
#16 

INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE, 2018-2019 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

February 5, 2019 

3:30pm, HMSU 227 

Approved 

Members Present: C. Ball, L. Brown, M. Cohen, K. Games, B. Guell, T. Hawkins, R. Peters, S. 

Phillips 

Members Absent: M. Chambers 

Ex-Officio Present: Provost M. Licari 

Ex-Officio Absent: President D. Curtis 

Guests: Jessica Clark and Chris MacDonald  

1) Approval of Executive Committee Minutes of January 29, 2018 (File #1) 

a) Motion to approve (R. Peters/C. Ball); Vote 7-0-0  

 

2) Administrative Reports: 

a) President D. Curtis 

i) No report (absent).  

b) Provost M. Licari 

i) Thank you to everybody on campus that came to one of the SEM info sessions last 

week. We had a goal to expand the number of people who are aware by 350, and we 

blew past that. We had in excess of 600 who attended over the week. It is a wonderful 

testament to the interest and engagement of the campus community. Later this week, I 

will send a message to campus with a link to the video of the last session and the 

PowerPoint. This is for anyone who wants to reengage with the material or who 

missed the sessions. We are now in the mode of gathering feedback. Once we 

compile that, we will make determinations on next steps. If you attended, please fill 

out the survey. It was great to get so many to attend, but that is not enough, we need 

everyone to be engaged. I feel good and appreciative of the fact that everyone took 

the time to attend.  

ii) I would also like to tip my hat to the PA program; I attended their white coat event on 

Saturday. We are preparing to send another cohort of 30 out to their clinical rotations. 

They are one-step closer to graduation!  



 

3) Chair Report: T. Hawkins 

a) I have a handful of updates.  First, the constitutional ballot closed at 3:00 today.  I can 

report that we reached the 40% threshold last Thursday and the language was approved.  

The proposal can now go to the Board of Trustees for their approval in three weeks—I do 

not expect this to be controversial; it is also a timely issue, as Senate elections will take 

place in March/April.   

b) Second, I want to thank FAC for continuing its work on the merit pay front.  Virgil sent 

to me guidelines it developed to assist departments to “conceptualize” how merit pay 

relates to and is distinct from the Biennial Review.  I forwarded this document to the 

deans and asked them to distribute it to department chairs.  The deadline FAC set for 

departments to establish merit pay guidelines is February 15, as you may recall.  I will 

now ask the provost to ask the deans (when the deadline has passed) to confirm that their 

departments have completed this task. 

c) Finally, an update to an item from last week: the University Budget Committee will meet 

on 19 February.  Diann McKee has also agreed to attend Senate on the 21st, unless she is 

required to be with the Trustees.  So, we should get a full report from her at that time. 

d) Otherwise, our Agenda today has one formal action item.  We will begin by reviewing 

the draft document that the Ombuds Search committee has prepared in advance of the 

search process.  Second, an issue has arisen with the Student Success Council, which 

requires our attention.  Finally, we will consider a departmental name change.    

i) B. Guell: Is participating in merit pay mandatory (referring to FAC’s recent merit pay 

and biennial review breakdown)? 

(1) M. Licari: This is FAC’s interpretation. Merit pay was intentionally vague.  

(2) B. Guell: So this is not binding.  

(3) T. Hawkins: No, it is not binding; FAC cannot bind us to this. Senate did not vote 

on this language. We are operating under the assumption that an enormous 

amount of latitude would be given to departments. In the future, this may require 

some authority to go back and say what is appropriate. We will let the deadline 

fall, on February 15, and then confirm with departments that they have completed 

the task. If necessary, FAC can do what they did last year and review language to 

see if there are discrepancies that require senate discussion.  

(4) L. Brown: I thought FAC would not look at these and that the deans would 

decide.  

(5) T. Hawkins: The original language does state that deans are there to review. I am 

fine with that. They may say later that some issues require Senate consideration. 

We may want to anticipate that.  

(6) C. MacDonald: Not all deans might have the same understanding of oversight; 

clarification might be helpful.  



(7) T. Hawkins: It is possible that FAC’s interpretation is not going to be in line with 

what we want to see so we may have to fill in those holes.  

(8) B. Guell: It would be problematic to pass rules/procedures after the deadline. This 

would have been helpful to have in August, but I think we are in a position now to 

let departments do this on their own. They can do their merit-based thing and see 

if there is an upset in the fall that might justify FAC attention next spring.  

(9) T. Hawkins: If anyone contacts me from the department level, which has already 

happened, I will continue to tell them that we want them to interpret it on their 

own. That was the whole logic behind doing it this way. I do not want to be a 

constricting authority.  

 

4) Fifteen Minute Open Discussion 

a) K. Games: At FEBC, there was a conversation at the university level regarding the 

definition of partner versus spouse. In the Policy Library, in 510 we utilize 

“dependent/spouse/partner,” but in our healthcare benefits, there is specific definition of 

spouse.  

i) B. Guell: When it was illegal for same-sex partners to wed, many states offered 

domestic partner benefits, and we were among those. Our previous president said 

when the law changed then our practice would change. Same-sex couples who 

benefited from this had time to get married. There are other places in the Handbook 

where if Dan decided we eliminated same-sex benefits then the term partner was not 

taken out. Since marriage is eligible to everyone, we need to change it to spousal 

benefits. You are right in this case, and there is another spot in the retirement benefits. 

It needs to be fixed. I found another one last week and pointed it out to Katie 

[Butwin].  

ii) M. Licari: I can follow up with Katie. That summary predates me, but the summary is 

accurate. The Handbook needs to be cleaned up to acknowledge that.  

iii) B. Guell: I do not know if we have any same-sex partners who are not married and 

seeking partnerships, so I am not sure if that will affect anyone.  

iv) B. Guell: There was a faculty member trying to take advantage of it, and there was no 

clarification.  

b) B. Guell: There was a high level of dissatisfaction, among faculty at least, with the SEM 

survey. You had to say something you did not believe in order to say something. There is 

no text box to write comments in if you said you understood. I will say something to 

Steve [Neiheisel] tomorrow, but I wanted it on the record. 

i) C. Ball: Yes, and in the last question, “Do you see a place for yourself…,” there was 

no place to answer where you see yourself.  

ii) T. Hawkins: Whether people could/should state in advance where they wanted to 

serve was a point of discussion at the SEM table.  



iii) B. Guell: I agree that the underlying meetings solved all but that last purpose very 

well. Where we have been and what the issues are going forward.  

 

5) CDCSEP Name Change (File #4) 

a) Motion to approve (B. Guell/R. Peters); Vote 8-0-0 

b) C. MacDonald: Our current name, Department of Communication Disorders and 

Counseling, School, and Educational Psychology, is too much of a mouthful. We would 

like to become Applied Clinical and Education Sciences.  

i) T. Hawkins: This was unanimous at the department level. Virgil [Sheets] said 

Psychology was good with it, as was HHS.  

ii) L. Brown: CAAC was unanimous as well.  

iii) M. Licari: It is a good move, and a great acronym—ACES.  

 

6) Ombudsperson Search Update: J. Clark (File #2) 

a) J. Clark: We took language from the sites of other institutions. We debated on whether 

chairs qualified. They would certainly be qualified, but wondered if there would there be 

discrepancies about their neutrality. We did not want to take it off the table because 

depending on the negotiation with the provost about compensation, someone may want to 

step down as chair and do this. We are looking for someone who has the ability to remain 

neutral, calm, and who is approachable. We do not know if there will be a whole lot who 

are interested and who will fit the bill. Susan Powers and Mike [Licari] agree we can 

keep it out of the hiring process (ATS); those interested can email me a CV and a letter of 

interest directly to me. Our search committee will review applicants and send our 

recommendation to the provost. The committee will also approach the deans and ask for 

recommendations. I am here to ask for a blessing on our call for applications and if there 

are no objections, we will send this out in an all faculty email as soon as possible.   

i) M. Cohen: I understand the desired qualifications, but there are some non-tenured 

faculty who would do a wonderful job.  

ii) J. Clark: To handle these higher-level grievances the ombuds should be tenured to 

have the experiences. There should be longevity with the administration and faculty. 

It would have widened the pool and brought outside experiences in, but this is best.  

iii) M. Cohen: Yes, who knows what might have been helpful.  

iv) B. Guell: In the past, some administrators, from provosts to department chairs, have 

asserted authority they did not have. You need a strong-willed, tenured person to push 

back at the higher level. To tell a dean he or she is wrong; point out a policy, etc. that 

kind of spine is substantially assisted by tenure.  

v) J. Clark: It is best practice, or to have a Dean of Faculty that has a dual role. We 

looked at other institutions to see what they were doing.  

vi) T. Hawkins: In qualifications, would it be best to say explicit knowledge of the 

handbook and shared governance? 



vii) J. Clark: I think that is implied, but it will be part of the interview questions. 

viii) T. Hawkins: Are there any more questions/concern; do we want to endorse this 

with a vote, or no?   

ix) B. Guell: I hesitate to endorse this, because this body has no authority outside of the 

grievance process, and it would mean holding on to it until after the February senate 

meeting.  

x) T. Hawkins: Okay, we will get this going. Susan Powers has the list of who would 

want to see the notice.  

xi) J. Clark: Yes, she said she could send it out.  

 

7) Student Success Council Discussion (File #3) 

a) T. Hawkins: We need to discuss this language now that Josh Powers has moved on.  

i) M. Licari: I have spoken with Susan Powers and Linda Maule. Susan suggested, and 

we like it, to integrate SSC with Assessment. We have essentially used the SSC as a 

way to reinforce our approach to understanding student success as academic 

outcomes/graduation. We already partially did this by combining the reporting of 

assessment and student success. Therefore, we already took a philosophical step this 

direction last year. That is where we left it on Friday.  

ii) T. Hawkins: If it happens, we will see a proposal.  

iii) M. Licari: We are not anywhere near that right now, but if it would be useful, we can 

draft something.  

iv) B. Guell: Who would lead it? Student success is more than first-year undergraduate 

success.  

v) M. Licari: Yes, but I think it needs to be linked to student learning, which is outcomes 

and assessment.  

vi) B. Guell: I agree that it is a portion, but it is not all of it.  

vii) T. Hawkins: It does not preclude it.  

viii) M. Licari: No, we are just fleshing this out. We are not proposing anything. The 

other thing is blending the two does not mean that it is only going to undertake 

outcomes and assessment.  

ix) B. Guell: Some outcomes are not measurable. I would prefer to see SSC continue as 

an entity with a chairperson appointed at the beginning of every academic year.  

x) M. Licari: That would be helpful; I would suggest that the membership and other 

things be adjusted to be more flexible.  

xi) B. Guell: Part of the reason it is ridiculously specific is it did not exist before. We 

were establishing it new and trying to justify its existence.  

xii) M. Licari: I understand, but it has existed for a length of time, and it is more than 

justified.  We are past that point.  

xiii) B. Guell: Before eliminating the body, we have to ask do they meet for other 

purposes. There is no mechanism for the assistant deans to coordinate with the 



registrar, admissions, student affairs, etc. There had been one and it went away. UAC 

ceased to exist for two years. A group of people who are boots on the ground for 

things that matter need to meet to coordinate whether it is SSC, UAC, etc. They need 

to be together regularly. If that is happening already, this body does not need to exist.  

xiv) M. Licari: Or the work needs to be spelled out and an expectation that the right 

people will meet for that work. Groups of people will meet regularly for these issues.  

xv) B. Guell: Create a body, populate by office/title, and create permanence with 

handbook language with tasks you know.  

xvi) M. Licari: I will sit down with Susan and Linda to craft something. We might be 

putting down on paper the kinds of things we are already doing.  

 

8) Standing Committee Liaison Reports: 

a) AAC (M. Cohen): Rescheduling—meeting soon.  

b) AEC (R. Peters): No report—done.  

c) CAAC (L. Brown): Met today and discussed new programs. They will vote next week.  

d) FAC (B. Guell): Met today and passed updates for 350 language on letters of 

admonishment. For the next charge, they asked Susan Powers go get language from other 

schools on 503/4. Katie Butwin asked us not to craft our own. Then they will be taking 

up the charge on textbooks to examine that. Finally, they questioned whether or not 

faculty at the end of their appointment have access to PTOC review after the provost 

level review and decision. If they do, is that just instructors or does it include lecturers? If 

an instructor is not recommended for reappointment, it gets to the provost, but with P & T 

you have the right to go to PTOC. This is not a promote or not promote, it is renewable or 

not renewable. PTOC does not have the authority to say you are renewable; it is budget 

related. There are 3 scenarios: first—no money, second—not capable, and third—you are 

renewable, but we do not need you, but then the department goes and hires a different 

instructor or more lecturers to fill the void because they do not want to justify the 

termination. At the end of appointment do they have access to that level of review? There 

was a letter sent to Liz Brown last year from PTOC asserting that they did have 

jurisdiction. It is currently in Virgil Sheets’ hands. That topic needs to be talked about.  

e) FEBC (K. Games): Met yesterday, in addition to the spouse versus partner discussion, 

there was a proposal to increase family hours on Friday night at the SRC, it is reported 

that on Friday nights students underuse it. Lastly, the question came up on why our 

retirement contribution is a mandatory 3%.  

i) B. Guell: I can give some background on that—when I got here it was 11% of the 

first 11,000 and 15% of the rest, going to TIAA. That is unbelievably generous. We 

were topping out all universities everywhere. It was then against the law starting in 

1992, to have benefits being different for different employees, but you could 

grandfather older employees in for 15 years. When that was taken away it was a flat 

12 or 13 percent, but Dan Bradley needed to fund buyouts. What he did was take it to 



10% flat for everyone and gave their salaries 2-3% bump, and told them you could 

contribute 3% yourself. This makes it 13 percent—it went down to 10%, you got 3% 

back that you could contribute. For new hires, the contribution to TIAA is 3%. It was 

a way for Bradley to answer yes to the question from the state legislature: do your 

employees contribute to their retirement? It was a lie. You are told it is mandatory, 

but you can ask for it back.   

f) GC (C. Ball): They are voting electronically on course proposals.  

g) SAC (M. Chambers): 

i) SAC met last Friday.  Steve Stofferahn elected as chair, Michelle Souza (Theater) 

elected as new Vice Chair.   

ii) SAC endorsed the proposal for a change in ISU’s non-degree admissions application 

policy; since Grad Council is entertaining a similar proposal, Steve Nieheisel 

recommended that both proposals come to Senate Exec together.   

iii) SAC also heard about the proposal to simplify the application/admissions process that 

would maintain the 2.5 GPA requirement and the CORE 40/ISTEP requirements (for 

Indiana residents) but would eliminate the requirement to submit test scores and 

eliminate Conditional Admissions. These would be replaced with a dual admissions 

partnership with Ivy Tech for students who would have been Conditional Admits, 

with the goal of focusing on enhanced assessment and placement testing for students 

to better ensure their success once they are here.  This was an Informational Item for 

this meeting since the partnership and assessment/placement pieces are still be 

developed. 

(1) B. Guell: The proposal to eliminate SAT requirements, while I agree that they are 

not necessary, there is a large amount of scholarships with that as a condition. It is 

not as simple as it sounds unless Andrea [Angel] is going to slice that out.  

(2) M. Licari: That is my concern. I do not know if I necessarily support that, but it is 

up for conversation. We would hardly be the first to shift away from that.  

(3) L. Brown: English Comp placement is based on SAT.  

(4) M. Licari: Yes, but I agree with being skeptical of the scores for advising.  

(5) B. Guell: And students should not pay to be assessed.  

(6) M. Cohen: What is a conditional admit partnership? 

(a) M. Licari: That is in development. We do not know what it looks like. The 

goal is to try to address challenges that we have in admitting students that we 

know have a low likelihood of succeeding. If that means that they need to to 

to Ivy Tech first, while staying linked to us, I am hoping that would be a 

pathway for them to be much more successful academically and financially. 

The conditional admit graduation rate is 10%. We need to do something.  

h) URC (S. Phillips): The committee is reviewing proposals now.  

 

9) Adjournment at 4:38pm.  


