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INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE, 2018-2019 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

December 4, 2018 

3:30pm, HMSU 227 

Approved 

Members Present: C. Ball, L. Brown, M. Chambers, K. Games, B. Guell, T. Hawkins, S. Phillips 

Members Absent: M. Cohen and R. Peters 

Ex-Officio Present: None 

Ex-Officio Absent: Provost M. Licari and President D. Curtis 

Guests: Virgil Sheets, Steve Neiheisel, Eric Hampton, and Katie Butwin 

1) Approval of Executive Committee Minutes of November 27, 2018 (File #1) 

a) Motion to approve (M. Chambers/K. Games); Vote 6-0-1 

 

2) Administrative Reports: 

a) President D. Curtis 

i) No report (absent).  

b) Provost M. Licari 

i) No report (absent).  

 

3) Chair Report: T. Hawkins 

a) With the president and provost in Chicago today, we jump right to me.  Our agenda 

includes two action items.  Eric Hampton is here to present requested revisions to the 

Handbook language defining the TEC.  Then, Virgil will present FACs proposed 

language for Section 350.  We will then get a preview of the SEM report that Steve 

Neiheisel will give to Senate on Thursday.  Following liaison reports, we will need to 

enter executive session. 

b) Senate will be busy.  In addition to four action items, we will have multiple reports and, I 

expect, a robust Open Discussion covering a variety of topics. 

c) It is possible that the president will use this opportunity to repeat in some form her 

university statement sent late last week regarding diversity and inclusion on campus.  

You probably noted one sentence in that statement: “I will be seeking assistance from our 



governance units in engaging their constituents in an ongoing dialogue regarding 

diversity.”  This includes Senate.  I will take this opportunity to express Faculty Senate’s 

appreciation for the president’s statement and our support for creating and preserving “a 

welcoming and inclusive environment for all members of our community.”  Expect this 

issue to be a part of many of our discussions with the administration over the next few 

weeks. 

d) I will remind the Senate of our decision regarding Senate elections for 2019.  A reminder 

that we will meet at Condit House for our informal session on the 11th.  And, a reminder 

that we have a date with the Board of Trustees on the 14th. 

 

4) Fifteen Minute Open Discussion 

a) B. Guell: Has there been progress with the administration’s appointment of an 

ombudsperson? 

i) T. Hawkins: It has not come up since the last time we addressed it. 

ii) B. Guell: It might be a good thing for the administration to think about over break, 

being that it is almost “grievance season.” It would be helpful to have someone in 

place especially for the January-March timeframe.  

iii) K. Butwin: We have some mediators coming to train faculty and staff. There is no 

firm date, but we will announce it soon. They will be here at the beginning of the 

semester.  

 

5) TEC Handbook Revision: E. Hampton (File #2) 

a) Motion to approve (C. Ball/M. Chambers); Vote 7-0-0 

b) E. Hampton: On Nov 13, we met to look over suggested changes to the bylaws. The 

proposed changes will affect in three ways. First, we are changing the name of our 

accrediting body. Second, there has been an addition of a non-voting, ex-officio member. 

Finally, the striking of the stipulation that no member can serve more than one 

consecutive term on the exec committee.  

i) M. Chambers: Was there a reason for the term limit? 

ii) E. Hampton: No. I could not find a reason for it to be there. Striking it was suggested 

and the group discussed. I wanted to change it because two people volunteered to 

serve and I had to shut them down because they had served the previous year.  

iii) L. Brown: That creates limited continuity.  

 

6) FAC Items: V. Sheets 

a) 350 Revisions (File #3) 

i) Motion to approve (K. Games/C. Ball);  

ii) V. Sheets: This was in response to a charge from Exec, to look at the timing within 

this sequence. We held conversations with the exec and administrative liaisons and 

concluded that timing was not the cause of the most recent concern. We noticed in 



working through this ambiguity that the term “may report” led to the possibility a 

letter could go to the personnel committee without everyone being informed. In the 

changes, you see we made it so a written admonishment will be provided to the dean 

and the committee will be told of its existence, but not automatically see it. Then we 

made a slight change if there is a resolution that it should be put into the personnel 

file as well. We also clarified since we now have separate review processes we said 

we did not force this material to be given to the personnel committee, but made 

available at the next review be it annual or biennial.  

(1) T. Hawkins: It was not timing, but more about the notification process, how the 

committee would be notified. I think you hit the issue.  

(2) V. Sheets: We appreciated the help of the liaisons without enlightening us more 

than we needed.  

iii) B. Guell: I was not at the meeting in which the ultimate solution was adopted. I am 

ambivalent to the solution proposed based on my experience with letters of 

admonishment. Sometimes having the hammer of a personnel committee knowing 

that something going on is useful. Then again, sometimes what you need to do is get 

the deficiently performing faculty member to hear what is being said and if you took 

it to personnel that, it would inhibit the folks down the line who have to negotiate the 

potential exit of the faculty member.  

(1) T. Hawkins: That seems to be the question, is it better for committees to have 

some knowledge, or remain the same.  

(2) B. Guell: It is better for the chair, dean, university attorney, provost, whoever may 

be involved, to exercise judgement on what the right levers are. The term “shall” I 

am less comfortable with than “may.” I really would prefer that the language that 

is in 350.2.9.1.3.3 remain “may” rather than “shall.” 

(3) K. Butwin: The way it reads is a personnel committee will be notified that there is 

one, but not what it was.  

(4) V. Sheets: It is not that they would not know what it was. There was concern at 

FAC because some departments give a copy to some members. They copy it and 

pass it out which is a violation in itself.  

iv) K. Butwin: What about the timing? Not knowing makes you think it is worse, you 

would not know about the resolution of the issue.  

(1) V. Sheets: If there is a resolution there needs to be a notification as well.  

(2) K. Butwin: That is a good idea. It wraps it up.  

v) V. Sheets: FAC had a strong feeling about the second “shall,” which separates out the 

personnel committee from the dean. The rationale for notifying the committee is 

when it comes time to do a review there would be no mechanism to know there is 

something in the file to ask for. We wanted “provided” taken out. The personnel 

committee would not see it but know it is there. If it is resolved, there is no reason to 

see it.  



(1) T. Hawkins: Otherwise, I have seen it arise where the department committee does 

not know there has been a letter and the chair does know.  

(2) V. Sheets: Yes, and then they do not know who is allowed to see what and share 

what.  

(3) B. Guell: You need an official way to say you might want to request that official 

document.  

(4) Ball: If it is communicated at the time the written admonishment is given it may 

not be the same committee, those know whom it exists are the ones requesting the 

letter.  

(5) K. Butwin: Let me ask you all this: does the personnel committee need to know 

about letters of admonishment that have occurred within the review period? 

(6) All: Yes.  

(7) B. Guell: If there is substance abuse, sexual harassment, or discrimination such 

that there are circumstances where a faculty member wants to acknowledge their 

wrongs there is no value rubbing their nose in it. Having the committee be 

informed feels more like rubbing their nose in it.  

(8) K. Butwin: I get that, but how can they review and not have the information. 

What are the real priorities? If you are leaving it to the chair then the personal 

committee should be completely shielded. A half measure is problematic.  

(9) T. Hawkins: That is what we have to decide, what is the most important thing? It 

is really hard to write overarching language.  

(10) V. Sheets: Considering the section above, I would always take my 

opportunity before writing a letter to speak with the chair of my department’s 

personnel committee, and ask them if this was the right solution.  

(11) T. Hawkins: That is the issue. It is idiosyncratic to departments.  

(12) V. Sheets: Right, I cannot operate in secrecy, but in confidentiality yes.  

vi) K. Games: A notification of a letter of admonishment protects those falsely accused. 

If a personnel committee heard rumors, it protects them from fishing. It would limit 

access if there were a resolution.  

(1) K. Butwin: Successful litigation is about the criteria being used. That is a 

problem. A committee has to say they are only reviewing on X.  

(2) B. Guell: I know what it feels like to have to go out on a limb and have been told 

you cannot get other people involved. It sucks to go all in and you lose a lot of 

sleep, but sometimes the flexibility has to be there to allow for the institution’s 

protection in those circumstances. I had the right to consult, but did not on 

purpose. There really is not a right answer. I am just saying I lived the 

circumstance where “may” was very helpful.  

vii) T. Hawkins: Are there any recommended changes? Is this better than the way things 

currently are? 

(1) B. Guell: What does Mike [Licari] think about it? 



(2) T. Hawkins: He is fine with this.  

(3) L. Brown: The personnel committee should know something. I think I like the 

“shall” for that.  

(4) B. Guell: It is easier to be the department chair when you are compelled to do this.  

(5) V. Sheets: Should we change first “shall” to “may?” 

(6) B. Guell: Perhaps do something like “ordinarily be notified.” I am just coming up 

with that off the top of my head. Katie [Butwin] was valuable during this time in 

my life so I would defer to what she says.  

(7) K. Butwin: We need to get away from the rumors.  

(8) T. Hawkins: On a personal level, that makes me think the “shall” is more 

important.  

(9) M. Chambers: If it is not “shall” and let’s say it is “may or ordinarily” do we have 

to fix the verb in the second instance that brings up more problems.  

(10) K. Butwin: You need to address timing. It should be tied to the review 

period as opposed to randomly. I would tie this to something.  

(11) L. Brown: We should move to send it back.  

(12) T. Hawkins: So FAC needs to address “Shall” and timing.  

(13) V. Sheets: Timing is the review period, right? 

(14) C. Ball: Yes, the next review.  

b) T. Hawkins: Motion to send back to FAC for discussion about “shall” and timing of 

review period (M. Chambers, K. Games); Unanimous 

 

7) SEM Update: S. Neiheisel 

a) My compliments to the campus for a great group of people and some really hard work. I 

will not show the clips right now, but when the SEM first met, I showed them a clip 

about trying to fix an airplane while it is still flying. That is what we are trying to do. 

Then we need to focus and choose wisely. It is critical that what you do is done with 

deliberate intent. There will be challenges next year, but you have lived it for the last ten 

years getting your report in September and setting your new goal.  

b) I have expanded the SEM group, and included the deans. [See PP for membership]. There 

are things we cannot control, and the things we can control we are not very good at it. 

How much can you recover from the decline? I go on to list initiatives: retention, 

returning students, financial aid. Scholarship renewal is one of them. Reduced out of state 

students are asked to get 3.0 GPA or we take away their scholarship, but we would 

reward them a degree with less than that so why take away their scholarship. Unless it is 

a foundation or state scholarship, good standing and full time enrollment are part of the 

rule. In addition, we are looking at putting more need-based money into the packages. 

We are starting to use the money more wisely.  

c) We are getting more consistent reporting, but are still working with April. They are trying 

to align bi-monthly admissions, on/off campus, under/grad, degree/non-degree. Over the 



past three years, there has been a shift, off campus down is 1200, online is up 600. Within 

that, there are 400 fewer full pay, which is offset by 400 reduced out of state rate. The 

mix of students has affected the revenue stream as well. Looking at the long term there 

are OIT issues, admission standards, and we do not handle transfers well. We are 

operationalizing all of these initiatives so they are the most productive they can be to take 

it beyond the SEM council so more people understand. A decline of 5% is very different 

from 2%. A one-percent decline can cost anywhere from $600,000 to $1 million. In the 

short term, we can fill up 2-3% of that. To cover the long term there will be significant 

long term planning in the SEM workshop. SEM will be planning some campus 

engagement in February or March to get the campus involved enough to recognize the 

issues and what should we be doing, who and what we should be targeting. Department 

level, student affairs, fiscal, faculty and staff, everyone should be involved all with the 

intention of having a multiyear plan by next fall.  

i) T. Hawkins: Tomorrow I want you to be honest with senators, tell them in detail the 

short term plans. This is the reality and this is how we are going to fix it.  

d) B. Guell: One stat beyond our control: demographically the US has been reproducing 

itself at 2.09 births per woman, and that has dropped to 1.97. We are on the way to 

Europe or even Japan’s birth rate. My point is the long term is a bigger demographic 

disaster unless people want bigger families, which will probably not happen.  

i) S. Neiheisel: Yes, you are right. High school graduates will be flat for about 7 years 

and then go down. It is more competitive, more challenging, and there are multiple 

channels of enrollment: online and transfer.  

e) B. Guell: Something Senate should consider is degree completion. Something like “IUS: 

Where Indiana finishes college.” We have rules that make it difficult to finish, courses 

over 7 years old can be destroyed by your dean.  

i) L. Brown: I thought we changed that rule.  

ii) B. Guell: No, it is still in effect for undergraduate classes.  

iii) M. Chambers: Picking up on what Bob was saying, two things: my experience is 

different from ISU coming from the Northeast/Ivy League/Ivy League wannabe 

region where schools focus on recruiting children of alumni, and in terms of 

membership on SEM I do not see anyone from University Advancement. Maybe we 

need Rex Kendall or someone like him. Have we looked at appealing to the children 

of alums, like Purdue, IU, and Ball State too? That relates into international. I know 

there are problems with Saudi Arabia with their government right now, so 

international enrollments are down. What about the children of international alumni 

as well. I know we do trips to China and India, but there are alums from that earlier 

generation of international students (e.g., Malaysia and Indonesia). Thinking on 

reaching international in terms of dollars it would be great.  

iv) S. Neiheisel: For 2019, no, we have not talked about international numbers, but for 

the long term, we can bring it to the forefront. The SEM council itself tweaks on 



membership, there was no one from University Advancement because of the 

leadership transition. There is a rumor that Notre Dame requires 25% legacy in their 

freshman class. It makes sense, but I have never been able to verify that. How we deal 

international it is a positive aspect for the institution, but what is the practical reality? 

When it comes to international, there is a financial component to it so it needs to be a 

long-term initiative.  

f) S. Phillips: Will you make a statement with transitioning for new the VP? 

i) S. Neiheisel: There should be continuity, especially with the long-term initiatives that 

carry into March. Assuming the principles and concepts should be the same, it is not 

rocket science. ISU as a whole needs to choose wisely and we need campus 

engagement for that. That is one of the challenges transitioning from top down 

enrollment to institutionally coordinated. Mike [Licari] made the SEM council 

membership selections; I did not. I tweaked it, but he made it. Should be able to 

explain what and why, but the core direction that the SEM council and Mike are 

adopting and contributing to and it needs campus engagement to be successful. 

 

8) Standing Committee Liaison Reports: 

a) AAC (M. Cohen): No report (absent).  

b) AEC (R. Peters): No report (absent).  

c) CAAC (L. Brown): Approved minor changes to the anthropology major.  

d) FAC (B. Guell): Did not meet today.  

e) FEBC (K. Games): No report.   

f) GC (C. Ball): Met last Wednesday and considered four accelerated Masters Programs, 

but sent them back.  

g) SAC (M. Chambers): Met last Wednesday and approved language for a letter about the 

Faculty Senate Scholarship for students. We got a SEM update. Vice-chair Steve 

Stofferahn brought up a discussion about free speech zones.  

i) K. Butwin: We do not have them.  

ii) B. Guell: They are essentially everywhere this is the United States.  

h) URC (S. Phillips): No report.  

 

9) Executive Session 

a) Motion to enter, 7-0-0 

b) Motion to exit, 7-0-0 

 

10) Adjournment at 4:52pm.  

 


