and timeline 

for Senate.  

iii) C. MacDonald: One thing that I would add is the chair of Communication has 

changed since last semester. There is optimism that the new chair will assist in getting 

this program back on track. It is my understanding the Administration will be on 

board. 

(1) M. Licari: I would like to see admissions remain open while it is getting fixed. 

(2) D. Bradley: Let me add my point of view. Programs are approved by the faculty, 

the Administration, and the Trustees. The faculty have a responsibility to do what 

is necessary to keep programs going.  If not, there must be consequences. What 

do we do if a department decides to commit suicide? We can’t allow that. We 

need to be thinking about consequences.  Do we remove tenure? I don’t have the 

answer.  

iv) J. Conant: I want to thank R. Gonser and publicly acknowledge the hard work done 

by Graduate Council. Such actions are not easy.  They took their job seriously. The 

review process is necessary. It must have teeth.  This one did. If we choose to keep 

the program open, we need to make sure it has the necessary staffing. 

v) S. Lamb: Well said. In regards to D. Bradley’s comments: excellent changes have 

occurred. They should have occurred earlier. I don’t think you need additional 

Handbook language. When these situations develop, when a program chair is not 

responsible, there need to be consequences. The Handbook is already set up for these 

things.  

(1) D. Bradley: At least from my knowledge, it’s more than just the chair here. It’s a 

departmental problem. The chair did not help.  But, it is more than that. My 

comments are meant more generally. People do not have the academic free will 

not to cooperate.  
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(2) J. Conant: I wouldn’t disagree. However, this is the wrong example to use. This is 

a case where the faculty voice went ignored for years. The problem was between 

the dean and the chair.  

(3) D. Bradley: There was also a graduate program director. 

vi) R. Gonser: After the first review, it was not clear how the Communication department 

was working. We did have a meeting with several individuals. We recommended 

suspension afterwards.  

(1) D. Hantzis: The department voted to request a suspension for a year. Has the 

Provost has decided not to grant that? 

(2) R. Gonser: My understanding was there was no vote recorded. We looked at the 

minutes, and it looks like the chair made a recommendation. We never had that 

discussion, because the Provost asked that we step back.  We found it hard to 

believe that anyone who wants a graduate program would vote to suspend it. 

(3) D. Hantzis: I don’t believe the vote was to discontinue the program. I’m 

concerned because we made the point that Graduate Council needed to see a 

faculty vote. I don’t know why it is not there. 

vii) S. Lamb: Are the resources there for the Graduate program?  

(1) D. Israel: I just stepped into the job on 1 January.  There are broader resource 

challenges in the department.  As it stands now, there are even resource issues in 

the undergraduate program.  It is harder to justify putting faculty into a small 

graduate program.  That is an issue.  We also seem to have a misallocation issue.  

Communication has great resources, but the challenge is distribution. 

(2) R. Gonser: There is potential in a lot of areas. Health Communication could work. 

It’s a growing field. We also thought of Distance Education. There are various 

models available. We noticed they have a lot of faculty that are term appointed.  

viii) T. Hawkins: In this particular case, with this kind of history, and especially if the 

department feels it needs a break, I don’t believe we do the program any favor by 

keeping it on life support.  

ix) S. Lamb: Is there enthusiasm, D. Hantzis, for a graduate program from the faculty?  

(1) D. Hantzis: Yes. We are aware of the potential. We are very aware of what’s 

going on at other universities. I think the biggest issue is that the graduate faculty 

have met only a few times in two years and have not discussed curriculum or 

faculty assignments collectively. We were planning to rebuild. We have great 

faculty.  

x) C. MacDonald: I’m hearing that clearly this review is a long time coming. It’s time 

for us to receive it. It is true that the graduate review should have some “teeth”. So far 

we are not in agreement about how sharp the teeth should be. I think that needs to be 

considered in a different meeting, perhaps with the Graduate Dean. This report comes 

after years of effort. What do we do with a department that has had troubles but is just 
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now beginning anew and clearly has potential for success? It also sounds like the 

faculty voted to suspend the program.  

(1) D. Hantzis: I think it was unanimous, but there is no evidence without the minutes 

of that meeting. 

xi) D. Bradley: Does anyone have an estimate… if you have eager and cooperative 

workers, how much time will it take to make the Graduate Council happy? Is this a 

process that can be resolved with a two-day departmental retreat followed by a 

report?  

(1) R. Gonser: It was not until our report was coming to Senate that Graduate Council 

even received a response from them. They didn’t even send emails to their 

students.  They don’t even have that ability.  The Graduate Program coordinator 

could not articulate to us how to move students on the path toward graduation.  If 

they could get in touch with their part-time students that are already in the 

program, I think there could be quick movements. This could be an afternoon of 

work. Graduate Council provided many ideas. They need leadership to move 

things forward. They need faculty to recruit into the program. There are a lot of 

possibilities. 

(2) D. Israel: I would like a clarification. I think that it was a little unclear as to where 

to go from here. It’s obvious we have fallen behind. We clearly missed deadlines. 

We agreed to suspend the program for a year, I think, to get back control. The 

faculty are more interested in the program, not less. By suspending admissions 

you would not have to teach the first-year courses next year. It would free up 

time. I think the program review process was unclear to us. President Bradley’s 

question is excellent. Where do we go from here? What happens next? We have 

other things to do. I would like to help the department to prioritize to do what 

needs to be done first. It would be really good for the department to know what 

kind of timeline to expect.  

xii) J. Conant: D. Israel is here because there is another Communication problem on the 

agenda. I would suggest that this conversation end here, so that we can consider the 

other one. We can come back to this one with a better sense of what is on the table. 

Thinking about them independently is not going to be useful.  

xiii) S. Lamb: To me, it seems like there has been a breath of fresh air. Not all 

problems have been solved, but there has been a change within the department. Yes, 

the department chose to suspend. The Provost feels that revitalization can take place 

without suspension. I don’t think you need a year to accomplish that. The graduate 

faculty have to get together and chart their own path. Your committee, R. Gonser, 

helped by lowering the boom. Now, we can pull it back.  

xiv) E. Hampton: I believe the “teeth” behind the program review is that the Graduate 

Council could recommend something to the dean.  
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(1) R. Gonser: We recommend to Faculty Governance. What happens after our report 

is submitted is beyond our control. 

xv) E. Hampton: The report was diligent and conclusive. There is little evidence to 

counter what Graduate Council did.  

(1) R. Gonser: Much of what we asked them to do are easy fixes.  

xvi) C. MacDonald: Many things are wrong that we hope to make right. I think the 

way I’m leaning, at this point, is to accept this report. This will acknowledge the work 

of Graduate Council and give the department time to address the issues.  

(1) J. Conant: Is there a reason we can’t approve it?  

(2) D. Hantzis: I think that’s more like “confirming” it. It was very important for 

faculty to get this large report from you. It started a conversation. It was great. 

xvii) C. Paterson: For those of us who deal with external governing bodies, this is an 

extraordinary conversation to have. I do want to encourage this process to come to 

completion, maybe not in the expected timeline. 

xviii) S. Lamb: What bothers me is that in the curriculum domain we have primary 

authority. I worry about stepping aside from our primary authority if we accept a 

report that recommends suspension but then leave it to the Provost to say he won’t 

suspend it. That’s the only reason I can’t approve the tremendous work that’s been 

done. I would like to accept it, but I don’t want to say this is the route we’re taking. 

(1) C. MacDonald: I don’t think approving is appropriate at this time.  

(2) D. Hantzis: The department has yet to begin the suspension process. We have not 

yet filed a request. We should see if in fact that is what we want to do. 

 

8) FAC item: Revision to 246.14  

a) Motion to approve as a minor change. (V. Sheets, D. Hantzis) Vote: 9-0-0 

 

9) Facilitating Challenging Conversations in the Classroom 

a) Motion to endorse. (E. Hampton, J. Conant) Vote: 9-0-0 

b) C. MacDonald: This is a draft put together by J. Powers, B. Whitaker, and myself. Our 

emphasis is not how to avoid such conversations but how to have them. We are bringing 

this to you in hopes to have this sponsored by the Senate.  

i) D. Bradley: Knowing this whole topic has been fodder for everybody and challenging 

conversations are in the eye of the beholder.  

ii) D. Hantzis: At end of last semester, I received an email from D. Collins in Education 

asking that I do something like this for that college.  I think it is important. 

 

10) Adjournment: 5:30pm 

 


