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#18 

INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE, 2015-2016 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

March 22, 2016 

3:30pm, HMSU 227 

Final Minutes 

Members Present: C. MacDonald, T. Hawkins, S. Lamb, V. Sheets, D. Hantzis, L. Brown, J. 

Conant, E. Hampton 

Members Absent: C. Paterson 

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

Ex-Officio Absent: none.  

Guests: K. Butwin, R. Guell 

1) Administrative Reports: 

a) President D. Bradley 

i) My travels continue. On Thursday and Friday I am going to Lake County, Indiana. 

We had a good meeting in Washington, D.C. We held a successful alumni event with 

8-10 of our students. We also met with congressional staff about unmanned systems. 

It does not look like we will get a new higher education bill this year. The Senate was 

told by Senator McConnell that they would spend three months on appropriations 

bills. There is not much time for anything else.  

ii) We have an open forum tomorrow on the master plan update. We encourage people 

to come. All of the deans and many department chairs have met with the architects. It 

is important for us to come up with a strategy for state funding for major projects over 

the next five years. We will be strategizing about what to ask the legislature for 

during the next session. Something in the $15 million range would perhaps work. We 

need to learn how to do some of the projects on our own. It is important for us to 

decide what we can do alone and what we need their help on. 

b) Provost M. Licari 

i) I will be visiting Vincennes University tomorrow to try to help them out with their 

dual credit situation. We hope to get a few additional students for our programs on 

campus. The president, D. McKee, and I have had meetings about the strategic plan in 

advance of some decisions about what to roll into the new plan and what to end.  
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2) Chair Report: C. MacDonald 

a) If you are interested in the Inside Track Report out on April 14th let me know.  

b) We have two Special Senate meetings scheduled for March 31 and April 14. We will 

meet in HH 102 at 3:30pm.  

c) We have extended our hands out to Business and Technology, because we still do not 

have enough nominees for the new Senate. As a result, we have had to extend the 

nominating deadlines for these colleges. 

d) We have the New Senate Social on 4 April and Officer elections on 7 April. Ballots will 

go out on Friday, 25 March. Everyone will have a week to vote.  

e) We will have a brief executive session after today’s meeting. I hope to finish our 

discussion of the Biennial Review revisions today and, perhaps, vote on parts of it.  

 

3) Approval of Minutes of March 8, 2016  

a) Motion to approve as amended (V. Sheets, T. Hawkins) Vote: 8-0-0. 

 

4) Fifteen Minute Open Discussion  

a) R. Guell: I wish to make one more plea for Section 906, the Anti-Bullying Policy. I had a 

conversation with a colleague in the College of Arts and Sciences, and the only reason he 

is not going to pursue other employment or file a grievance is the hope that this policy 

will cause the faculty member who has been harassing him to cease his actions. 

i) S. Lamb: I agree with R. Guell. Having the policy will do good. 

ii) C. MacDonald: We will work on it today in the form of the Prohibition on Hostile or 

Intimidating Workplace Behavior. 

 

5) Prohibition on Hostile or Intimidating Workplace Behavior (502)  

a) Motion to approve as amended (V. Sheets, L. Brown) Vote: 8-0-0. 

b) C. MacDonald: The reason why we are seeing this again is because it has been modified 

and renumbered.  

c) K. Butwin: This is the policy formerly known as 906. We made a modification to its 

location in the Handbook. Section 501 deals with faculty/staff principles of conduct. It 

makes sense to place this after 501 and frame it in terms of a positive expectation of 

behavior. C. MacDonald and I talked about the definition to clarify what would constitute 

hostile/intimidating behavior. I made some changes to ensure that repeated acts are 

considered more substantial. Section 502.4 makes it clear that this is not the only way 

such behavior can be addressed. There is also a section on allegations of discrimination. 

Regarding 502.6, R. Guell pointed out in the fall that we didn’t have an overall staff 

grievance policy. Staff Council will be working on this. We are revamping that whole 

section. We are working with Human Resources on numbering. Regarding the Academic 

Freedom section, I cut back this paragraph in part because this policy applies to everyone.  
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d) C. MacDonald: There are a couple of things that I see. Do we want to add the reference to 

501.3 within 502.6? Also, under discipline for faculty, we had talked about 

“chairperson’s and dean’s authority”. That is in the deficient performance section 

(350.2.9.1.3). 

i) D. Bradley: Basically, the person who wants to file a grievance would cite a violation 

of 502? A separate section would illustrate the process?  

ii) C. MacDonald: Yes. The goal is to funnel this into existing procedures. 

iii) K. Butwin: We want to clarify between exempt and non-exempt employees.  

iv) D. Bradley: There are going to be big changes in that area. We don’t need to have that 

in the Handbook. The Department of Labor has said to raise the minimum salary of 

exempt employees to over $50,000.  

v) K. Butwin: It requires a revamping of job descriptions. 

vi) D. Bradley: You will not have a choice.  

vii) D. Hantzis: Regarding 502.1, I would prefer that “unwelcome” not be there. It’s not a 

characteristic. Hostile and intimidation both should be unwelcome.  

viii) V. Sheets: I wanted to make sure I understand the implications of 502.4 versus 

502.6 and 502.7. As a chair if I become aware of faculty or staff engaging in behavior 

that I clearly think fits under this, I don’t have to wait for anything to be filed to act, 

correct? 

ix) D. Bradley: You don’t have to wait. From a language perspective, I like D. Hantzis’ 

suggestion. But I think, perhaps, the title of the policy needs to be more inclusive. 

“Unwelcome, Hostile, or Intimidating….” If somebody is constantly making sexual 

innuendos, what’s that?  

x) C. MacDonald: Sexual harassment.  

xi) S. Lamb: I like the “and/or”.  

xii) M. Licari: It depends on the situation.  

xiii) C. MacDonald: There’s also unwelcome behavior that we have to tolerate. It 

seems the easiest fix is removing the word “unwelcome”.  

xiv) L. Brown: Get rid of that whole phrase.  

xv) K. Butwin: That doesn’t frame it in terms of hostility and intimidation.  

xvi) C. MacDonald: Behavior covered by this policy is defined as…  

xvii) V. Sheets: Behavior that is unwelcome, hostile, and/or intimidating and that is 

pervasive or severe enough that a reasonable person would find….  

e) R. Guell: It is my recollection that the changes to 246.13 did not go to the Board. You are 

referring to a policy that does not exist. 

i) C. MacDonald: That’s correct. It goes in May. 

ii) D. Bradley: They are linked. 

f) D. Hantzis: I don’t know why we have an “etc.” after e).  

i) C. MacDonald: That makes sense.  
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g) D. Hantzis: I am concerned with 502.2. I don’t want to write a policy that discourages 

people from filing. How do we let people know that we are distinguishing between the 

two, but you do not have to suffer through several acts?  

i) K. Butwin: The first sentence stays the same, “A single act may warrant discipline or 

dismissal.”  

ii) D. Hantzis: In 502.4 could we change “inappropriate” to “unacceptable”? Regarding 

supervisor management, this just shows what supervisors are to do. Can employees or 

supervisors address this behavior? In 502.7.1, should it be and/or? 

iii) D. Bradley: You are hoping many problems are corrected without grievances.  

iv) C. MacDonald: The deans needed to be in there. The “and/or” should be in there.  

h) C. MacDonald: I think this needs to go to Senate. We are going to run out of time this 

semester. We can approve pending the approval of the other material mentioned in 502.6 

and 502.7.  

i) V. Sheets: I understand that. This would open up the normal workplace practice. I 

wouldn’t want it put off, because it might be useful within the next month.  

 

6) FAC Item: Biennial Review revisions  

a) C. MacDonald: I made some edits based on our discussion from last time. 

b) D. Bradley: This is like our third time through this. There is still a lot of red ink for the 

third time. To me the biggest problem with the process now is that it’s not forcing us to 

do a defensible job at reviewing our poor performers. I don’t see changes in here that are 

going to help with that problem. That’s something that we’ve got to deal with. We’ve got 

to find a way to help people deal with problems. We’re going to have the same problem 

with 502. If we’re not willing to deal with issues, then we’re not going to deal with them. 

We’ve got to be truthful.  

i) C. MacDonald: I don’t know any policy that will make that happen.  

ii) D. Hantzis: I don’t think that people are being wholesale deceitful. I think the 

problem is with the three categories, where the middle is so big. 

iii) D. Bradley: You are being paid for your labor. 

iv) D. Hantzis: There are many more weak performers than poor or failed performers.   

v) T. Hawkins: I am very sympathetic to what you are saying. The process we’ve 

designed is not designed to do what you want it to do, because it incorporates all the 

individuals on campus and most of them are meeting expectations. If you are trying to 

cover that wide group of people, then the red ink here is about protecting due process. 

We are trying to make sure the process is fair. If you want to open it up and re-create 

it so that there is a process that focuses exclusive on deficient performance, I would 

support that. I don’t think you can criticize this. This document is not designed to do 

that.  

vi) D. Bradley: I’m just saying that’s an issue. It’s nowhere in this document.  

vii) C. MacDonald: There is nothing we can do by May.  
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viii) D. Bradley: if someone shows up “weak” twice, what does that say? We don’t 

give diplomas to students who get Ds in courses.  

ix) R. Guell: Yes, but people who have Ds on their records will be walking across the 

graduation stage. If I can defend the aggregate changes, I believe there were only a 

few policy changes in the red. Much of the red clarifies what we meant to have to 

begin with. We now have an agreed-upon process. FAC was given a charge and a list 

of issues to explore. We had been dealing with this for a long time, and at this point it 

is too late to raise that issue. The administration could have entered the process 

earlier. Also, it is my recollection that when we went through this last year while I 

was chair, you and Jack committed to working with the deans and chairs to make sure 

the process was understood. If that didn’t happen, then that doesn’t fall on faculty. 

x) D. Bradley: I agree. I will take some ownership in waiting too long. It should have 

been pushed a long time ago. The interpretation section should simply say “see the 

language in the Handbook”.  

(a) C. MacDonald: This is not in the Handbook so it’s necessary here.  

(b) D. Bradley: I don’t know why.  

xi) J. Conant: I think it’s misguided to believe that a process that can’t call out those that 

fail will call out those who are weak. I think I agree with R. Guell. We need training 

for deans and chairs to implement the document. We need better training and 

expectations that people who are implementing the document understand it. 

xii) R. Guell: The training is part of the section in red.  

xiii) D. Bradley: This document is going to be longer when we’re done with it. A 

shorter document will be better. 

xiv) C. Macdonald: That is not true based on previous application.  

xv) D Bradley: These arguments about why you need more language are never ending.  

xvi) S. Lamb: There is no sense that we can change the process given that we are 

going this route. The improvements are positive. Previously, we had systems where 

the “poor” were recognized as “poor”. There were clear distinctions. 

xvii) V. Sheets: There was nothing in that system that tried to establish remedies.  

c) R. Guell: #13. We made it clear when colleges over reviewed. There is no need for 

comment or review when there is department agreement. We did believe that the dean 

needed to be aware of the performance of the faculty in his/her college.  

i) D. Bradley: What is valuable in there except the first sentence?  

ii) R. Guell: It constrains review-happy deans. 

iii) C. MacDonald: It’s long but it’s clear.  

iv) D. Hantzis: I’m not sure it’s clear.  

v) R. Guell: Feel free to break up the sentence any way you wish. But the first part is 

there to make sure you are well aware of a faculty member’s rating and whether or 

not it’s factual and/or problematic.  

vi) C. MacDonald: We do need to do some revisions.  
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vii) D. Hantzis: Do you want to me to write it?  

viii) C. MacDonald: Write it as brief as you can. We also want to get rid of the box 

language. Look at them both. I think it will be helpful. I want us to be in agreement 

that the deans will look at the files and the committee will look at the disagreements.  

ix) D. Hantzis: My understanding is that the dean and committee do work together. In 

Arts and Sciences they review independently. When we say “work together” do we 

mean that?  

x) C. MacDonald: That’s what would happen.  

xi) D. Bradley: Working together means working together. The dean does not get much 

of a role if everyone below is in agreement.  

xii) D. Hantzis: So it’s not independent.  

d) R. Guell: #14. You cannot control what someone else writes. Evaluation letters do not 

count toward the maximum page total.  

e) R. Guell: #15: This allows a one-page objection to any portion of the document.  

i) D. Bradley: Only one page.  

f) R. Guell: #16: Committees can’t put stray material or stories into evaluations. 

i) D. Bradley: In that regard, would everyone agree that there are University criteria for 

the three areas? Why not simply say if there’s no college criteria?  

ii) C. MacDonald: We have to say that.  

iii) E. Hampton: Are department committees assigning people into roles?  

iv) R. Guell: FAC said they should not. Last time this body discussed it for quite a while. 

You are ready to start editing, but no decision has been made on that topic.  

v) D. Hantzis: We don’t actually give or specify the chairperson’s authority. So could 

we say “chairperson as defined below”? 

vi) C. MacDonald: Yes.  

g) R. Guell: #17: This simply allows a faculty member to opt out of the money.  

i) D. Bradley: This is one that we can do without. I cannot imagine an instance where 

they say we are going to give it to you without you wanting it.  

ii) R. Guell: There were several individuals who believe the financial aspect leads to 

problems.  

iii) D. Bradley: I don’t think we need that language. Clearly, if someone says don’t 

consider me exceptional… 

iv) S. Lamb: I’ve always argued against this specific process. I don’t think this is a way 

to improve the policy. If we didn’t have some type of performance-based review, then 

we would be a university of entitlement.  

v) D. Bradley: It also comes down to how much work our people are want. Having 

multiple processes, the overhead kills you. Not everyone does as good a job as 

everyone else.  
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vi) D. Hantzis: One of the confusions this year is how they distributed the money. You 

can say that you are honored to be considered exceptional, but we are to focus on 

these two… 

vii) D. Bradley: This process needs to be able ultimately to pass some level of review by 

the trustees. If we do what was just suggested, ultimately we will have departments 

making final decisions. There are other ways to get around this.  

viii) R. Guell: Having no compensation did allow me not to worry as much about my 

review.  

ix) D. Hantzis: It was about money not performance. Sometimes you have three 

exceptional faculty out of ten.  

x) D. Bradley: You can have everyone say they are exceptional.  

h) R. Guell: #18. Everyone has to get trained.  

i) V. Sheets: How do we enforce it? 

ii) C. MacDonald: We put it in the policy. 

iii) R. Guell: The incoming Senate chair has to work on getting training sessions.  

iv) D. Hantzis: I think it is very important that we have personnel review. If the training 

fails to be provided, then the process will not go forward. That was the biggest 

problem this year. C. Paterson has been begging for that. Then C. MacDonald did the 

open town halls and they were great. But, as far as the timetable it was too late.  

v) C. MacDonald: Do we have more information on how many instructors are assigned 

research? 

vi) M. Licari: There was a lot of variation. Very little of that tracked with what was in the 

job assignment, so there’s a lot of tightening up that needs to be done. Things have 

drifted. Many instructors who should be teaching five classes are teaching three. We 

should not be using institutional funds to release instructors. 

vii) C. MacDonald: It sounds like we should keep scholarship in.  

viii) D. Hantzis: How many instructors participated in 2013? How many in 2015? How 

many were exceptional? We should know these numbers for all the categories. 

 

7) Executive Session 

a) Motion to enter executive session (D. Hantzis, T. Hawkins) 8-0-0 

b) Motion to exit executive session (V. Sheets, T. Hawkins) 8-0-0 

 

8) Adjournment: 5:30 pm 


