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INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE, 2015-2016 

February 18, 2016 

3:30pm, HMSU Dede III 

Final Minutes 

Members Present: A. Kummerow, K. Berlin, E. Gallatin, R. Guell, M. Harmon, T. Hawkins, J. 

Kuhlman, K. Lee, C. MacDonald, S. McCaskey, C. Paterson, J. Pommier, V. Sheets, E. 

Southard, S. Stofferahn, H. Tapley, P. Bro, D. Malooley, M. Schafer, B. Corcoran, N. Goswami, 

J. Kinne, I. Land, A. Anderson, C. Ball, M. Harmon, L. Phillips 

Members Absent: K. Bolinger, L. Brown, B. Bunnett, J. Conant, D. Hantzis, E. Hampton, S. 

Lamb 

Ex-Officio Present: M. Licari 

Ex-Officio Absent: D. Bradley 

Guests: L. Spence, C. Chao, R. Perrin 

1) Memorial Resolutions 

a) Vote: 26-0-0 

b) R. Perrin   

Edward Gates completed a BA in English Literature at Maryville College in 1945, a BD in 

Christian Ethics in 1949 at Yale Divinity School, an STM in Theology and Ethics at Harvard 

Divinity School in 1953, and a PhD in Linguistics at Hartford Seminary Foundation in 1968.  

Gates taught English as a Second Language from 1949–1952 at the Gerard Institute in Sidon, 

Lebanon; from 1964–1965, he taught psycholinguistics at the University of Hartford; from 

1966–1970, he taught language and religion courses at Hartford Seminary Foundation and 

the University of Toronto. Gates joined the faculty at Indiana State University in 1970 and 

taught in the Department of English until his retirement in 1989. 

During his nineteen years at ISU, Gates taught classes in composition, literature, linguistics, 

and lexicography, as well as served on the Composition, Curriculum, Library, and 

Lexicography Committees.  
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Gates’s special interest, however, was dictionaries. His 1966 Dictionary of Idioms for the 

Deaf was published by the American School for the Deaf, and he served on Merriam–

Webster’s editorial board—particularly contributing to Webster’s III (1961) and The New 

Collegiate Dictionary (1963). At ISU, he played an important role in fostering the growth of 

the Warren N. and Suzanne B. Cordell Collection of Dictionaries—a collection that began 

with 453 volumes and increased to more than twelve-thousand volumes. Of special 

importance, Gates organized a colloquium titled “Research on the History of English 

Dictionaries” at ISU in May 1975; the result of this event was the founding of the Dictionary 

Society of North America in 1977. He served as Secretary–Treasurer of the fledgling society, 

as well as editor for the society’s newsletter and journal, and later served as Vice-President 

(1995) and President (1997–1999). In spring 2015, Gates was the first recipient of the 

Society’s Richard W. Bailey Award for Distinguished Service to Lexicography and 

Lexicology. Writing in the Spring 2015 DSNA Newsletter, Michael Adams observed, 

“Ultimately, [Gates] has led the DSNA, in one way or another, for eighteen of its [thirty-

seven] years. The committee did not select Ed Gates for the inaugural Bailey Award for 

length of service alone, or even primarily, but rather for inventing DSNA in the first place. 

We owe the Society to him, and he is still present in everything we do” (8). 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Faculty Senate of Indiana State University 

express to his family its sincere sympathy and condolences, and that it further express its 

appreciation for the service, care, and dedication which he gave to his students, the 

Department of English, and the University. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this testimonial be placed in the minutes of the Faculty 

Senate and that a copy be transmitted to his family. 

2) Administrative Reports: 

a) President D. Bradley: none.  

b) Provost M. Licari:  

i) As you know we have made good progress on the new Strategic Plan. To those of you 

who have participated in the two town halls, thank you. Also, we are working on 

assembling the task forces for the six goal statements. Their job is to work on 

constructing measurable outputs. We intend to have the goal statements and 

benchmarks wrapped up by the end of April. We are still on schedule, and I thank 

everyone who has been involved. If you are interested in participating, let me know. 

When specific work gets assigned, we will need a lot of participation from the 

University community.  

 

3) Chair Report:  

a) C. MacDonald: I know it is only February, but Senate elections will be coming up before 

you know it. The form is on the Faculty Senate website. Please encourage your 

colleagues who have never served to run, and if you are eligible, please consider running. 
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Help us create a diverse pool of candidates. Once elections are held, we will have a New 

Senate Social, so senators can meet their Senate colleagues and learn who is running for 

the officer positions.  

b) I have a minor change to let you know about. We are deleting the transition language in 

Section 245.3.1.1. 

 

4) Support Staff Report: R. Torrence 

 

5) SGA Report: V. Cheeks 

 

6) Temporary Faculty Advocate:   

a) M. Muyumba: I work out of the Department of Communication. My constituents have 

asked me to revive the conversation about compensation and treatment of temporary 

faculty. There are 220 temporary faculty who teach for this University. Across the nation, 

the numbers can reach 50% at some institutions. Most of these instructors do not have an 

office or computer. I am happy to say that ISU is not one of those universities. I teach one 

course currently. We do have an issue with parking. We do not spend as much time as 

you on campus. We feel we should have a discounted rate. We also want to know about 

the Recreation Center: could we get in without a fee or have a waiver? The University 

sometimes considers temporary faculty as expendable, but some of us have been here 

multiple years. That does not sound temporary. That says dedication.  

 

7) Approval of Minutes  

a) Motion to approve as amended: (A. Anderson, J. Kuhlman) Vote: 26-0-0  

 

8) Fifteen Minute Open Discussion 

a) I. Land: I would like to follow up on the report on part-time faculty. Can anyone speak to 

the issue of the Recreation Center or parking fees? A discount sounds fine to me, but I 

don’t know what the budget provides for. 

i) M. Licari: I don’t know offhand. I can bring the concern to my colleagues. 

ii) J. Pommier: It was my understanding that as of this semester they should have access 

to the SRC.  

iii) M. Licari: There must be a problem of communication then. 

iv) L. Phillips: When I was on FEBC before, we had someone bring up how difficult it 

would be to track part-time instructors based on course load. Is that an issue FEBC 

might consider?  

(1) C. MacDonald: Even if the fee wasn’t priced based on credit hour, we could at 

least offer a discount.  
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(2) R. Guell: It would not be difficult to implement a fixed number. Payroll and 

benefits would know if the instructor went above nine hours, because that would 

trigger healthcare, etc.  

v) M. Muyumba: Are there any other issues we haven’t considered? If you think of 

anything, please e-mail me. We understand that the budget has a lot of moving parts. 

It is unrealistic to ask for more money. The goal of 15% of temporary faculty is a 

great goal to have, but we are not there yet. To keep the university moving forward, 

you will need us.  

vi) R. Guell: It would be useful if the temporary faculty know that they can turn their 

parking pass in when their teaching is completed for a pro-rated amount.  

vii) J. Kinne: Is there a contact for the temporary faculty? 

viii) M. Muyumba: I am the contact.  

ix) S. McConnaughey: I can also be a contact if necessary.  

b) L. Phillips: In a recent department meeting we were informed about upcoming email 

changes. Did we discuss this during my Sabbatical? Can the Senate have this discussion? 

i) C. MacDonald: The shift is happening department by department.  

ii) L. Spence: This is the email retention initiative. We are moving to a six-month 

retention period, but you will be able to tag specific emails and retain them for four 

years. We’re meeting with every department across the institution so we can 

introduce the initiative to faculty. We will explain what this is and how to go about 

setting your tags. That way this can be meaningful. We do have a default system. If 

you have not tagged something, it will be deleted after its six-month period. We 

brought it to the President’s Cabinet. We are about halfway through the roll-out now.  

iii) L. Phillips: Shouldn’t we discuss this? There’s a lot of stuff in our email accounts. 

(1) C. MacDonald: We can discuss it. However, we can’t change it; it is happening 

whether we approve of it or not. There are other ways to save from your email. 

90% of the email that comes through we never even see because of our spam 

filters. We simply can’t retain it all.  

iv) L. Philliips: Since it affects all of us, I think it should have been discussed. It’s a 

faculty issue. 

v) S. Stofferahn: What’s the reasoning behind this shift? 

vi) J. Kinne: Is it a space or legal issue? 

(1) L. Spence: It is a variety of things. Our policy has been no policy. Individuals 

choose what to do with their emails. We haven’t been saying anything about 

managing it. I have really important things stored in my email and have been 

storing them forever, because there was no retention policy. We weren’t giving 

people any guidelines on how to think about storage or deletion. We also have 

practical concerns as an institution. If you have important emails, after ninety 

days they are permanently deleted unless action is taken. Thus, “critical” email 

can disappear. This also connects to the document retention policy at the 
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Handbook level. This whole process has given us the ability to start a 

conversation. OIT wasn’t doing a good job talking about the tools we already 

have. If you need to retain emails outside of the institutional limit, you can drag 

and drop into your H-drive or L-drive. If it is administratively important for your 

unit, the L-drive will make it available. This initiative has given us the 

opportunity to meet one on one. We hope there’s some efficiency gain out of it as 

part of this initiative.  

vii) R. Guell: To the point: should we have not talked about this? In this case and where 

we no longer have administrative rights to our machines, there are legitimate security 

issues involved. However, I would raise the point that ITAC is not a well-known 

entity to the faculty. There ought to be a better system where such issues are vetted by 

the faculty.  

 

9) FAC items: 

a) 345 Evaluation of Administrators 

i) Motion: (V. Sheets, C. Paterson) Vote: 26-0-0.  

ii) R. Guell: This is in response by a query made by Dr. Berlin earlier this year in regard 

to faculty review of administrators. FAC went about the process of finding a place in 

the Handbook where we could insert such a thing. Here in the dean’s evaluation we 

found such a place. We noted that there is no faculty input formalized in the reviews. 

We made a couple of fundamental decisions after talking in Exec: first, there should 

be an evaluation of the Provost; second, AVPs and associate deans are best seen as 

staff positions. Their performance should be a reflection of the provost or dean. When 

the line positions are evaluated, it would be appropriate to include staff management 

as a consideration.  

iii) C. MacDonald: Exec added the last sentence to include feedback to the unit that the 

individual is responsible for.  

iv) A. Kummerow: In the last sentence of 345.1, it seems odd that the Provost would 

review the document.  

(1) C. MacDonald: It’s only a process review that we are talking about here. 

(2) R. Guell: It outlines the process of evaluation not the evaluation.  

(3) A. Kummerow: So the provost can modify?  

(4) R. Guell: The provost can modify with Exec’s knowledge.  

v) C. Paterson: Where are those documents found?  

(1) C. MacDonald: K. Butwin said there would be a link on the Handbook site.  

(2) C. Paterson: I had to contact an Administrative Assistant in the Provost office.  

(3) C. MacDonald: I think it’s a work load issue.  

b) 310 cleanup 

i) Motion: (J. Kuhlman, A. Anderson) Vote: 26-0-0.  
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ii) R. Guell: If you live, breathe, and memorize the Handbook, you would note the 

silliness of sections within 310.1 that are extraordinarily procedural and out of date. 

This, in summary, will remove almost everything that is procedural and move it to a 

better venue—the Catalog. It will clean up, modernize, and strip out superfluous 

elements. This was recommended to us by the Registrar and Provost.  

iii) C. MacDonald: On 310.1.5.1. Exec changed “approve” to “signed”; in 310.1.17, FAC 

suggested “in a timely fashion” be changed to “two working days”, but we rejected 

that.  

iv) S. McCaskey: The text in the right-hand column is not correct? 

v) C. MacDonald: Yes. The motion is to delete that.  

vi) L. Phillips: Does this mean that the chair might not approve but sign anyway?  

vii) C. MacDonald: Yes.  

viii) D. Malooley: Can a change of grade be processed for students whose degree has 

been conferred?  

ix) C. MacDonald: I don’t think this is the place to decide that. 

x) D. Malooley: Yes, but I just wanted to bring it up. 

xi) M. Licari: No, we cannot change the grade once the degree is conferred, but this is 

not synchronous with commencement. 

 

10) 323 Grade Appeal:  

a) Motion to approve (E. Gallatin, V. Sheets) Vote: 25-0-1  

b) R. Guell: We got this charge and were asked to do a few things. The first charge was 

simply to allow senior instructors to serve on a grade appeal committee. Then it was 

noted that the grade-appeal process was not sufficiently clear. As a result, we made the 

appropriate change so that when there is a grade appeal, everyone understands how many 

days there are to act.  

i) C. MacDonald: Exec only made a small change in order to clarify what happens to 

the report after the chair makes it.  

ii) C. Paterson: There is a typographical error in 323.2.2. 

iii) I. Land: In the same clause it should read: “listen to the student’s case.”  

iv) L. Phillips: Do we have to prove we did this?  How do we do this? Send an email? 

How do you prove you made the arrangements?  

v) C. MacDonald: This is still the informal part of it. The chair will go to the instructor. 

If the student remains unhappy, s/he can file an appeal. 

c) E. Southard: Regarding 323.2.3: Does the chair have the ability to pull in an additional 

party if necessary? I have heard about departments without cordial relationships. Is there 

something to prohibit that? 

i) C. MacDonald: I don’t see it as being prohibited.  

ii) R. Guell: There is nothing explicitly prohibited. I would suggest it would be bad form 

to have another faculty member in the meeting. It would not be bad form for a 
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chairperson to seek the wisdom of a colleague who may be able to argue that a 

resolution is in the best interest of the faculty member and student.  

iii) E. Southard: I just wanted to know that you can have that provision of an unbiased 

opinion.  

d) C. Paterson: In 323.2.3: There should be a space between “is” and “highly”. I think once 

this is done we might want to provide for an editorial review.  

i) C. MacDonald: We can always make minor changes to the Handbook. 

e) R. Guell: I apologize for our grammatical errors. We had this document and were making 

minor changes and then we ended up with major changes. This one got enough out of 

hand that we should have done a side-by-side review. 

i) C. MacDonald: I will review it for typing and spacing before sending it on.  

f) A. Kummerow: Sometimes faculty are not available. Some are on contract.  

i) R. Guell: That is the reason that this document has tortured language at the front 

about lack of availability. My recollection is that in such cases it gives the chair 

permission.  

g) L. Philips: Let’s say it’s May and you are done for the semester. If you are out of email 

range, what happens then?  

i) R. Guell: 323.10 allows for electronic meetings. If you are out in the Savanna and 

can’t get a cell signal, I don’t know how you will get service.  

ii) L. Phillips: Some won’t always have email access.  

iii) C. MacDonald: If the student can’t meet with the professor, the department 

chairperson will need to meet with the student and decide how to proceed.  

h) D. Malooley: “Only members who are tenured faculty or senior instructors…” Some 

departments may not have enough. 

i) C. MacDonald: It’s a college committee.  

i) C. Paterson: Does every college have a grade appeal committee at this point? I worry that 

we are asking for structure that is not in place.  

i) R. Guell: If they don’t have one, they should have one. This has been around for 

years.  

 

11) CAAC items: 

a) Industrial Hygiene Minor—suspended  

i) Motion to approve the suspension of the minor: (D. Malooley, M. Harmon) Vote: 26-

0-0.  

ii) C. MacDonald: It’s my understanding that this is just a suspension, and they may 

want to bring this back at a later date.   

b) Math Teaching Minor – eliminated 

i) Motion to eliminate the BA option: (A. Anderson, M. Harmon) Vote: 26-0-0. 

ii) C. MacDonald: What is being eliminated is the B.A. option. Students will only be 

able to earn a B.S.  
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c) Health Care Analytics Certificate – new 

i) Motion to approve the certificate: (V. Sheets, J. Pommier) Vote: 26-0-0. 

ii) C. Chao: The Certificate is a 15 hour program for Business and Health Sciences and 

other majors that allows for specialization in high-demand skills such as data 

management and analysis.  

d) Interior Architecture Design Minor – new 

i) Motion to approve the minor: (J. Pommier, A. Anderson) Vote: 26-0-0.  

ii) C. MacDonald: This minor is designed for folks who don’t want to take on the major 

to get appropriate experience.  

 

12) Adjournment: 4:30pm 


