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#21 

INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE, 2015-2016 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

April 19, 2016 

3:30pm, HMSU 227 

Final Minutes  

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

Hampton, L. Brown, C. Paterson 

Members Absent: none 

Ex-Officio Present: none 

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

Guests: M. Green, K. Butwin, R. Guell, M. Hare, J. Powers 

1) Administrative Reports: 

a) President D. Bradley: None.  

b) Provost M. Licari: None.  

c) M. Green: None.  

 

2) Chair Report: C. MacDonald 

a) I know many of you are interested in fitness. Employee Wellness is offering a wellness 

watch, the UP Move fitness gadget, for $31. The best part of this incentive is if you 

participate in four challenges over the next year you will get half of your money back. 

Your personal information is protected. If you have additional questions talk to L. 

Clifford in Employee Wellness.  

b) I do want to remind you that we will have an executive session after this meeting.  

 

3) Approval of Minutes of April 12, 2016  

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

 

4) Fifteen Minute Open Discussion  

a) E. Hampton: In thinking about the recently passed amendment to the biennial review, 

regarding the requirement to not assess instructors on aspects not covered in their 

contract (such as service or research), a potential inconsistency has come to my mind.  
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We on Senate are determining that an instructor with a five course per semester load is 

fully deployed teaching, with no need to offer service to the institution and no need to 

conduct research to remain contributing at expectations.  There are certain colleges which 

are mandating a four course per semester teaching load for tenure-track faculty.  This 

leaves the equivalent of one course to be considered fully deployed.  As I conceptualize 

it, service expectations are equivalent to a course assignment, as is maintaining a research 

agenda.  Unlike instructors fully deployed in instruction, tenure-track faculty members do 

not have an option under the current promotion guidelines and biennial review to exclude 

being reviewed on service as well as scholarship.  The argument for excluding service 

and scholarship from the expectations of instructors was to avoid self-exploitation from 

these individuals, working beyond their contractual expectations.  Following this logic, 

expecting tenure-track faculty to carry a four course load, provide robust service, and 

maintain an active research agenda may be exploiting these individuals. 

 

While it is within the power of colleges and departments to downgrade their promotion 

and biennial review expectations to meet the instructional mandate of four courses per 

semester, this has negative impacts on the institution.  Lessening service expectations 

leaves the institution with fewer people from these colleges to work on necessary 

committees and provide other areas of service to their profession, community, college, 

department, and program.  Lessening of the scholarship expectations is a step in de-

professionalizing the faculty at ISU. 

 

Rather than live with either of these negative impacts, it is imperative that some group at 

the institution take on the issue of inequity in instructional deployment.  Under the 

current system, faculty morale and well-being as well as equity and fairness are being 

sacrificed to the bottom line of living within the FTE model.  Faculty in these colleges 

need a champion for their cause, not a message to make due or the response that this is a 

college-level matter.  I would suggest that Faculty Senate look into this issue and take 

steps to facilitate equitable instructional deployment.  Failing this, Senate will need to 

make sure that the review processes are functioning as to not be exploitive. 

 

i) S. Lamb: I am very empathetic to that. I find that every time the Provost and 

President speak to this issue, they say it is the call of the deans as to how to satisfy the 

demand. But then I hear other things as well. We need to know where the problem is. 

I hear that the College of Education will split a course up to ensure a four-course 

load. It’s illogical. I want to know definitively whether this is the dean’s decision. Are 

department chairs allowed to investigate alternative ways to satisfy demand? Are the 

decisions coming from above? We hear time and time again that it’s not coming from 

above. If not, pressure should be brought to bear.  
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ii) E. Hampton: I take issue with the example of splitting a course to make assignments 

fit. The majority of us are simply suffering under a four-course load. It’s the dean’s 

call. I finally got that answer. But the deans are operating under a strict FTE model 

that doesn’t give them much leeway. If a college does not have a dean who will 

champion it, who will?  

iii) C. MacDonald: I am also unhappy with this, and I have expressed that to the dean. I 

am in the same college as E. Hampton. To begin to know what is true, the data needs 

to be shared. I have been given permission to see my department’s data but not the 

college data. That’s not sufficient to understand the big picture  

iv) S. Lamb: Do you teach four different courses?  

v) E. Hampton: Often.  

vi) S. Lamb: How is the FTE? 

vii) E. Hampton: Not great. We are 60% graduate students. The FTE model is biased 

against graduate instruction.  

viii) R. Guell: The soon to be former dean of CHHS, when posed that very question, 

functionally called R. Williams, D. Bradley, and J. Maynard liars. While they have 

said that they are not imposing a four-course load, the deans have been ordered to do 

so.  

ix) M. Green: I believe the dean spoke incorrectly. The deans have their FTE budget, and 

they are told to make it work. I have never heard anything else.  

x) R. Guell: When I asked if I could make a 3-3 load work in Social Work, I was told 

unequivocally “no” by the dean.  

xi) C. Paterson: I’m not sure if simply looking at the number of courses taught per 

semester is the best way to look at it. I know we’ve discussed this before. I’ve taught 

large classes that counted as part of a three-course load. There are individuals who 

teach a three-credit course that produces a lot more student credit hours. Perhaps a 

way through this issue is by looking at student credit hours produced. It may be a 

much more equitable way to see the impact of the teaching.  

xii) D. Hantzis: I appreciate E. Hampton bringing this to the table. I believe we have not 

yet decided to face the fact that we’ve got to reconsider how we define faculty work. 

It should be based on rational comparisons. E. Hampton started with a 15-credit hour 

load as the sum total of work. We need to look at the Handbook. It defines an 

instructor as someone who teaches at least 15 credit hours and TTT “normal” 

teaching load as 12 credit hours. There is no normal teaching load. We have to 

rewrite 310.1.1. The President and Provost are willing to go with 12 credit hours or to 

talk about SCH targets, depending on the context. C. Paterson is right to talk about 

productivity.  

xiii) C. MacDonald: We can’t penalize instructors in graduate programs who cannot 

teach reach enrollments of 30 in a course.  In addition, they are penalized since 

graduate FTE are calculated as 12 hours.  
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xiv) D. Hantzis: I agree. Graduate work should be six.  

xv) C. MacDonald: It should be nine. 

xvi) S. Lamb: We go with an undergraduate ratio of 23 students to 1 teacher. This 

equals 345 SCHs. We have our ways to achieve 345. Typically, our core courses are 

very large. The courses that are required in the majors are typically smaller. And, 

faculty numbers have shrunk. 

xvii) E. Hampton: Conceptualizing the work I do in terms of generated credits is 

offensive. It increases game-playing and inequity. It is about what I deliver and not 

how many people hear it. Otherwise, I could set up a MOOC and be done for a few 

semesters. It’s about preparing, delivering, and instructing. It is not the number of 

students.  

xviii) S. Lamb: I love that language. T. Hawkins speaks to that every time he opens his 

mouth. But, when I get out of there and sit next to my dean, then I have to put on a 

different hat. I tell you that’s not the world we’re living in.  

xix) D. Hantzis: I have to push back a little bit. How many students are in the room 

does matter in terms of workload. If I have a lot of students and give a lot of 

assignments, I end up doing much more work than when I have few students and/or 

few assignments. I teach mostly undergraduates. If I’m teaching a course with six 

people I can do it more easily—with less work—than when I teach a course with 75. 

xx) J. Conant: I think that it is true that we need to revisit the question of workload in a 

detailed manner. We put a few things behind us in the past few years. Maybe next 

year we can do that. As a chair, I have been called in by the dean many times about 

productivity. If I am meeting my targets, I don’t get slack from anyone. I meet them 

however I find best for my department. That being said, we need to be very careful 

we don’t go to a process without measurables. We have to have something that is 

measurable. It shouldn’t be SCHs, but we can’t go to one that is so vague that faculty 

fight faculty and colleges fight colleges. If we don’t have any measurable statistics, I 

don’t know what will happen. I have been here for a while, since the days when we 

had a high number of faculty and low wages. We have gotten to this point by 

increasing student loads. We can’t have it both ways. We need to be reasonable.  

xxi) C. MacDonald: We need to look at this next year in a serious way. D. Hantzis is a 

dedicated instructor who works tirelessly for her students. Not everyone has her 

energy level. I do think that we need to look at it in terms of quality as well as 

amount. We also need to give more than lip service to work-life balance. We need 

data as our starting point. We need to show people what we do. We need to show 

people that we are doing good work. 

xxii) S. Lamb: 345: that’s not per faculty. Chairs make the assignments. They are 

responsible. 345 SCHs are a goal of the college, never to be pinned to a specific 

faculty member.  
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xxiii) J. Conant: The targets in CAS have to be departmental. We are too different from 

each other.  

b) V. Sheets: Where are the fall to spring retention statistics?  

i) C. MacDonald: I would assume the Blue Reports, but I don’t know for a fact. I will 

look into it.  

c) D. Hantzis: I recently learned we are losing two accomplished female faculty members. I 

am concerned that we could have retained one of them if we had tried to address her 

needs. We talk sometimes about attrition among our faculty. This tends to be women or 

faculty of color or both. We need to be vigilant. Some people are going to leave and 

that’s fine. But, I also think we need to do follow up to see what we could have done. On 

another point, I know we’ve made an interim appointment as Title IX coordinator, and 

this person is male. It is important to realize that Title IX reports are made more by 

women than men and women are often much less comfortable bringing forward cases to 

men. I would like to know who women are being directed to if they are uncomfortable 

with males. If a male is appointed permanently, I would seek assurances that a woman 

will also be there in a trained and expert capacity, not simply as a stand-in.  

 

5) General Counsel  items  

a) Student Grievance Policy (460)  

i) Motion to approve as amended (D. Hantzis, C. Paterson) Vote: 9-0-0. 

ii) K. Butwin: This is the product of a lot of discussions with faculty, student and staff. It 

is better than the interim policy in that it completely outlines the standard and 

includes more information about exclusions. SGA suggested that student terms be 

two years. One that was added, which was not in the interim, is a specific exclusion 

about course content and pedagogies: 461.1.2. The process is that the student 

complaint website will take in a student’s concern in a relatively limited way. Then 

the student will be directed to where they need to go. If it is something that is 

grieveable under this policy the student will be asked to provide more information. 

This document will be reviewed in consultation with either the Faculty Senate or 

Staff Council chair. A determination will then be made about whether the grievance 

fits under this policy. We also put in privacy protections.  

iii) D. Hantzis: 460.4: I’m wondering if the title should be “suspension or retention”. At 

first I wasn’t sure why we have to include such a section. I am hoping that some of 

this could be amended out. 

iv) K. Butwin: We retained this from the interim, because these colleges have not taken 

action. 

v) R. Guell: FAC had three things that were of particular concern. It appears that the 

administration has ceded to the FAC position on course content. The second was 

standard of evidence. Rather than “more likely that not”, FAC wanted “clear and 

convincing” as its standard. The third relates to procedures and filters. If the filter is 
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the AVP in Academic Affairs and the AVP in Student Affairs and we have a 

borderline case of academic freedom…if the AVPs let it go to a hearing, would non-

faculty be sitting in judgment on a pedagogy issue? FAC wanted only faculty to be 

sitting in on those kinds of questions.  

vi) K. Butwin: The procedure was leave the room and let the faculty decide, but I don’t 

think that’s going to go over well.  

vii) R. Guell: FAC is pleased with one element. It is okay with one. The procedure issue 

remains a problem. 

viii) C. MacDonald: We will go over procedures next week. We will vote on the policy 

today. 

ix) E. Hampton: Under standard of evidence, I would prefer clear and convincing. In #2 

of that section, are sanctions specified somewhere?  

x) C. MacDonald: I think some are in the procedural documents.  

xi) L. Brown: I think we should wait to vote until we have procedures.  

xii) C. MacDonald: That’s fine, but next week will be do or die on this.  

xiii) D. Hantzis: We saw the original right?  

xiv) K. Butwin: Yes.  

xv) C. MacDonald: That will be a change for faculty and will not be minor. I don’t think 

the administration is going to go for that. We have argued pretty thoroughly.  

xvi) K. Butwin: In the procedures, I think one of the things we found in the sexual 

misconduct process is that sometimes there’s a violation of policy but the findings 

differ wildly. We might be able to include something into the procedures taking into 

consideration the facts and the seriousness of each case.  

xvii) V. Sheets: I’m still not thrilled because then you are turning it over to the 

administrative side. 

xviii) K. Butwin: It would still have to go through the disciplinary process we created.  

xix) C. MacDonald: It’s going to link up with all we have passed this year.  

 

b) Grade Appeal (323)  

i) Motion to approve (D. Hantzis, V. Sheets) 

ii) Motion to table (C. Paterson, L. Brown) Vote: 8-0-1. 

iii) K. Butwin: Recent court decisions, including one out of a federal court of appeals in 

Michigan, have imposed judgments against higher education institutions for 

discrimination. Dr. Bradley has requested that all formal grade appeals be reviewed 

by the Equal Opportunity and Title IX Office to ensure compliance with ISU’s non-

discrimination obligations and policy. The language before you would address 

discrimination concerns by involving the Equal Opportunity and Title IX Office. In 

addition to the policy modification, Associate Deans and college grade appeal 

committees will be trained by the Equal Opportunity and Title IX Office and General 

Counsel’s Office.  
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iv) T. Hawkins: But if it is simply a grade appeal it still goes to Title IX for a review. If a 

student makes such a case and it gets to the dean, the dean has to share the material 

with the Title IX office. It then has a free hand to look for evidence of discrimination. 

This suggests to me prosecutorial overreach. I can understand if the student makes a 

specific case about discrimination. I can’t second guess the Michigan judge, I don’t 

know where the judgment came from, but if the Title IX made a wrong call, that’s 

one thing. But if the student is making a case without referencing discrimination at 

all, basically you are giving the Title IX office the opportunity to uncover something 

that wasn’t alleged.  

v) D. Hantzis: I understand where that response might be coming from. Still, if a lower 

grade is due to discrimination, our students are not always savvy enough to get that.  

vi) T. Hawkins: All you have to do is include that in the basis of appeal. If the possibility 

exists that discrimination of any kind played a role, then include that in your case. 

The file will then go to Title IX.  

vii) K. Butwin: I don’t think D. Bradley wants to take the power from the committee. 

viii) R. Guell: I would raise the same objection that this is both a FAC and SAC area 

of jurisdiction that was bypassed. It might be that the President wants it to be dealt 

with as soon as possible. But because FAC and SAC deal with grade appeals, this 

should follow regular order. Absent an emergency situation, this should follow 

regular order. When those policies were drafted, there was a specific timeline. You 

need to address that here. 

ix) J. Conant: I basically agree with T. Hawkins. It seems to me we could deal with 

almost all of them by saying that every grievance goes to that office for review. I 

don’t want people playing games. It is not beyond my expectations that a grade 

appeal goes to this office for someone whom the administration wants removed. This 

is not necessary.  It raises the possibility of some bad outcomes. I think if you would 

look at D. Bradley’s hiring you would see more males are hired than females.  

x) D. Hantzis: I think there might be a way to resolve it if we allowed deans discretion. 

The dean might see something that no one else has seen that raises a flag. In general, 

students certainly should be savvy enough to say this teacher favors X over Y.  

xi) K. Butwin: The dean always has that discretion. I agree that this did not go through 

FAC or SAC. In part, he’s concerned that we need to make sure we don’t have 

discrimination happening.  

xii) C. MacDonald: We also have to respect the governance process.  

xiii) R. Guell: I would suggest that we follow regular order. The president can tell the 

deans to alert the Title IX office until it’s taken through FAC and SAC in 

August/September. He has this power through his 323.5 responsibilities. It’s hard for 

me to imagine there’s a cost to doing it the right way. FAC and SAC can get this done 

in September and it can go to the BOT in October.  

xiv) Motion to table (C. Paterson, L. Brown) Vote: 8-0-1 
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6) Assessment Council Bylaws  

a) Motion to approve (E. Hampton, L. Brown) 

b) M. Hare: We have drafted language that more closely resembles what we do on the 

Assessment Council. A majority of the changes involve reducing the number of people. 

We are going from twenty to eighteen as a whole. We are adding terms of office, voting, 

leadership and oversight.  

c) C. MacDonald: Since Student Success falls under Academic Affairs should the Provost 

make the appointment? In effect it would be the same person.  

i) M. Hare: I can take it back to ask.  

d) D. Hantzis: In the Assessment Council, when I compare them side by side the major 

difference I notice is the deletion of the word “academic”.  

i) M. Hare: We intend to do non-academic as well as academic. 

e) D. Hantzis: That needs to be explicated.  

i) M. Hare: The Assessment Council worked on this language over several weeks. This 

is the language they pushed for. However, I will take the changes back.  

f) D. Hantzis: I need to know what that means as a faculty member. 

i) M. Hare: The goal was to make it university wide.  

g) V. Sheets: Have we achieved success in academic areas? 

i) M. Hare: Not yet.  

h) E. Hampton: The emphasis behind the drive for assessment is that all goals impact our 

students. We thought it made sense. I’m not sure of your question, D. Hantzis. 

i) D. Hantzis: Looking at the membership, almost none are non-academic.  

i) M. Hare: We have student affairs, student success, enrollment management.  

j) C. Paterson: It seems that you are going from two individuals who represent Student 

Affairs to one. I can buy in quite well to broadening the scope. I have worked in 

academic and non-academic areas. I see that it could be married together, but I do see a 

disconnect. I don’t disagree with the intent.  

k) D. Hantzis: The leadership team as I see it is fully academic.  

i) M. Hare: Yes. So you think there should be some non-academic members? 

ii) D. Hantzis: If it’s the Council’s goals to move into this area, then I don’t see why not. 

I agree with C. Paterson. You want to make sure they are not excluded. But, if they 

are not on the leadership team, they will be.  

l) E. Hampton: The scope of this council is not in fact expanding. We are trying to 

recognize with better language what is going on. We already had that scope.  

i) D. Hantzis: Why did the language change?  

ii) E. Hampton: To be more reflective of what the committee does and who shows up. 

The Council provides oversight and advice regarding assessment activities.  
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iii) D. Hantzis: The current scope says academic achievement. I get they changed their 

work before they changed their definition, but that’s not the scope as written now. I’m 

not opposed to the new mission but I need more information. I think it is not clear. 

iv) M. Hare: So I’m hearing you say the proposition is too general?  

v) D. Hantzis: No.  

m) C. Paterson: A practical question: with a group of 18 people, how does that work? That’s 

a huge number of people to deploy?  

i) M. Hare: We have an assessment leadership team that drives the agenda of the larger 

council. We’ve done a lot of work this year.  

n) J. Conant: I like that it is guiding and supporting. But, I don’t know who they make 

policy recommendations to. I’m concerned about this.  

i) M. Hare: I think it would be to the AVP of Academic Affairs.  

ii) J. Conant: To an administrative office? Assessment policy changes only go to the 

Provost? I won’t vote for that.  

iii) E. Hampton: That was and is the case.  

iv) C. MacDonald: That part’s not in writing.  

v) M. Hare: Right now there is not a reporting mechanism.  

vi) E. Hampton: This is a good discussion we should have had years ago. People put 

assessment at arm’s length. 

vii) J. Conant: All that says to me is there is no faculty control. But in the first paragraph 

it says there is faculty control.  

viii) C. MacDonald: The Senate appoints two members.  

o) D. Hantzis: I want to say that I’ve been on two committees with 18-20 members. If 

quorum was required we would never have voted. Why retain this number? The 

leadership council could do everything and present recommendations. 

i) M. Hare: We have fantastic attendance. People are at the table. We value input from 

all areas, academic and non-academic. They help us make decisions.  

ii) E. Hampton: This council does not and has not ever taken control from programs. It 

provides feedback to improve assessment, overall. It does not say that you must do 

anything different in your classroom. 

p) C. MacDonald: There are a few details that need to be attended to, for example with 

University College. This language needs to be cleaned up.  

q) S. Lamb: I think the primary concern has been expressed by J. Conant. Too many 

representatives are appointed by the deans. So much of my work deals with assessment. I 

would like to second J. Conant’s concern. We never seem to have input. 

i) M. Hare: Would you wish to have Faculty Senate fill the seats for this council? 

ii) S. Lamb: Yes. 

iii) D. Hantzis: The proposal needs to recognize Handbook language governing 

appointment of members to University-wide committee members. According to the 
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relevant section, members are appointed by the President, not deans. Deans or others 

may recommend members, but they cannot appoint them.  

iv) J. Conant: The language calls for the faculty to nominate a pool then the President to 

choose.  

r) C. MacDonald: We do not seem to be ready to vote on this. I would be happy to entertain 

a vote to table. 

i) Motion to table (S. Lamb, L. Brown) Vote: 9-0-0. 

 

7) Discussion Item: Workshops for Advisors and on Recruitment/Retention of Diverse Faculty  

a) J. Powers: This represents a partnership between my office and University College. It is a 

draft for a workshop that would take place at the beginning of the fall. I ask your advice 

on getting people to attend. 

i) C. MacDonald: The timing is extremely poor, because faculty have several other 

things going on at that time. It’s the one time except for after commencement that 

faculty would be unable to attend.  

ii) D. Hantzis: I think it’s a great idea for professional development. I know for certain 

there’s a proposal to reclaim opening day for faculty work. We have Thursday, 

Friday, and Monday. I hope we can reclaim one of these days for this kind of thing.  

iii) C. MacDonald: That may be, but it’s not in place for this fall.  

iv) D. Hantzis: Why? 

v) C. MacDonald: I suspect colleges and departments already have things in place. 

vi) J. Powers: Maybe some subset of the faculty can go on one of the three days.  

vii) C. Paterson: When would those other days be?  

viii) J. Powers: Probably during the first two weeks, but after you can no longer add 

courses.  

ix) C. Paterson: That is the point at which students are semi-set with their schedules.  

x) J. Powers: One early and two later… 

xi) L. Brown: That sounds good. 

b) J. Powers: I want to make sure you didn’t miss the advising meeting set at 75 credit 

hours. This is an important moment to think about forcing a meeting with students. A lot 

of people are doing this across the country. Regarding the second set of workshops: I 

have been tasked by the Provost to support faculty search efforts. I have put together a 

team of faculty from each college. They have been a great team. We had all planned to go 

to a conference this spring. While this did not work out, we were able to bring someone 

to campus. That’s where the May event comes from.  

i) D. Hantzis: Great, except I worry that we are encouraging, inviting, insisting, and not 

requiring. I am in the middle of searching right now. I hope that we will move to a 

position where we mandate training. I think we can afford to say that we need to 

retain diverse faculty. If we ever choose to be more assertive, I would support it.  
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ii) J. Powers: I want to skirt up to whatever line would be possible. For example, if some 

critical number of a department didn’t go to this and wanted to search next fall, its 

travel budget could be put at risk.  

iii) C. MacDonald: The problem is we don’t know what will happen in the fall. I know 

there are a lot of faculty members who will say I’m not interested in this, I’m not 

going to go through this until I know we have a search in November. I would love for 

us to have training on how to conduct a search. I’m done with having changes every 

year and not being told about them. We need to know about them much sooner. 

iv) D. Hantzis: The Academic Network, is that a for-profit recruitment firm?  

v) J. Powers: It is an independent, for-profit consultant.  

vi) L. Brown: If we are going to require faculty to do these things, they need to happen 

when faculty are under contract. 

vii) J. Powers: It would be my pleasure to come back in the fall—if I am still doing this 

job.  

viii) C. MacDonald: If you want Senate buy in, we have one meeting left. Talking with 

the new Senate Chair about meetings in the fall would be a good idea. We would be 

happy to announce it in Faculty Senate.  

 

8) Executive Session: 

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

b) Motion to exit executive session (T. Hawkins, D. Hantzis) Vote: 8-0-0  

 

9) Adjournment: 5:40 pm 


