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INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE, 2018-2019 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

November 6, 2018 

3:30pm, HMSU 227 

Approved  

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

S. Phillips 

Members Absent: R. Peters 

Ex-Officio Present: Provost M. Licari 

Ex-Officio Absent: President D. Curtis 

Guests: Mark Green 

1) Approval of Executive Committee Minutes of October 30, 2018 (File #1) 

a) Motion to approve (M. Chambers/L. Brown); Vote 8-0-0 

 

2) Administrative Reports: 

a) President D. Curtis 

i) No report (absent).  

b) Provost M. Licari 

i) Last week I left this meeting early to get to the Homecoming debrief. It went well. 

The mayor was there along with the police chief, the assistant police chief, and the 

university president. There was no disagreement as to the larger decision that 

something must be done. The main problem is access to alcohol. The police chief and 

the assistant police chief were blunt in their concerns about the pop-up bars. There 

was a pledge made from the president and the mayor that they would continue to 

work on this together.  

ii) On Friday, there was a campus announcement that Josh Powers is stepping out of his 

position as AVP for Student Success. I have not had a chance to have conversations 

about moving forward. I did receive a message from Lisa Spence regarding AAC 

liaisons. They need to move forward, but will not refill the position. I will be visiting 

the committee in December.  



iii) The V-Provost EM search continues. We will have candidates here next week so look 

for schedule announcements. We just got all the logistics revolving the visits arranged 

today.  

iv) It is Election Day and voting on campus is going well. Washington Monthly just rated 

ISU as one of the best “get out the vote” universities in the nation. That is obvious; 

the line here is very long. I am happy to see the university community and locals 

exercising their right to vote.  

 

3) Chair Report: T. Hawkins 

a) We have an open agenda today.  This will not be the case next week.  We thought this 

would be a good time to give Bob an opportunity to provide some background on and 

explanation for the salary model that has been operational here for approximately the past 

decade.  It is likely that a new generation of faculty leaders will need to understand the 

logic behind the current model in order to defend it going forward. 

b) At our meeting with the provost yesterday, the officers discussed a number of issues that 

generated email inquiries since last week, including a new letter of concern from Saudi 

students to the president and effective operationalizing of the fair-hire training mandate.  

We also discussed the announcement regarding Josh Powers and the future for the Office 

of Student Success, as well as the latest developments regarding the Foundation and the 

search process for the Vice-Provost for Enrollment Management.  We look forward to 

Mike’s report to AAC regarding these significant administrative changes.  

 

4) Fifteen Minute Open Discussion 

a) B. Guell: Today is the first Tuesday of the month and during the Rave Test, the alarm 

went off while I was teaching. Again, the voice over in classroom went on for 14 

minutes. Luckily, the volume was low enough for me to be audible, but it was annoying. 

Since the renovations in Holmstead, something is going on.  

i) S. Phillips: My office is right next to those lecture halls and they were having trouble 

over the summer during renovations. It would go on for about twenty minutes.  

b) T. Hawkins: Is there a follow up meeting scheduled with the mayor, or a timeline? 

i) M. Licari: No, no calendar.  

ii) T. Hawkins: So this could sit until next fall when Homecoming comes back around. 

iii) M. Licari: I doubt that, but there is no timeline. That was not why everyone was there. 

Whatever the mayor and the president have worked out, I do not know.  

c) K. Games: I appreciate the emails from the provost. It fills a gap. I am not sure if you are 

going to keep doing them, but I encourage them, they are appreciated.  

i) M. Licari: I will have another on Friday. This one will mostly be about welcoming 

new fall faculty and staff. To show appreciation, please reach out to them as they 

figure out ISU.  



d) L. Brown: Is there a way to encourage the local election board to have more voting 

machines here? [ISU had three voting machines] 

i) M. Licari: We cannot control that.  

ii) L. Brown: Do you have any ideas? 

iii) M. Licari: The Washington Monthly ranking can put pressure, and the Tribune Star is 

out there so the long lines will be documented. There is high demand and we have the 

longest lines. I hope that will justify it in the future.  

e) B. Guell: My department experienced a sudden faculty departure mid-semester. This is 

not the first we have experienced, but there is no handbook language that guides people 

to what they are allowed to do to modify a syllabus or course they are picking up. I 

suggest a charge to FAC that would bring together or refer to the student grade appeals 

process, which speaks to what you cannot do, or are discouraged to do. We can tie that 

with language from 310 that also has syllabus & timing references. This is in the 

university’s interests so students and faculty know what are inbounds.  

i) T. Hawkins: I agree. Tell Virgil [Sheets].  

ii) L. Brown: I have had this twice. You do not want to harm the students, but take what 

they have learned and maximize it.  

iii) M. Licari: There cannot be too many alterations. Especially with the timeline, etc. we 

really need to be careful not to interfere with an expected sequence/projects. Coming 

in cold is weird, and sometimes you get a class you do not like or that is not 

structured well, but you have to be careful.  

f) M. Cohen: Kudos to the University College majors fair. They did a good job. It was busy 

and well organized. I cannot speak for other programs, but it was positive for us.  

 

5) Salary model discussion: B. Guell 

a) B. Guell: Tim decided this should go into the minutes. I wanted to make sure faculty 

leaders are fully aware of that the salary model does for faculty. The full document in 

front of you will be available to accompany these minutes.  

 

You will recall I asked about it in September, and why I asked about it again in the 

informal. I was concerned that it might not continue to be employed. I also want to 

mention why it is in faculty’s interests to keep it, while acknowledging that for the 

administration, it is complicated and expensive.  

 

When the model was first employed, faculty leaders were concerned that salaries were 

low, compressed, subject to inversion, and there were salary differences among faculty 

that were entirely due to salary negotiations when the faculty member was first hired. 

 

This model was designed by President Bradley to deal with these issues simultaneously. 

Mark Green is here so I do not make factual errors. This is how it functions: HR or Mark 



Green reaches out to CUPA, which is a database only available to HR departments at 

universities, but is not published. Here HR can go and specify parameters of peers. 

President Bradley specified three peers based off regional public institutions, with similar 

academic programs, rank, and CIP codes. He insisted that coastal universities be removed 

to acknowledge the very high cost of living in those locations. Each of the three different 

measures are medians. This deals with the fact that there are large outliers. Those three 

medians are averaged. This becomes the estimate by CIP code and rank of the market 

salary.  

 

From that market salary, a target is established. When it started, target pay was 90% of 

asst professors, 80% of full. We were using those very low numbers because we were so 

below we had to inch our way to what is now 93%. It also builds in annual adjustment for  

years-in-rank (up to 10). At the end of an assistant professor’s term, their salary is at least 

93% of 102% of their market salary. For an associate and full, their salary is at least 93% 

of (.90 + .02 X years-in-rank (up to ten)) A long-term tenured professor’s target salary is 

93% of up to 110 % of market. 

 

The illustrations presented here use information regarding CUPA data I possessed from 

doing salary studies for Wisconsin schools. The average markup across disciplines for 

associates over assistants is 14% and the average markup for fulls over associates is 23%.  

 

Given that, suppose a hypothetical assistant professor’s market salary start at $70,000, 

associate $79,800, and full $98,200, respectively. Assume national inflation, CUPA 

increases, and ISU across the board increases are all 1% over the 30+ year career of a 

faculty member.  

 

What the accompanying handout table shows is that the model positively impacts faculty 

salaries. Salary increases are at least the across-the-board ones and in some years, when 

the model dominates, increases exceed 3%. If you compare with and without the model, 

salaries are higher with the model.  

 

Moreover, faculty hired at different times end up at the same level. A faculty member in 

the 11th year of full professorship and one in their 15th year earn the same salary. If the 

system is interrupted, there is no mechanism for a person in that path of super normal 

increases to ever catch a senior faculty member. No way to close that gap.  

 

Lastly the analysis shows that when there are salary differentials in starting salaries, the 

model absorbs them in the late assistant professor period (or early associate professor 

period). This is the typical source of gender inequity in salaries and the model eliminates 

them quickly.  



That being said, it is very complicated, time consuming, and expensive.  When a 1% raise 

is really a 2-3% raise, it is expensive. This model worked when enrollments were 

growing and FTE faculty were shrinking. When we run into a situation, where we are 

graduating larger classes, have flat freshman enrollment, and we aren’t able to contract 

faculty, we will run into a budgeting the problem. 

 

That is why I badgered Mike [Licari] about it in September. I knew it was an artifact of 

the previous administration but it was also very much in our interest. That is why I am 

taking your time today. I am not saying we have to continue this same model. We need to 

do something if we discontinue so that we have no salary inequality.  

 

b) M. Green: This is a clear representation. We have paid $85-$100 thousand for target 

adjustments. We also gave $2000 adjustment in the first few years so it is better. There 

have been about $750,000 added to faculty salaries in last ten years. That is a huge 

difference. The only problem I have with it is typically it is same disciplines getting the 

adjustment. We are pulling data, but there are 18 or so that identify in this category. 

Sixteen of those got it last year as well. The vast majority are the same disciplines.  

i) M. Licari: I am glad it brought everyone up, now it is a discipline specific challenge.  

ii) B. Guell: Yes, and it was a decision of Dan Bradley, to respect market salary. CUPA 

data shows it is going to the same people because they are in increasingly expensive 

disciplines. A new system would not have to be based 100% on market. There are 

ways to think through the outcomes. I suggest is that somebody, I can do it, 

somebody else can do it. Someone should be assigned to work with Mark Green on 

the “what ifs” going forward. We can tweak to keep outcomes we want. This will 

limit the impact on an institution that will be less flush yet treat equal people equally.  

iii) M. Licari: Good, we need to preserve balance. Yes, take a look at some alterations I 

think that would be good.  

iv) B. Guell: 93% might be progressive. Lower paid disciplines might be 94%, higher 

might be 91%. It would not give the same people more money repeatedly.  

v) M. Licari: It is valuable to the institution, and this was prior to my arrival. The model 

reset salary adjustments against the market.  

vi) M. Green: FEBC has been talking about this, but since it began, over 200 received an 

adjustment and that has shrunk to the same ones every year.  

vii) M. Cohen: If you pump the breaks on this, do you risk losing faculty? We would be 

in peril trying to replace especially in highly sought after areas.  

viii) T. Hawkins: That, I think, is the second question. First, what I want to know is 

whether the admin can make the commitment to seek faculty input when the time 

comes. Will faculty be part of the discussion? When it was decided it was not going 

to be used after seven or eight years it was with no announcement or discussion. 

Therefore, I think it is important for the admin to say to faculty that something like 



this is important and when we get to that point of reevaluation, we are going to sit 

down together.  

ix) M. Licari: It was part of the overall budget discussion. Yes, there are clear 

mechanisms for those conversations to have faculty involvement. We need to do 

something. This salary model provided positive results, but we need to put it into the 

budget context. We need to meet both objectives.  

x) T. Hawkins: The budget meetings I have attended go nowhere near this.  

xi) M. Licari: Yes, but you can see where the budget is.  

xii) T. Hawkins: Who said this is something we are doing or not doing? 

xiii) M. Licari: It was not someone saying no, but the absent of Dan Bradley saying 

yes.  

xiv) M. Green: This was Dan Bradley’s model. With him being gone, I do not know 

what President Curtis will do. We told FEBC this could be the last one. That is all 

that was done.  

xv) M. Licari: There was a hiccup this year. It is obvious now that President Curtis is not 

going to weigh in on these things. 

xvi) T. Hawkins: Can we ask FEBC to monitor this? 

xvii) M. Licari: Yes, that can be a charge.  

xviii) M. Green: They are also already working with Katie Butwin on equality of pay.  

xix) K. Games: In FEBC, when the model came up, members we not sure if we should 

do something. They are waiting for the next steps. If the officers had specific charges 

for the next steps that would be valuable. There are conversations happening in 

FEBC, but the committee is waiting.  

xx) M. Licari: Yes, we can see whether we still like the possible outcomes. If we do not, 

if we can afford something, what changes are we interested in making.  

xxi) T. Hawkins: Will this happen before next year? 

xxii) M. Licari: I think a fair amount can be done. As the year goes on we will learn 

about what shape we will be in. Not 100% for sure, but we will gain additional 

clarity. By late spring, we will have a solid awareness.  

xxiii) B. Guell: The baseline is not good. 

xxiv) M. Licari: No, a tightening of the belt will be necessary. How much, I do not 

know. It depends on how well these SEM initiatives go to address fall 19 enrollment. 

If we sat on our hands, the outcome would be bad.  

xxv) B. Guell: If graduation rates stay the same, there will be the same size of drop. 

Graduating at a better rate harms enrollment. Tim and I went through what rates are 

going to be, and the result was even with good freshman enrollment the impact of 

graduating a big class is going to bring us down a few hundred at the least.  

xxvi) M. Licari: These initiatives have to work. We have some control, but not a ton of 

control. Setting context for these kinds of salary conversations we may not have any.  



xxvii) T. Hawkins: The sooner we know the better. Steve Neiheisel is coming to Senate 

in December to make those numbers known. We will be ready for the spring budget.  

xxviii) M. Licari: That is about as much of a commitment as I can give you.  

xxix) B. Guell: We paid for this model by shrinking faculty and increasing enrollments, 

the well is dry.  

xxx) M. Cohen: What are the budget dates?  

xxxi) M. Licari: We have the budget request to state pending. President Curtis and I will 

be going to the state house on Monday of Thanksgiving week. It is a two-year 

proposal.  

xxxii) B. Guell: When you have met with the budget committee, are you discussing only 

capital? 

xxxiii) M. Licari: Yes capital, but operating will be part of that conversation. Part of it 

will be Dreiser, and the rest is to look at what we are doing, graduation rates, and 

other metrics. That is messaging to legislators about the rest of our operating 

appropriations. It has remained relatively stable over last couple of cycles. The best-

case scenario is they do not cut you.  

xxxiv) B. Guell: Performance funding is actually helping. We are finally a net winner.  

xxxv) M. Licari: Yes, and there is no indication of change. We are poised to have a 

successful legislative session. It will not rain millions, but we will get out without 

much change. The other factor is tuition. That is the conversation about how much we 

will know and when. We have a very dim understanding of what fall is going to be. 

As we move through the spring, key indicators begin to flip—housing contracts and 

NSO sign-ups. We have macro known, but micro has yet to happen. Usually by end 

of May you know what your numbers are going to be.  

xxxvi) B. Guell: That is when budget is done. In early April, we know who is going to 

win the big issues: higher education or some other priority.  

xxxvii) M. Licari: That is the challenge. We will not have solid information until early 

spring, and will not know concretely until late spring, and that is too late to make 

good decisions.  

xxxviii) B. Guell: What is an acceptable raise in tuition? 

xxxix) M. Licari: It has to be decided before February, which is when we take it to the 

BoT. Usually, 1% we have been at 2% and will come in with that again. Increases do 

not provide extra money, but only account for inflation. Enrollment is key. If you 

want new net, you want to increase enrollment.  

 

6) Standing Committee Liaison Reports: 

a) AAC 

i) M. Cohen: The committee has received data on staffing. They are digesting it for the 

Nov 9 meeting.  

b) AEC 



i) R. Peters: No report (absent).  

c) CAAC 

i) L. Brown: They approved revisions to the Multidisciplinary Studies. Sociology 471 is 

now a part of Health and Wellness. The only item coming here is the elimination of 

pre-engineering.  

d) FAC 

i) B. Guell: They are working on a draft to explain the difference between the BR and 

the merit pay policy. They have passed handbook language on officer vacancies to 

pair with EC vacancy language. They also passed handbook language regarding the 

TFA. They are looking at the 350 issue, if consultation with personnel committees is 

“shall” or “may.” 

e) FEBC 

i) K. Games: No report.  

f) GC 

i) C. Ball: GC recently met and the officers are contemplating handbook changes in the 

form of taking out procedural language for dissertations. There have been course 

revisions and there are more to come.  

g) SAC 

i) M. Chambers: Meeting tomorrow.  

h) URC 

i) S. Phillips: No report.  

 

7) Adjournment at 4:32pm.  

 


