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INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE, 2018-2019 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

October 16, 2018 

3:30pm, HMSU 227 

Approved 

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

R. Peters, S. Phillips 

Ex-Officio Present: Provost M. Licari 

Ex-Officio Absent: President D. Curtis 

Guests: Katie Butwin and Virgil Sheets 

1) Approval of Executive Committee Minutes of October 9, 2018 (File #1) 

a) Motion to approve (M. Chambers/K. Games); Vote 8-0-1 

 

2) Administrative Reports: 

a) President D. Curtis 

i) No report (absent).  

b) Provost M. Licari 

i) I spent most of the day today with the state budget committee. I gave them a thank 

you tour through HHS to show them the results from the appropriation. Then, I 

walked them through Dreiser to show them why we need help with renovations. 

Before their regularly scheduled staff meeting, President Curtis gave a presentation to 

them, which was round two in the requests for funds. Essentially, it was a version of 

the budget presentation delivered to the commission a few weeks ago. It went well, 

and was well received. The budget committee learned a lot about Dreiser Hall, which 

was useful.  

ii) The BoT met this past Friday, and the agenda was fairly light. Decision items 

included some foundation revisions to naming policies, which included tweaks to the 

process by which facilities are named. When Doug [Smith] arrived his charge was to 

sift through policies and he worked on what was already happening, which included 

de-naming things. A piece of that policy was updated as well. The last chunk was for 

faculty, which included a policy for naming fellowships, lecture series, and 



professional development funds after faculty members. Those prompts will create 

opportunities.  

iii) I am beginning my yearly department visits. I will start with Randy [Peter]’s 

department and then Econ.  

 

3) Chair Report: T. Hawkins 

a) We have had many discussions over the past month devoted to enrollment management.  

During this time, I have been involved in the SEM council discussions that now occur 

weekly with representatives from various concerned constituencies. In one recent 

initiative, Steve Neiheisel convened a workshop with the deans that was designed to raise 

awareness of the challenges and opportunities facing the university in the short and long 

term. Afterwards, it appeared to me that many illusions that this would be an easy process 

were left behind at that table. No sense of doom and gloom, rather cautious concern.  I 

am happy to report that long-term planning has begun. At the same time, the SEM 

council has also encouraged its members to embark on various efforts designed to have 

immediate or at least short-term impact. SAC will be coordinating these efforts on behalf 

of faculty governance. Let me also say that we can all help. I was discouraged to learn 

that only 14 out of 120 interview slots at the December Scholarship Interview Day last 

year were filled by faculty.  We must do better this year, and so I encourage this room of 

faculty leaders to sign up.   

b) I hope your Homecoming experience was positive. That, obviously, is the expectation, 

not only for alumni, students, faculty, and staff, but also the larger community. In my 

experience here, however, it has become traditional after Homecoming to express 

concern about one or another incident that did not reflect well on the Homecoming 

experience. I am not naïve; I understand that this is a time associated with celebration.  I 

also understand that in many cases the university has little or no control over what 

happens over the course of the weekend, when those celebrations go too far. But at a 

certain level, everything that happens during Homecoming is associated, fairly or not, 

with ISU. We cannot draw a clear line or build a wall between the university-sponsored 

or affiliated events such as the parade and the football game that are designed to show us 

at our best and create or reinforce positive associations… and the other stuff. I did not 

personally witness the reported public intoxication and pop-up bars that were a feature of 

the Saturday experience, nor did I witness the party Saturday night in Farrington’s Grove 

that left a shooting victim. I was, however, contacted on Monday by a faculty member 

whose house was in the line of fire—literally. The public intoxication is disturbingly 

routine, the out-of-control partying is frankly appalling, and the comments from an 

assistant police chief that this Homecoming was the worst he had seen in the past 20 

years is simply depressing. Such negative associations with ISU Homecoming should 

concern us all. While it appears that no ISU-affiliated group was directly implicated in 

the events of Saturday night, and neither the shooter nor the victim were ISU students, 



this should only be cause for marginal relief. It is not far-fetched to expect future 

Homecoming weekends (and the reputation of ISU) to be permanently stained by the 

alcohol abuse, public disturbances, and even violence that is regularly associated with 

this time of year. To the extent possible, I implore the administration and SGA to be 

proactive about next year, to work with the city, with fraternal organizations, etc. to 

ensure that Homecoming 2019 is one we can be proud of—from beginning to end. 

i) M. Licari: Yes, I have already spoken to Nancy Rogers about that. We will be having 

a cabinet level debrief to review the entire week, and not just one day either.  

 

4) Fifteen Minute Open Discussion 

a) M. Chambers: I saw on the jail log in the newspaper this morning, that there were a few 

college-aged kids arrested all at one time in the 1400 block of 7th Street, is that all 

related? 

i) M. Licari: I am not familiar with the situation.  

b) B. Guell: There is a rumor going around that 3% of funds from the dean’s budgets are 

being held for a hiring freeze, can you explain this? 

i) M. Licari: An email did go out from President Curtis to campus administrators about 

fencing off 3% of funds. The areas it would affect are S&E, capital improvement, and 

maintenance/renovation. It would be just those budgets, and it does not go anywhere 

near salary or professional development. Three percent of those three funds fences off 

about $660,000. It is just in case. This does not take the money out and if the 

university does not need it, they can have it back.  

ii) B. Guell: Was Tim [Hawkins] included on the email? 

iii) M. Licari: Yes.  

iv) T. Hawkins: I appreciate the sensitivity of the issue. But, when only a small number 

of people are informed, that is how rumors start and rumors then take a life of their 

own. It is best practice in this climate that such measures are announced on a more 

public level.  

v) B. Guell: I appreciate the step being taken of including Tim.  

vi) M. Licari: Both he, as chair of the Senate and chair of Staff Council were included.  

vii) B. Guell: Thank you, it was appropriate and appreciated.   

c) L. Brown: I have a faculty member who has a senior in high school. He/she went to an 

admissions event, and was asked, “why do you want to come here, is it just because of 

your parent?” The student was not treated very nicely or welcomed.  

i) M. Licari: Was this in a high school? 

ii) L. Brown: No, this was here on campus. We do not want to put off children of 

faculty.  

d) M. Cohen: This is out of AAC, but they are working on staff report and wanted to know 

if the 70/15/15 concept is still alive? 

i) M. Licari: No, it is not.  



ii) B. Guell: What is the new proportion? 

iii) M. Licari: Basically, it always seemed goofy to me, because it did not allow for 

decision making at the college and department levels. I am holding deans accountable 

for their budgets that are allocated for faculty salaries. They do not have to adhere so 

much to top-level metrics that I never saw as playing out on the ground. I do not think 

that it is going to create a huge shift away from a particular portion of faculty.  

iv) B. Guell: It is in the Handbook that 68% have to be tenure track 

v) M. Licari: Yes, 65%. That sets a floor for where we can go, so it does not have to be 

70/15/15 exactly.  

vi) B. Guell: If we are going to change it, we need to do it explicitly.  

vii) M. Licari: The Handbook sets the floor, deans and department chairs know what they 

need.  

 

5) FAC Items: V. Sheets 

a) EC Succession (File #2) 

i) Motion to approve (C. Ball/M. Chambers); Vote 9-0-0 

ii) V. Sheets: We considered various possibilities; one option was to leave the slot empty 

or to hold a new election the way it is done for EC members in March or April. The 

easiest was to follow the path for a regular Senator resignation in the colleges. If a 

normal senator gives up a position, we give it to the next available vote getter. If we 

run out then we hold a special election. One vacancy does not seem worth creating an 

elaborate structure. We would just hold an election at a meeting.  

(1) T. Hawkins: Questions? This seems pretty straightforward.  

iii) M. Cohen: Do you have the vote count? 

(1) V. Sheets: Yes, in Qualtrics.  

iv) M. Cohen: Should we consider officers as well? Should we include language for the 

secretary and vice-chair? 

(1) B. Guell: There is no provision for if an officer resigns and during my time on 

Senate that has only happened once. If a vice-chair resigns, I am not sure anyone 

would replace them. However, there should be consideration if EC or the senate 

would elect a secretary should that position become vacant.  

(2) M. Cohen: That could become a time issue too.  

(3) B. Guell: This is what I ask for, but I do not know whether to send this back to 

FAC and have them deal with it, or send it back and deal with an officer vacancy 

separately? 

(4) T. Hawkins: I am willing to interpret this as both for an officer seat or an EC seat. 

We could use this language for those particular slots too. For example if someone 

lost a coin toss and an officer position becomes open, we could reach out to 

him/her. Is solving the secretary issue worth FAC’s attention? We can hold off on 

presenting this in Senate.  



(5) B. Guell: Yes, we can bring them together.  

(6) L. Brown: Would the new secretary have to be elected by the whole senate?  

(7) T. Hawkins: Yes. 

(8) B. Guell: Having an administrative assistant helps if there is a secretary vacancy.  

v) T. Hawkins: We can go ahead and approve this now with the understanding that 

language regarding officers will be forthcoming.  FAC language should come 

quickly.  

b) Faculty Ombuds Office (File #3) 

i) Motion to approve (L. Brown/R. Peters); Vote 9-0-0 

ii) V. Sheets: I cannot speak to the original background, but Susan [Powers] provided 

some original drafting language. FAC was very supportive. It would be nice to have 

someone other than the chair of Senate to provide guidance on a range of issues. It is 

tricky when someone brings a grievance, how do you advise when you might be 

involved on EC? Looking at other institutions, there is a variety of possible roles. The 

Ombudsperson is there for listening, know who to call, as well as in a grievance role. 

We looked at what others do and brought that together, making changes resulting in 

what we have here. The primary oversight is not merely with the provost, but the 

decision of how that works would also be the chair of Senate.  

(1) L. Brown: This feels like more than creating an office with half-time 

responsibilities. It seems like more than what is needed.  

(2) V. Sheets: I do not know at this point what is needed, at some institutions it is this 

much and more. FAC was not clear. Bob [Guell] raised that issue, but we can try 

it and see. How Tim [Hawkins] and Mike [Licari] work it out is up to them. We 

can start small and then build up. As far as compensation, we can leave time set 

aside, keep records of hours, or a flat stipend.  

(3) T. Hawkins: The essential question is do we start small and grow, or create the 

full structure and trim as necessary? 

(4) B. Guell: Susan suggested at FAC, a really good Ombudsperson anticipates 

problems and creates a fully functional website and try to do as much through 

FAQ questions. Walk-in business will be what it will be and that can determine 

time or money.  

(5) M. Licari: I prefer the small route, but I hear that there might be some initial 

heavy lifting. My concern with that full structure approach is it is hard to 

dismantle bureaucracy after it is built.  

(6) L. Brown: When I was chair, people would come to me with questions or 

concerns. If it would lead to a grievance that would be heard here I would offer 

the services of another senior faculty member. Usually, Virgil Sheets, Bob Guell, 

or Chris MacDonald. He/she usually had a preference. It occurs to me that maybe 

if we had three that did this there would be options for people. Choose some 



senior faculty from different colleges and not all men or women. They might be 

comfortable talking to talk to someone not in his or her college.  

(7) K. Butwin: That model exists and is one we could use. Ombuds is difficult to 

make that they are totally confidential, but we could arrange that they are not 

responsible for reporting things they might hear. We can set them up as a non-

reporter. They are there for talking and that is a little different than if you contact 

the chair of the Senate. While I am not ready to say absolutely it is confidential, 

setting up an office/training/role you can send that message and make that person 

not a reporter. There is value in an Ombudsperson.  

(8) S. Phillips: There is a concern if the Ombudsperson is in your department you 

might have to recuse yourself.  

(9) B. Guell: There is always that concern. The important part to me is that we 

establish the proposition that there is going to be an office and it has particular 

responsibilities and duties. This is not handbook language. We are just asking for 

an office to be created and staffed. Judgement and ad-hoc can be created as the 

needs arise.  

iii) V. Sheets: The reason it is not Handbook language, even if passed Senate it would not 

be enacted in this form. This allows for the provost and chair to design it. This is a 

conceptual statement.  

(1) M. Licari: I am supportive of this position. It is born out of conversations from 

every year. This is a step in the right direction. I need to think about it a little bit 

more. Maybe evolving to that at some point.  

(2) T. Hawkins: This enough to go forward, is it vague enough for later 

conversations? Should we change half time and stipend? 

(3) M. Licari: Half time is specific, build in vagueness.  

(4) B. Guell: We could say “appropriate compensation” instead of stipend.   

(5) V. Sheets: FAC’s was maximum half time, and they do not want someone hired 

for it specifically from the outside and not a staff member.  

(6) T. Hawkins: I agree it should not be staff.  

(7) M. Licari: It is not an administrative post.  

(8) V. Sheets: He or she should be familiar with ISU structures, and faculty at ISU. 

Maybe someone moving into partial retirement.  

(9) T. Hawkins: What about a pool versus one person.  

(10) M. Licari: That we should carefully consider. Pool seemed a 

consideration, but info from Katie Butwin about one person makes it important to 

think through.  

(11) K. Butwin: You could have multiple people if they are all trained.  

(12) M. Licari: If we have a pool they all three have to be trained in the same 

way.  

(13) L. Brown: You could have staggered terms.  



(14) K. Butwin: The key is being consistent.  

(15) B. Guell: That is harder. He or she needs to have some ability to farm 

those tasks out if need be. A single person needs to say I should not take this on, I 

will bring in someone else, but do most of the work. Particular knowledge bases 

would be better than years here. With IRB for example.  

(16) V. Sheets: The ombuds can recognize and redirect.  

(17) B. Guell: If it becomes an issue that is about the tenure process and 

surrounding IRB issues, a true ombuds might need experience.  

(18) L. Brown: They can train others.  

(19) K. Butwin: I have worked with ombuds person before, directing was there 

and advice, but sometimes it might be really personal issues. They need advice 

about how to manage, how to I go to the police, title 9, etc. For example, how can 

this affect my career, social media, etc.? What do I need to understand? They can 

be a very valuable tool we can allow faculty to use, and is often more than 

directing, that is why you want them to have as much privacy or confidentiality as 

possible. Someone might go and say they are not going to report something. They 

need to choose the right person. They have to be a vault. Office availability 

should not be in HR or Parson’s. This needs to be a private place away from 

others.   

iv) T. Hawkins: So we will eliminate half time, use appropriate compensation instead of 

stipend. Is that sufficient? More details can come in the Spring, but we have 

administration support.  

(1) C. Ball: Does it allow multiple faculty members to be involved? 

(2) M. Licari: Yes, if we try that route.  

v) K. Games: Creating it as a separate thing seems like building bureaucracy. If we will 

be housing it along Senate, should the ombuds person be linked to Senate? Is there a 

benefit to keeping them separate? 

(1) B. Guell: Being away from HR, Academic Affairs, and the Senate is important. I 

have been around to know senators have not always used their power 

appropriately and have become the target for a grievance from a junior faculty 

member. It needs to be independent.  

(2) M. Licari: I agree. There are details that need working out which are small 

compared to the philosophical approach.  

(3) S. Phillips: Whom would the ombuds report to? Provost and FS chair? 

(4) M. Licari: Sort of, but preserve independence.  

(5) T. Hawkins: It would be oversight and not a direct report.  

vi) M. Cohen: This is a great quality initiative in support of retention. Keeping whom we 

have here is important, especially as the economy fires up and some might leave 

academia. We have had some people leave my college and it makes me wonder if this 

would have been helpful in preventing that.   



 

6) University General Counsel Update: K. Butwin 

a) K. Butwin: First, I need volunteers for the Discrimination Appeals Committee. It is a 

committee that looks at cases in which either party can appeal the determination of a 

discrimination or harassment ruling. This happens if it is believed there was a lack of due 

process or new evidence, the latter being more rare. Currently, there are 10 members, but 

I suggested 12. They are randomly selected. I arrange the meeting and make a 

recommendation to the president. We need some people to serve and we do not have 

enough faculty. Can you make an announcement at Senate?  

i) T. Hawkins: Yes, and it can go in the musings too, should those interested contact 

you? 

ii) K. Butwin: Yes, send an email to our OGC main email. You can nominate someone 

or self-nominate. We have plenty of staff, but we need faculty. Recommendations 

went out at the end of the year, but I think with grade, etc. that faculty missed it. 

Sometimes there are no commitments and other days things pop up.  

b) K. Butwin: Moving forward, we have outsourced some of the development on the policy 

library and done back end. We have done things to maintain records, which is more 

complicated on the back end. We will begin moving content over next week. We are 

adding information on each policy page so it can push the user out. Right now, it is 

supposed to look like what I showed you before. We have also built the homepage and 

the thing that is missing in this example is the search bar or you can click to your policy. 

There will not be all the pages in between when you click on your desired policy. It 

jumps between each section so it is easier navigation. I have a list of all of our policies as 

I would like to see them. Things already approved by the board would just be moved in 

there. There should not be too much where we should be worried about the catalog year. 

Mainly, it the 400s-900s, I have some suggestions about minor changes. 300s I am 

leaving along. We will be merging 100s and 200s and we can clean up minor changes as 

part of that. 400s-900s are really only titles and office names. I had made these 

suggestions and this is circulating. There are some other things we have to deal with. I 

will push that out to the appropriate VPs. I am not asking you to move on this now, you 

can review and I can send it to you electronically as well. We would just make the change 

online and put the date in. As you can see there are tiles, which will be in our various 

shades of blue, with a search function. Keep in mind, 245-46 will move and become 145-

46. I would need you to endorse that change and this would be taken to the BoT in 

December.  

i) M. Cohen: Will those changes be referenced? 

(1) K. Butwin: Yes  

ii) B. Guell: Those academic policies are also in the catalog. Will they be in two places? 

(1) K. Butwin: Yes, that is what we are discussing.  



(2) B. Guell: I do not care about that, but it is on someone to make sure it is exactly 

the same.  

(3) K. Butwin: We are hoping we can update in one and it will update it in the other, 

but we are not sure the two systems talk to each other. Content will be added to 

the policy library next week. I asked for it to be fully functional by mid-

November, so a week before Thanksgiving Break. It is a big project for 500s and 

600s where we have people developing their own procedures and have not put it 

on the web. We need to get people from one place to another especially to push 

people to the responsible office. After break, you have an EC meeting and I told 

them it needs to be fully functional and you will need to be able to click through it 

and explore. We will take it to the February BoT meeting. For record keeping, 

they would need to approve it. You had asked about including legislative history, 

I am the only person in the office right now so I am not 100% on our options, but 

the system will allow us to link to something specific. The link is easier than 

maintaining the information itself. We can link to the minutes where it was passed 

or approved by the Senate. It gives someone a place to start. One of the things I 

suggested is that you all consider moving the dismissal process and making it its 

own thing out of the bylaws because it is not really a bylaw topic.  

(4) B. Guell: That would make it easier to find. Pulling out of 246 there are change 

rules that are not applied in the 300s so we need to be conscious about it. I do not 

think we need a process on those kinds of things like that for faculty to vote on, 

but conscious because it is not just moving the text and changing the number.  

(5) K. Butwin: It is not pressing, but it is hard to find.  

(6) B. Guell: There are policies and sub policies that really belong in 300s, but they 

are in the 500s. For example, 505.12 no one can find it. I suggest you have Tim 

[Hawkins] directly or appoint someone to do the deep dive through the Handbook 

for faculty policies that are in the wrong place.  

(7) K. Butwin: We are going to be on a 3-year cycle on reviewing policies.  

(8) B. Guell: 505.12 especially since it refers to faculty summer pay. Just look at the 

overload stipends listed in the BoT minutes.  

(9) K. Butwin: Yes, I have flagged some already, but we will put things on a 3-year 

cycle. I have read every policy recently, and believe me there are things I was not 

aware of and/or things that we do not do anymore.  

(10) B. Guell: When working on 305 and 310 I noticed both of those were a set 

of policies that looked like they were afterthoughts and there was no coherence. I 

got the sense during 305 revisions that there is a lot of that, especially in the 500s.  

(11) K. Butwin: Yes, and let me suggest that 305 work was great, but it is a 

very long policy and you might want to consider breaking that up a little bit. 

Another one that needs updated is the “Use of University Facilities.” It is very 

hard to find the Hospitality policy and form. We just want to streamline that and 



push people out to their office to find the form. We have tightened up some of the 

pieces so it is streamlined, and making sure we are charging similar rates to 

external groups. There is now a standard agreement for wedding reception, 

conference, etc. Athletics handles all their facilities. For consistency, we made 

some operational changes so if there will be large groups of people public safety 

needs to know.  

 

7) Standing Committee Liaison Reports: 

a) AAC 

i) M. Cohen: Met on Friday, October 12. They are ramping up for the staffing report 

and just waiting for data from the administration.  

(1) M. Licari: It is on the way.  

b) AEC 

i) Randy Peters: No report.  

c) CAAC 

i) L. Brown: No report.  

d) FAC 

i) B. Guell: You saw the results of FAC here, but next week they are going to look at 

three other charges and get some background from Susan [Powers] and me about 

where those charges came from. That meeting will not produce any documents but 

will provide them with background.  

e) FEBC 

i) K. Games: No report.  

f) GC 

i) C. Ball: No report.  

g) SAC 

i) M. Chambers: A Doodle poll is going out to set up extra meetings. The original 

schedule has the next meeting as is November 7. We are making sure the officers 

have the support they need.  

h) URC 

i) S. Phillips: No report.  

 

8) Adjournment at 5:03pm.  

 

 


