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INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE, 2018-2019 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

March 19, 2019 

3:30pm, HMSU 227 

Approved 

Members Present: L. Brown, M. Chambers, M. Cohen, K. Games, B. Guell, T. Hawkins, R. 

Peters, S. Phillips 

Members Absent: C. Ball 

Ex-Officio Present: President D. Curtis  

Ex-Officio Absent: Provost M. Licari 

Guests: Susan Powers, Virgil Sheets and Katie Butwin 

1) Approval of Executive Committee Minutes of March 12, 2019 (File #1) 

a) Motion to approve—pending corrections (R. Peters/M. Chambers); Vote 7-0-1 

 

2) Administrative Reports: 

a) President D. Curtis 

i) We are in the final throes of the budget process with the state. At our last 

presentation, it felt like I was just repeating myself. That could be because we have a 

very clear message: there is a unique position ISU fills in this state. We learned that 

the state Senate will come out with its recommendation later than thought, so stay 

tuned. The House and Governor’s budgets were a million less than the Commission’s 

(Indiana Commission for Higher Education). So do not assume the Senate will differ 

from that, which is where we think it will stay. The good thing is the legislature may 

throw more money towards higher education. I promised to do another video message 

to campus. I will honor that sometime in the second week of April. There will be 

information in there you will not find anywhere else. I will probably do another one 

in late May or early June once all the pieces are in place in Indianapolis, after 

commencement.  

ii) For all of you who participated in Give to Blue, and the leadership exhibited by the 

Guells; thank you! We had a goal of 50 student donors and we had 252. That is a 

good sign that we are changing the culture of philanthropy here. Faculty and staff 

engaged well. We had 1700 donors where the goal was 1000. We raised $436,000 



and change. We have received very positive thoughts. I had an alum in my office 

today for another reason, he runs a business in the community. He said he and his 

wife are alums and did not participate, but they want to now. Therefore, it is lifting up 

attention. Donating is very simple now; just go to our webpage and click make a gift. 

Thank you for all of those who weighed in and participated, I am looking forward to 

more of that. 

iii) ICHE is having its upcoming H. Kent Weldon Conference; we have multiple people 

from ISU attending, including several faculty members. John Conant is attending. He 

represented us so well as a member of the Commission in the past, but I also saw 

several names of those who registered to attend. I will attend and hear the 

Commissioner give her speech the day before the conference. I will probably spend 

most of it nodding my head because we are in line with the Commission’s goals.  

b) Provost M. Licari 

i) No report (absent).  

 

3) Chair Report: T. Hawkins 

a) On behalf of the faculty, I would first like to recognize the work of Andrea Angel and the 

staff at University Advancement for the tremendous results from our first Give to Blue 

day last week: over 1600 donors and over $400,000 is something the institution can build 

on.  It bodes well for the future of ISU. 

b) Elections for the new Senate are taking place this week.  The Qualtrics window will close 

on Saturday.  I am sorry to report that in every college except HHS (5 candidates for 3 

seats) the number of candidates precluded a contested election.  CAS had ten seats open 

and ten nominees, BCOE was one for one, and COT was three for three.  This is fine, at a 

minimum, but it leaves us without alternates.  More problematic, SCOB had two 

vacancies and only one nominee, which means that the Business will enter next year 

down a representative and will have to fill the seat via the college selection process.  For 

the newly elected senators and those of you who are returning, the New Senate will meet 

on 4 April to choose its officers and nominate candidates for next year’s Exec.  I 

encourage you to build on your (hopefully positive) experience this year and put your 

name in nomination for one of these important positions. 

c) We had a discussion last week about the definition of a School in the context of the 

Criminology name change.  You will be happy to learn that the Senate passed the 

following language in 2009: 

i) A school at Indiana State University is an academic unit located within a college that 

may be administratively equivalent to a department in terms of structure, function, 

and leadership (customarily designated as head, director, etc.) or may contain 

departments within it. To become and/or maintain the designation of “school” such 

units should reflect the following characteristics: (1) a significant student enrollments; 

(2) multiple sources of revenue, including external funding, endowment or other 

significant financial resources; (3) multiple academic programs (majors, minors, 



graduate, undergraduate) based in an integrated curriculum; (4) provide evidence that 

the term “school” is a common, recognized designation in the field; and (5) provide 

evidence of a clear benefit to the University. 

 

It appears flexible enough to handle both examples at ISU: Music and Nursing.  

However, it is not in the Handbook.  Normally, things don’t take ten years to get there, 

but we intend to move this forward. 

d) A budget update: Diann reports that the Senate Appropriation Committee will hold its 

recommendations until the second week of April.  The University Budget Committee will 

wait for that report before reconvening.  Hopefully, we will have a clear picture of the 

state appropriations by April Senate.  However, this does not mean that planning has 

stopped here.  The SEM council meets tomorrow with the president and provost to 

discuss the matter of investment in the enrollment initiatives that have been developed 

there.  As members of the various colleges, you are of course sensitive to the various 

proposals deans have been considering to reach their targeted cuts.  I hope and believe we 

are still at a point in the budget planning where flexibility exists and due diligence can 

occur.   

e) We have one major item for consideration here today: this morning FAC approved the 

updated PTOC language for 305.  Should we approve it, we will take it to Senate on 

Thursday.  We will precede that with a quick review of the proposed academic calendar. 

f) Speaking of Senate, we have a busy agenda in terms of action items, though nothing that 

should prove too contentious. 

i) B. Guell: Will you be bringing up the school definition language on Thursday? 

(1) T. Hawkins: I did not intend to, but I can inform the Senate of what has been 

passed. If it is our preference, I can reintroduce it or inform them of the plan.  

(2) B. Guell: You could bring the document and say this is the standard that CAAC 

passed.  

(3) T. Hawkins: I will do so. 

 

4) Fifteen Minute Open Discussion 

a) B. Guell: Why is the calendar an informational item and not an action item?  

i) T. Hawkins: Susan [Powers] said she was taking it to the BoT.  

ii) S. Powers: Mike [Licari] had me send it to you (the EC) for input, but not necessarily 

approval.  

iii) B. Guell: Did it not go through AAC? 

iv) S. Powers: It went through Academic Affairs, Mike, and the president’s cabinet.   

v) B. Guell: Does it usually go through AAC? 

vi) S. Powers: I have never gone there to talk about the calendar.  

vii) V. Sheets: That was the history.  



viii) T. Hawkins: That can be our conversation when we get to the calendar item, we 

can ask it to be sent to AAC.  

ix) B. Guell: I do not have any objections; but I do not want somebody to notice it did 

not go through AAC.  

x) L. Brown: Since it happens every two years, the process gets lost sometimes.  

b) M. Chambers: There was an article yesterday in the Trib-Star about students from 

Illinois. It stated that in terms of financial aid, we would be deemphasizing Illinois as 

compared to Indiana. Am I reading that correctly?  

i) D. Curtis: Leveraging is the better term. The point I tried to make was, more with 

presidential scholars. Full ride Illinois students do not serve other than total 

headcount and revenue—they do not go towards data. If we are highly 

scholarshipping Illinois students and they would have come with $2,000 less, that is a 

place we can make some changes. We have been heavily investing in merit and we 

have not been focusing on needs based, which goes against our mission. We have 

been overinvesting in buying out of state students and putting less into needs based 

scholarships.  

ii) M. Chambers: This article reads as being separate from that.  

iii) D. Curtis: It is not.  

iv) B. Guell: After being put on the SEM Council, I have been examining three years of 

applicant data and yield. For every thousand dollars of merit-based aid, we make 

someone more likely to convert by 3 percentage points. That same $1,000 on need-

based aid makes the conversion 30 percentage points. It is ten times more impactful. I 

view the presidential scholars issue differently than the Vermilion/Edgar/Clark 

county issue. Those students in surrounding counties are much more likely to attend. 

They are basically Hoosiers if it were not for their postal code, but they are not 

measurable by state standards and I understand that. Although, the presidential 

scholar list is almost always blonde females from rural Illinois. John Moore created 

the presidential scholars to get really great students to be really great student leaders, 

but I agree with leveraging dollars better. We need to continue to push when they 

become available to merit. Presidential scholar candidates get something valuable for 

showing up, because a number of runner ups get full tuition, and a significant number 

of them were not Indiana students. When repackaging aid dollars we need to think 

about Hoosier dollars first, who is measurable, and that need based aid drives 

enrollees.  

c) M. Chambers: I had a concern brought to me about the new office phones—this 

colleague has said finding when he leaves his laptop in the office at night that when he 

comes back he has to manually sign in every day. He has not received information on 

missed calls as well. The concern is whether we are truly getting the bang for the buck 

with the new technology.  



i) S. Powers: Missed calls without a message or information are usually scam calls.  The 

login part I do not know about.  

ii) B. Guell: It is possible to miss the alerts if the computer turns off or goes to sleep.  

iii) T. Hawkins: Is this a Lisa [Spence-Bunnett] question?  

iv) S. Powers: Yes, I would give her a heads up so she can get with the right people.  

d) K. Games: Would you be able to provide an update on the changes to our strategic plan, 

they were supposed to be presented to the BoT in October.   

i) D. Curtis: Tomorrow at the President’s Council meeting, the website will be opened 

up. It should have been last fall; the technology has been frustrating. It was not for 

BoT approval, but for affirmation. After tomorrow, we will have access to the 

website, right now we do not. The BoT did ask for targets, so the chairs are working 

on that right now. That is some rationale for why it is where it is. That will be shared 

in May. You will see that when it comes along. I am frustrated myself, I intended to 

have it available before winter break.  

ii) K. Games: Is there any way to get faculty more involved with the Strategic Plan like 

SEM? There feels like there is a disconnect. Maybe there is a communication gap, but 

we feel more connected to SEM.  

iii) D. Curtis: How are you more connected to SEM? 

iv) K. Games: I think going and listening to the session resonated with faculty & staff 

that every student counts. It really resonated. Is there a way to have a similar 

connection to strategic goals? Something that can rally faculty to help us achieve 

them?  

v) D. Curtis: What is the vehicle? Are you talking about the workshops on campus? 

Work groups should be pushing those out. Where is the disconnect?  

vi) K. Games: I do not know if that is happening.  

vii) D. Curtis: Not unlike Faculty Senate, not everyone pushes out that info back. Not 

unlike President’s Council too. We need an outward facing thing more than just the 

website. The Strategic Plan should be regularly discussed as much as we are 

discussing SEM.  

viii) T. Hawkins: I can say that at Senate on Thursday as well. Now that the website 

will be up and running, it might help too.  

ix) D. Curtis: Yes, but it should be a topic of conversation more than once a year.  

x) T. Hawkins: It should be reviewed and discussed, instead of just here it is.  

xi) D. Curtis: With Monica [Love] leaving, the Strategic Plan management has been 

transferred to Teresa Exline. The website has clickable evidence. The vitality is a 

continuous submission of materials. It should be ever changing. That is the goal and 

that is what will drive people to it.  

 

5) Informational Item: Academic Calendar (File #2)  

a) Motion to refer the proposed academic calendar to AAC (L. Brown/B. Guell) 8-0-0 



b) B. Guell: Note in both academic calendars, 20-21 and 21-22, you revert to aiming for 

between the 8th and 9th week of the spring of the semester for Spring Break.  

i) S. Powers: We created two versions, one with it the last week of March and the other 

after the first 8 weeks. We gave both to the cabinet, along with fall break options. 

One was earlier in October and the other was tied to VCSC proposed fall break. It 

would still be just one day.  

c) B. Guell: The previous Senate requested to align with VCSC when possible which has 

now been abandoned, but if it becomes possible, is this flexible or is it set in stone if 

board passes it?  

i) S. Powers: I do not know how flexible you want to make Spring Break with the plans 

that go with it. VCSC board passed the 19-20 calendar, but it is still not posted. 

Currently, it has Spring Break in the first week of April. As a member of the Calendar 

Committee, I can say we are working on 20-21 right now, and throwing out ideas for 

21-22. These will not be approved until after ours.  

ii) B. Guell: This Senate gave the administration the ability to switch once the VCSC 

made its decision. Assuming this administration has that blessing from this Senate, is 

it going to exercise it?  

iii) S. Powers: The first week of April is late for us. It depends on how much flexibility 

they want to give. There is not public notice of when they will have Spring Break 

next year. Is it too late to change calendar, on the fly, less than 12 months out? I am 

not sure; I thought that was why we tried to shoot for the last week of March to be in 

line with VCSC.  

iv) B. Guell: We gave the administration authorization to move it, within reason, but 

April is not within reason and the last week of March is. If the VCSC is not putting it 

in March, we should draft our calendar to where it should be.  

v) T. Hawkins: That is our understanding from Mike [Licari]; they are putting 

themselves in April and we will not go that late.  

vi) B. Guell: Next year’s calendar for us spring 2020, it is in the last week in March, 

which is serving no one’s interests—not faculty or staff who are parents or our 

students. Is it too late for us in the last Senate meeting of this year to package this 

request to move it with a request for input from AAC for this calendar…is it too late 

to move next year’s Spring Break? 

vii) D. Curtis: The provost needs to work on this, so I will not give an answer in his 

absence. We are not a consideration for VCSC. It has to make sense for our students 

and us, how the academic semester goes. It makes sense and is reasonable. We need 

to think about our calendar.  

d) B. Guell: Motion to ask AAC to consider moving next year’s Spring Break to after the 8th 

week (seconded, L. Brown); 8-0-0 



e) S. Powers: Also, the end of winter break, which is Jan 2, 2021 and then Jan 3, 2022—it 

ends on a Friday for one year and Sunday for the other year. It technically ends on Jan 1 

at midnight, there will be people working.  

i) T. Hawkins: Send us the changes and it will forward to AAC.  

f) M. Chambers: On this copy, in the first week of April of both springs, there is a Monday 

where it says, “classes resume.”  

i) S. Powers: That is a typo, the cabinet saw a side-by-side of the two Spring Break 

options. I failed to catch it—disregard it.  

 

6) FAC Item: V. Sheets (File #3) 

a) 305 revision, PTOC 

b) Motion to approve (L. Brown/R. Peters); Vote 8-0-0 

c) V. Sheets: You all were not happy with it last time and wanted a distinction between 

being eligible and being reappointed. This should be able to appeal to the ineligibility 

questions, but not appointment at the end of the appointment period. The yellow section 

is what I changed; I had to go back to the initial section to indicate the different decisions. 

The determination of eligibility is separate from reappointment. I also added in a section 

specifying ineligibility from the reviewing department requires a minimum of year before 

they can reapply.  

i) L. Brown: That aligns it with the lecturer policy.  

ii) V. Sheets: Yes.  

d) K. Butwin: These individuals, every time we provide for things that happen after an 

appointment term, beyond an at will employment arrangement, we are indicating a 

continued expectation. I appreciate FAC did hard work to delineate the two, but if 

ineligible, why would they (PTOC) handle it for an instructor? They do not handle 

ineligibility to rehire.  

i) B. Guell: They handle recommendations against tenure, but not termination, which 

sometimes ultimately results in termination. This is not a process that goes beyond the 

end of the appointment term. PTOC meets immediately after the provost produces the 

letter in March, so in April PTOC would meet. A decision is almost always made 

before graduation. There have been rare cases where the process was bollixed and it 

went later by about a week. The process wraps up before the appointment does.  

e) K. Butwin: As far as ineligibility, PTOC has not handled it in the past. I think we have to 

be really careful here about creating an expectation of continuous employment by 

contract with instructors. We have obligations to T/TT, but for the rest of us, we are all at 

will and whether or not we are eligible or ineligible is not appealable.  

i) V. Sheets: This is not an appeal against termination, but whether they are rehireable.  

ii) K. Butwin: What would they do with that information?  

iii) V. Sheets: If you look at it, it is still up to the provost. “Recommendations for 

renewal of an appointment may be based on performance criteria as well as the 



mission and needs of the department and/or availability of resources to support the 

reappointment.” If PTOC says they are eligible, it does not change an expectation.  

iv) K. Butwin: Why not say the decision lies with the provost for second and third year?  

v) B. Guell: I respect you are in a position to protect the institution and the 

administration from creating a process that might run us afoul, but I am not seeing 

scenario into which we are inviting ISU into the quagmire. Let us say we have a 

faculty member who is good at their job, but does it in a controversial way. They 

teach what they are supposed to teach, students like them, but they do something that 

gets crossways with the dean or provost. They could be recommended ultimately to 

be ineligible. It is a reasonable, valid thing that it goes to PTOC. The committee 

makes a recommendation, the provost gets it, and then the conversation happens 

within the appointment period. Or they go ahead and let the contract expire. Can the 

faculty member go to court and win on grounds of academic freedom or something 

like that?  

vi) K. Butwin: Can they use an ineligibility determination to mean I should be rehired 

again?  

vii) B. Guell: Yes.  

viii) K. Butwin: I guarantee in that situation that would be the claim. In Indiana 

following the courts’ history of decisions, we would win, but the claim would 

certainly be made. Especially if we hire another three year instructor in a similar 

position.  

ix) B. Guell: Tell me how that is any different if you just pull out the PTOC piece all 

together—how does PTOC’s intersession in that make it any more complicated?  

x) K. Butwin: My actual recommendation was do not review people in the third year.  

xi) B. Guell: Reappoint or don’t?  

xii) K. Butwin: But that does not work. The end is the end, but I understand it does not 

work.  

xiii) T. Hawkins: That does not answer Bob’s question.  

xiv) K. Butwin: That is part of the performance review process. There are many 

layers—like every other worker at this university.  

xv) T. Hawkins: Eliminate all review? 

xvi) K. Butwin: PTOC name stands for “Promotion & Tenure Oversight Committee.” 

Ineligibility is not part of its purview.  

xvii) B. Guell: You can appeal as a third or fourth year assistant professor. The name of 

the committee is PTOC, but could be R(reappointment)PTOC.  

xviii) S. Phillips: The committee mainly looks at contested reviews that are 

indeterminations and not just tenure.  

xix) K. Butwin: With that statement, an instructor is going to appeal.  

xx) B. Guell: If that goes down then we will have lots of opportunity to test out the 

process.  



xxi) K. Butwin: With that confusion about what is happening with the reappointment 

process, you will get long PTOC appeals.  

f) K. Games: What if we soften the language to “good standing” or “not good standing?” 

Does finishing an appointment not in good standing does that have similar implications 

as ineligibility?  

i) K. Butwin: When these appointments naturally expire, by creating another action you 

dig the knife in the person.  

ii) B. Guell: They have to fall on the knife first.  

iii) K. Butwin: Another employment action taken against this person, you need more 

specific criteria of what is ineligible.  

g) B. Guell: Between you and your clients, you have vitality, an important long-term 

institutional health role to play. What if we do what we want the policy to be and then the 

attorney and the administration have a longer conversation on the question on if what we 

want is in the institution’s interest. I do think we have our various roles to play and we do 

not have to negotiate a decision at this table. We can come back in April or next year and 

fix it. It was an issue that came up because there was an unspecified hole in the 

handbook. If it exists for another year than it does. We should vote and see how it plays 

out.  

i) L. Brown: I do not see how this puts the institution any more in jeopardy, but I am not 

an attorney.  

h) V. Sheets: It has to do with the permanent record. If someone is in Academic Affairs, it is 

more likely to get us in trouble than if they were eligible. FAC did what we thought you 

all wanted.  

i) T. Hawkins: Virgil, you threaded the needle. It is our position and I am happy with 

this.  

i) M. Cohen: The reality is that we need a mechanism here that could allow faculty 

members to seek relief and be convinced they are in the wrong. It could help the 

university in the future if it is a position in the outcome.  

i) V. Sheets: Having a committee tell you, “You are wrong” instead of the dean.  

ii) M. Cohen: Yes, your peers.  

iii) B. Guell: This can be transferred to the officers next year, that there needs to be more 

specific criteria at every level, but at least at the university level for performance 

expectations of instructors. It should be a charge to next year’s FAC. We ought not let 

that lesson drift.  

 

7) Standing Committee Liaison Reports: 

a) AAC (M. Cohen): They are working on the staffing report. They have been putting a lot 

of time into to it and I am sure it will come here next month.  

i) K. Butwin: Although the EC approved three faculty members from Senate to serve on 

the Provost Review Committee, according to the policy, the president is also 



supposed to consult with you about the entire slate to finalize the committee selection 

process. We would like to get it finalized now. If we can call this the consultation, it 

would be very helpful. For the future, I think we could streamline the policy a bit.  

ii) D. Curtis: The members are as follows: Nancy Rogers, chair; Bridget Roberts-

Pittman, faculty representative; Mike Chambers, faculty representative; Erik 

Southard, faculty representative; Eric Glendening, chairperson representative; Regina 

Atkins, staff representative; Morgan James, student representative.  

iii) M. Chambers: We are meeting April either 2nd or 4th, from 1 to 2p.  

b) AEC (R. Peters): No report—done.  

c) CAAC (L. Brown): No report.  

d) FAC (B. Guell): FAC had an active and productive morning. It took up textbook 

revisions, shortening significantly the textbook policy, eliminating the committee, and 

charging colleges with being the review body on nonexistent appeals. It took up the 

question of the mid-semester take over and where it might belong in the handbook. It 

addresses what happens when a faculty member takes over a course. It happens all the 

time, people get ill or pass away, or leave. FAC passed recommendation on that. The 

committee evaluated the Honors College constitution, making a recommendation on who 

is considered a faculty member. Their own constitution said if you taught a GH course in 

the last two years you are a faculty member. The issue was you cannot excommunicate a 

faculty member by not assigning him or her classes to teach. FAC cannot change, 

approve or deny a constitution, but only make recommendations. They addressed 

concerns and sent it back. Then we had another long conversation about outside 

employment. Susan Powers brought us University of Texas’s policy where they outlined 

every scenario in great detail. We have an idea of where the line is, but we have not 

figured out how to put that into handbook language. FAC meets the 9th and 16th, not April 

2nd.  

e) FEBC (K. Games): FEBC met this week and had an informational meeting with Katie 

Butwin, Brice Yates, and Amy Demchak to prep as they work on the salary report.   

f) GC (C. Ball): No report (absent).  

g) SAC (M. Chambers): No report.  

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

 

8) Adjournment at 4:53pm.  

 


