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#15 

INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE, 2015-2016 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

February 9, 2016 

3:30pm, HMSU 227 

 

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

Paterson, L. Brown 

Members Absent: J. Conant 

Ex-Officio Present: Provost M. Licari 

Ex-Officio Absent: President D. Bradley 

Guests: R. Guell 

1) Administrative Reports: 

a) President D. Bradley: none. 

b) Provost M. Licari: I would like to comment on the progress with the Strategic Plan. The 

second Town Hall wrapped up a few minutes ago.  Its focus was to provide an 

opportunity to respond to the proposed goals.  The chairs and co-chairs of the six Task 

Forces have been identified.  All this material will be posted to the website.  We have 

four weeks before the next Steering Committee meeting.  The Task Forces will draft 

bench marks and solidify goal statements.  We are looking for volunteers from across 

campus to participate in the work of the Task Forces.  This will be posted to the Strategic 

Planning website. 

i) Darlene: Is it possible to make comments through the website? 

ii) Mike: If people are comfortable, they can email me or Mike Snyder.  We don’t have 

the ability to take comments via the website. 

 

2) Chair Report:  

a) C. MacDonald: I have no major report today.  Happy Mardi Gras. 

 

3) Approval of Minutes of February 2, 2016 

a) Motion to approve (D. Hantzis, V. Sheets) Vote: 8-0-0 
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4) Fifteen Minute Open Discussion 

a) D. Hantzis: I would like to echo something S. Lamb brought up before.  I teach in Federal 

Hall this year.  100% of the students and faculty cross Cherry St. in the former crosswalk 

between Federal Hall and the Technology building.  Something has to be done.  It is 

really dangerous.   

 

5) FAC Items: 

a) 345 Evaluation of Administrators  

b) Motion to approve FAC recommendations (D. Hantzis, L. Brown) Vote: 8-0-0 

i) C. MacDonald: We sent this to FAC for reconsideration a while ago. It is now back in 

our hands. 

ii) R. Guell: Based on the earlier comments from the Executive Committee, we folded 

the review of the office staff into that of the dean.  For the first time, this also includes 

a review of the provost. 

iii) D. Hantzis: I have no concerns until we get to the section on the disposition of 

findings.  There is a difference between informing the “Dean’s Academic Unit” and 

informing the “the reviewee’s governance unit officers.” The language may need to 

be revised differently for Dean and Provost reviews. I want this document to be clear 

that the faculty and staff of the unit need to have some sense of the findings.  That 

should be covered here. 

iv) R. Guell: FAC has no stake in that sentence.  We could make it “governance unit” 

and leave off officers.  In my mind, as the one who wrote that paragraph, I was 

mostly focused on having the communication from the boss be substantive rather than 

cursory.  So many reports are cursory now.  I want more communication in a way that 

is appropriate in a personnel environment. 

v) S. Lamb: If I evaluate a specific member of my department, I thought we were 

prohibited from sharing those findings.  I thought that was why we shied away from 

sharing such information with the Senate body, etc.  My impression is that a dean’s 

review is not shared with his/her college.  The dean would sit with the Provost, as a 

personnel matter, and go through the review.  I have some hesitancy about it. 

vi) D. Hantzis: Faculty reviews are shared broadly. 

vii) E. Hampton: The faculty review committees, the chairs, and the deans are in the 

review pipeline.  Otherwise, it gets out of line. 

viii) D. Hantzis: Some sense of the findings should be shared, not necessarily the 

details. 

ix) R. Guell: FAC hoped the process would be: 1. the dean was reviewed; 2. the dean 

was reappointed; 3. specific areas of concern were shared with the governance 

officers.  These representatives are entrusted with the necessary knowledge. 

x) M. Licari: In my mind, the spirit of this is appropriate.  We can’t dump personnel 

finding on the campus community. 
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xi) R. Guell: It has to be “with the officers these issues were raised.”  For everyone else it 

needs to be more general.  We have to trust our elected representatives with that 

knowledge. 

xii) D. Hantzis: I think college governance is different. 

xiii) M. Licari: My responsibilities are not limited to faculty. 

xiv) C. Paterson: There are some examples, perhaps, of departments who undertake a 

chair review where the results are widely shared.  Chairs have been removed based on 

that.  This can be extremely disruptive to the department.  I mean this as an example 

of something in the same vein. 

xv) S. Lamb: We have to go with the current language.  But, I have seen situations where 

people have been upset because nothing was shared.  I don’t know if there is a middle 

ground, perhaps an informal one.  It would allay the irritation. 

xvi) V. Sheets: Could we add a sentence that governance unit officers would prepare a 

statement to the governance body, which must be approved by the reviewee, 

summarizing the review for a wider audience? Something such as “the initiator will 

prepare a statement in collaboration with the unit officers to be presented to the 

governing unit”? 

xvii) S. Lamb: Then it can be done case by case. 

c) 245 clean up:  

i) C. MacDonald: I think we can address Part One as a minor change.  Can I have a 

motion? 

(1) Motion to approve revisions to Section 245.3.1.1 as a minor change (C. Paterson, 

L. Brown) Vote 8-0-0 

ii) C. MacDonald: We can now look at Part Two: Opening of Academic Year.   

(1) Motion to approve revisions to 245.4.1.1.1 (C. Paterson, L. Brown): Vote 8-0-0 

d) 310 Clean up: 

i) Motion to approve recommended changes to Section 310 as amended (C. Paterson, L. 

Brown): Vote 7-0-0 

ii) R. Guell: Section 310.1.5.1 includes an insertion from A. Hay regarding the change of 

grade.  First, A. Hay and S. Powers removed all the procedural stuff.  I added the 

“faculty may request line.”  Then they put back in some process. 

iii) D. Hantzis: There is a difference between saying the form “must be signed” by the 

chair/dean and the chair/dean “must approve.”   

iv) R. Guell: That is a difference of opinion. 

v) D. Hantzis: Faculty members assign grades except in the grade appeal process. 

vi) S. Lamb: Sometimes associate deans have intervened. 

vii) R. Guell: I have heard tell of grade changes being denied at the dean level. 

viii) L. Brown: I have had faculty change grades because students asked.  I refused. 

ix) D. Hantzis: I am more comfortable with the language of signing. 

x) C. MacDonald: If we are doing it electronically, are we signing? 
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xi) R. Guell: I don’t think changing the words changes the meaning. 

xii) E. Hampton: This gives the chair and dean the right of approval. 

xiii) D. Hantzis: I prefer “sign.”  I don’t want to create a right of approval that does not 

exist. 

xiv) V. Sheets: Motion to change “approved” to “signed” in both places.  (V. Sheets, 

S. Lamb): Vote 8-0-0 

xv) D. Hantzis: Does A. Hays want to know if we want to expand on submission of an 

incomplete? 

xvi) C. MacDonald: Yes. 

xvii) D. Hantzis: I completely agree with the plan to have units write corrected 

information for the Catalog. 

xviii) R. Guell: Yes, this material would no longer be in the Handbook. 

xix) C. MacDonald: So, we agree to incorporate the suggested change “B”. 

xx) R. Guell: Regarding 310.1.17, FAC was uncomfortable with the vagueness of “timely 

fashion” and wanted to be more specific.  It was further defined as “within two 

working days.”  There are faculty members on campus who do not use their ISU 

email. 

xxi) L. Brown: What is the official ISU email? 

xxii) C. MacDonald: Anything that ends in indstate.edu 

xxiii) L. Brown: I have faculty who use their own servers.  That needs to be more 

explicit. 

xxiv) V. Sheets: What about adjuncts?  They get an official ISU email but sometimes 

give out other emails to their students. 

xxv) M. Licari: They should use the ISU one.  I like how this is worded. 

xxvi) C. Paterson: There may be a difference between noncompliance for a system 

reason and those who make inadvertent errors. 

xxvii) E. Hampton: I appreciate that “timely fashion” is vague, but two days is 

problematic.  It really is context specific. 

xxviii) D. Hantzis: When you go to the Financial Aid page it says you will have a 

response within two weeks.  I appreciate the vagueness of the language. 

xxix) C. MacDonald: There are times when ”timely” is longer than two days.  If an 

organization gives a deadline for a response, for example, that is longer than 2 days, 

but I meet the deadline, that should be ok --  I may need time to think about my 

response. 

xxx) E. Hampton: Motion to reject the suggested change and leave it as “timely 

fashion.” (E. Hampton, C. MacDonald): Vote 8-0-0 

xxxi) D. Hantzis: I would like the sentence to end there.  Can we add that to the 

motion?  I am troubled by the reference to contract.  Can we change that? 

xxxii) V. Sheets: I am uncomfortable with that. 

e) 323 Grade Appeal  
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i) Motion to approve FAC recommendation to amend Section 323 (D. Hantzis, T. 

Hawkins): Vote 8-0-0 

ii) R. Guell: FAC made an attempt to respond to the request to clarify the timeline. 

iii) D. Hantzis: I have some suggestions: 1. “Above” should be “below” in 323.1; 2. In 

323.2.2: “listen to the student’s case”; 3. In 323.2.3 could we add language at the end 

“and is then highly encouraged to meet with the two of them together.”; 4. In 323.2.4 

add “a” before report.  Also, what happens to the report the chairperson writes?   

iv) C. MacDonald: Something like “this report shall be available to the dean pursuant to 

a formal appeal?” 

v) R. Guell: “Which will be forwarded to the dean in the case of a formal appeal” 

vi) D. Hantzis: It is clear the job of the chair is to resolve this, right?  In 323.2.3, “to 

pursue a resolution.” 

 

f) Promotion to Full  

i) Motion to approve FAC recommendation (L. Brown, C. Paterson)  Motion Tabled. 

ii) R. Guell: Let me be clear that FAC did not pass this; they passed it on.  This came in 

response to a charge by the administration to consider an alternative mechanism for 

promotion to full professor.  FAC and I drafted this.  This would create the alternative 

pathway.  There are principled arguments on both sides. 

iii) D. Hantzis: I appreciate the effort made by FAC but I am disappointed in this and 

how little it sought to change.  I am disappointed by the split vote.  I am fully 

convinced that tenure and promotion should be pursued by the differentiated 

portfolio. It is the norm at other universities and I do not understand why we are still 

at this level of discussion.  If we do this I hope we really do it.  I was excited about 

the conversations that should result from asking the questions. 

iv) E. Hampton: I can’t say it better than you said it.  I appreciate the intent not the 

execution. 

v) T. Hawkins: I profoundly disagree with the intention. Whether we want to move in a 

different direction or not, we do have a three standard system and at this University, 

and we are expected to do three things well. Informally, I don’t see faculty who do 

well going in two categories not being promoted. Those few people who win those 

awards are going to be acknowledged and promoted. If we formalize this, we will end 

up with a two-tiered system: a three-standard faculty and a two-standard faculty.  

There will be a certain degree of resentment. As a University, we want to promote 

scholars and teachers. We want exceptional teachers and scholars.  And, we want our 

exceptional scholars/teachers to do service.  

vi) S. Lamb: I agree with T. Hawkins. It isn’t the case that research has been easy for me. 

I have always managed to retain my status. I do think it has enriched my teaching 

abilities and certainly my pride in myself.  
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vii) L. Brown: I am concerned that the three-tier system is a one tier system.  In my 

experience we promote faculty who only do scholarship. Those people are promoted. 

The reason to not be promoted is because their scholarship is not prolific. 

viii) D. Hantzis: IUPUI uses the language: “balanced” portfolio.  We had this 

conversation a long time ago.  I think that’s right.  I think there are ways, but the 

resentment doesn’t come from a policy, it comes from people.  We need to change the 

faculty culture.  

ix) S. Lamb: In my case, I think it was my teaching and service that were my primary 

strengths.  Research was third, but it was good enough to stand on. 

x) R. Guell: We need to go in this direction. Members of FAC note that the teaching 

burden on the campus has risen substantially in the last 30 years. With female faculty 

who have children, married or not, there’s only so much time in a day to devote to 

your professional and family life. The extra teaching is pushing at something. The 

way we do promotion is discriminatory in its outcome. Not so much in the language 

but the outcome.  

xi) T. Hawkins: I’m sympathetic to R. Guell’s point of view. If the university culture 

needs to change, I’m happy to participate in trying to change the culture. I understand 

that in terms of workload, it’s a question of how to divide it. However, I think that if 

we get to the point in effect where we are telling our faculty at any rank that it’s only 

their job to teach, we are turning ourselves into a senior high school.  

xii) D. Hantzis: I agree with R. Guell’s observations. Also, many younger faculty talk 

about a more differentiated sense of their work. Teaching is the most important part 

of their career and they also pursue.  

xiii) C. MacDonald: Whatever we do is not enough in academia.  There are contests to 

see who works more.  I think that scholarship is important; as we are asked to do 

more, we should consider this. 

xiv) E. Hampton: I prefer to see us pursue a balanced rather than a specified portfolio.  

It is more holistic. 

xv) M. Licari: I believe we do need to expand pathways to full professor.  I agree with D. 

Hantzis.  I want to react to T. Hawkins’s concerns.  We are not saying you can turn 

off one of your components of being a faculty member.  This is a narrow step.  There 

are a lot of other things we could discuss: forms of scholarship, for example.  Let 

faculty make the case of how best they can contribute.  Let us build in more freedom 

for faculty. 

xvi) C. Paterson: I want us to table this and work on language that tries to bridge these 

ideas.  If we can produce a document, I want Senate to see what comes out. 

xvii) C. MacDonald: I agree.  It seems to me that when I arrived people could put 

forward an area of emphasis. 

xviii) D. Hantzis: Only in performance reviews. 

xix) R. Guell: I suggest that Exec work on this. 
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xx) S. Lamb: I like the balanced approach: two strong legs and one that passes. 

xxi) R. Guell: FAC was uncomfortable with promoting someone who is a horrific 

teacher.  

xxii) D. Hantzis: I am willing to second a motion to table.  Exec could consider 

bringing others to the table for this conversation.  I am certainly happy to assist with 

that. What would a differentiated portfolio look like?  We are far from charting these 

waters and we can consider the approach of other universities.  President Bradley has 

said we need university language for rank and promotion. 

xxiii) E. Hampton: One important thing we can do is think about what scholarship is. 

There are many different ways to approach it. 

xxiv) C. MacDonald: I will accept the motion to table (C. Paterson, D. Hantzis). Vote: 

8-0-0 

xxv) S. Lamb: I want to say we should be careful about an Exec subcommittee.  When 

we do that there is some reasonable resentment about stepping out of our traditional 

role. 

xxvi) R. Guell: There should be no prohibition.  The issue was sent from a standing 

committee. 

xxvii) M. Licari: I would like to take charge of organizing a taskforce. 

 

g) Definition of “Days” 

i) Motion to approve FAC recommendation (D. Hantzis, C. Paterson) motion 

withdrawn 

ii) R. Guell: I have no expectation that the administration would embrace this as a useful 

addition to the Handbook.  I hope the university attorney would embrace it as a useful 

addition to a Glossary.  I hope we can confirm the dates of the opening and closing of 

the semester.  Everyone needs to understand what these are.  I would not ask that you 

take this up as a motion to approve.  Discuss what you want to discuss and then talk 

to the administration about implementation. 

iii) D. Hantzis: It is a great idea that the definitions stay in the Glossary.  I have a 

question about how to define the closing day of a semester.  I would prefer it be the 

end of the day that grades are to be submitted or the end of that week. 

iv) C. MacDonald: I could live with the end of the day. 

v) D. Hantzis: Under working day 502.5 I don’t understand “in which”. 

vi) D. Hantzis: I withdraw my motion to approve.  

vii) C. Paterson: I withdraw my second. 

 

6) Liaison Reports 

a) E. Hampton (AAC): We met and discussed data collected. We have done good work.  

b) C. Paterson (AEC): They are done for the year. 

c) L. Brown (CAAC): We meet weekly and approve as needed.  
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d) V. Sheets (FAC): We have discussed a lot today.  

e) S. Lamb (FEBC): We met once to talk about health issues. We will meet again next 

week. 

f) T. Hawkins (GC): The focus is on approving a lot of curriculum. 

g) D. Hantzis (SAC): C. Blevens is hoping to change the meeting times. We currently meet 

during my teaching period.  We meet monthly.  Encourage students to apply. L. Maule 

requested that SAC review the 13-credit-hour limit placed on students on academic 

probation.  

h) J. Conant (URC): none.  

 

7) Adjournment: 5:18pm.  

 


