
Revised Minutes  
Minutes of the Meeting of the IWU General Faculty 

2 December 2013 
 
 
Call to Order 
President Wilson called the meeting to order at 4:06pm and noted that a quorum was 
present.  Student Senate President, Brexton Isaacs, requested permission to attend the 
meeting.  It was granted. 
 
Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes 
The minutes of the 4 November 2013 general faculty meeting were approved by common 
consent. 
 
Prof. Mendez-Carbajo made a motion to move the FDC report before the CC report. 
Prof. Shallue seconded. 
The motion passed. 
 
Consent Agenda 
CC removed an item from the Addendum, III. Art, for further adjustment. 
 
Committee Reports 
Council on University Programs and Policy: 
Prof. Williams offered to take questions on the committee’s written report and presented 
two proposed changes to language in Chapter IV of the Faculty Handbook.  The proposed 
changes were displayed.   
 
He offered a rationale on behalf of CUPP for the first proposed change: 
CUPP agreed that submissions for tenure line proposals should be electronic in order to 
expedite the review process.  Also, there currently exists a two-week processing period from 
the February 15 submission deadline to March 1, when the Provost forwards the tenure line 
proposals to CUPP.  Electronic submission will expedite processing of the proposals, 
eliminating the need for the current two-week window and allowing CUPP to receive 
materials by February 16.  The extra two weeks will provide CUPP much needed time to 
review the large volume of tenure line requests that CUPP receives each year.   
 
He offered a rationale on behalf of CUPP for the second proposed change: 
In previous years, there has been a wide variation in the length of proposals. The four-page 
maximum is intended to create a more uniform standard so that proposals can be reviewed 
on an equal playing field. Based on prior CUPP reviews of tenure line proposals, four pages 
was deemed sufficient to answer the questions set forth in the Faculty Handbook on tenure 
line proposals.  
 
The motion passed.



Faculty Development Council: 
Prof. Mendez-Carbajo reviewed some parts of and offered to take questions on the 
committee’s written report. 
 
Prof. Williams suggested that chairs of major committees get together to coordinate due 
dates for major documents (e.g., PAT annual reviews and ASD grants), in order to lessen the 
burden on faculty and their chairs. 
 
Curriculum Council: 
Prof. Roesner presented some amendments to the document passed by the faculty at the 
October meeting regarding the involvement of non-tenure-line instructors in General 
Education assessment.  The proposed amendments were displayed.   
 
She offered a rationale on behalf of CC: 
The roles of these instructors were not sufficiently clear in the document we approved in 
October, so CC crafted amendments to that document that explicitly involve all 
category/flag instructors in the General Education assessment process, but reserve the role 
of category/flag Assessment Facilitator for a tenure line faculty member who has been 
nominated and elected by full-time faculty peers who teach in the category/flag.  Because the 
IWU Faculty Constitution defines "faculty" as full time employees of academic rank, CC 
proposes that we now use the word "instructor" to explicitly include teaching staff and 
adjunct faculty in most aspects of the assessment process and using the words "faculty" or 
"tenure-line faculty" where CC recommends a function be limited to those groups. The 
Council, she shared, intends for all instructors to have a meaningful voice in the process, but 
believes that the 4-semester duration of the cycle and the long-range nature of curricular 
evolution require leadership from the tenure line faculty.   
 
She offered to take questions from the faculty floor.  There was discussion. 
 
Prof. N. Kerr inquired about the use of “category/flag” on page 4.  She noted that as the 
sentence reads, it claims that categories/flags can request exempt status.  However, 
categories/flags cannot request exempt status.  Prof. Roesner offered to finesse the language 
appropriately after the meeting. 
 
The motion passed.  
 
Promotion and Tenure Committee: 
Prof. Delvin presented some proposed changes to Chapter IV of the Faculty Handbook on 
behalf of PAT.  The proposed changes were displayed. 
 
He offered to take questions from the floor.  There was discussion. 
 
Prof. O’Gorman inquired about the distinction between “professional development” and 
“professional achievement” and the extent to which the distinction is respected by the 
proposed changes.  She noted that “attending coaching clinics” should be treated differently 
from “teaching at coaching clinics.”  She also noted that “professional development” in the 
document seemed to encompass activities that might more appropriately be characterized as 
service. 



PAT members explained the origin of the changes and offered to take a more careful look at 
the language. 
 
Prof. Folse asked whether the Athletic Department was consulted about the proposed 
changes or otherwise involved in the process.  Prof. Delvin replied that they were made 
aware of the proposed changes.  She offered that it is critical that Athletics be deeply 
involved in re-crafting this part of the Handbook language. 
 
Provost Green and Prof. R. Schultz noted again that this document was “found” and that 
PAT is in the position of trying to do something with it. 
 
Prof. Chapman noted another ambiguity that could potentially confuse/disadvantage faculty 
in the Athletic Department seeking tenure and promotion: a candidate seeking tenure and 
promotion need not do all of the things listed, but she cannot do just one.  The expectations 
should be made clearer.   
 
Prof. Theune inquired about the minutes of the most recent PAT meeting.  He asked about 
the University counsel’s affirmation of our process with respect to executive minutes from 
PAT meetings.  
 
After requesting some clarification, Prof. O’Gorman expressed her deep distress at the 
practice of destroying the executive minutes of the PAT committee in order to achieve a 
“single record.”  
She offered several considerations in favor of preserving the executive minutes/against 
destroying the executive minutes: 

1) The executive minutes function as collective memory for the committee. 
2) Their preservation protects against inaccuracies, lawsuits, and other potential 

difficulties. 
3) They provide a record of the legitimacy of the procedures followed. 
4) They provide a basis for counseling those who have been denied promotion. 
5) They protect the PAT committee members from challenges inside the university (she 

shared a compelling personal story supporting this point). 
6) Discrepancies between the letter and the minutes can be guarded against only if we 

preserve the minutes. 
7) The minutes protect the candidate under consideration, the committee members, 

and the university.  It is truly best for everyone involved. 
 
Prof. Kearney commented that he was “stunned” that this policy wasn’t changed.  Simply 
put, he said, “it is a horrible idea to destroy personnel records.”  He observed, “It could not 
possibly look worse than to destroy things.”  Secondly, he noted that “if you destroy 
documents or make them otherwise inaccessible, then you extend any limitations period that 
could possibly pertain to the matter.”  Thirdly, “there is no peace and no repose.”  Fourthly, 
“the university could not prove consistency of treatment five years down the road.” 
 
Provost Green noted a possible discrepancy in our understanding of what’s being discussed.  
The problem is that there are two sets of records: the minutes and the letter.  The letter is 
supposed to be the carefully considered record of the event.  The minutes are not a public 
record.  There should be no content in the minutes that does not appear in the letter.  He 



shared that he has discussed this matter with other provosts at other institutions and has 
found that our process is atypical. 
 
Prof. Ponce expressed her agreement with Professors O’Gorman and Kearney.  She noted 
that while she is sure that the committee strives for no discrepancies between the letter and 
the minutes, discrepancies should be in principle defensible in a legal context.  She also 
mentioned a case of discrepancy in her own tenure and promotion process regarding 
publications.  She expressed her sense that the practice of destroying executive minutes 
smacks of a lack of transparency, and, for that reason, should be abandoned. 
 
Prof. Folse added that the faculty were clearly united on this matter at the last faculty 
meeting.  She voiced her support of preserving the executive minutes. 
 
Prof. Gearhart, as a former member of PAT, offered some reassurance as to how the 
executive minutes are utilized by PAT: past executive minutes never, in her experience, 
inform a case currently under consideration.  She wanted to make sure that no one has the 
misconception that past minutes are somehow used against candidates during a current 
deliberation. 
 
Prof. Press clarified that what is under discussion is notes, not minutes.  They are sentence 
fragments to help write the letters.  Once the letters are composed from the notes, the notes 
are destroyed. 
 
Prof. O’Gorman countered that PAT, when she was on it, worked very hard to make those 
minutes an accurate reflection of the discussion that took place.  Her description of the 
documents in question, she noted, also better fits with the description Provost Green gave 
of the document. 
 
Prof. Kearney added once again that “destroying minutes could not look worse” and noted 
that there really is no labor involved in keeping them.   
 
Prof. R. Schultz noted that attorneys disagree about things.  Prof. Kearney believes one 
thing; the University attorney believes another.  He invited Provost Green to share more 
information with the faculty about the process at other institutions.  He expressed 
willingness to change the process.  He noted that there are two components generating the 
tension in this case: candidates and due process v. people on PAT protecting themselves.  
He offered that the University attorney is worried about notes/minutes being interpreted in 
a different way such that there is a discrepancy between them and the letter. 
 
Provost Green noted that two documents have been preserved: the letters and the edited 
minutes.  The question is whether there are two or one official documents.  We have been 
saving two edited documents.  We have not been throwing scraps of paper into a box.  One 
line of thought is that there should be only one official document. 
 
Prof. Roesner asked about the nature of the minutes.  She conjectured that these minutes 
might include a record of deliberations that led to dissenting opinions and split votes.  She 
had some questions: Who gets to see these minutes?  Could a current chair of PAT look at 
past executive minutes? 



 
Provost Green and Prof. R. Schultz answered that there is not a clear policy on who can see 
the minutes.  Prof. R. Schultz expressed serious concern about this lack of clarity.  Provost 
Green offered that he does have the power to control who sees the minutes, and that what 
he would do if asked by someone to see the minutes is call the University attorney and ask 
for counsel. 
 
Prof. Thomas added that the conclusion of the minutes and the conclusion of the letter is 
the same, but there are some deliberations that don’t appear in the letter.  There are times 
when we might really need access to those deliberations. 
 
Prof. Gearhart added once again: there is no access to past executive minutes!  PAT cannot 
consider them when deliberating about a candidate. 
 
Prof. Pelusi seconded Prof. Gearhart’s remarks.  He also noted that what we should do is 
simply follow the law.  He asked Prof. Kearney if there is a statute that will simply decide the 
matter. 
 
Prof. Kearney answered that there is a statute, the Illinois Personnel Review Act.  He noted 
that attorneys, like doctors, disagree, but that they shouldn’t disagree about this. 
 
Prof. Theune made a motion: That in personnel cases PAT create, keep, and maintain its 
written materials including all minutes. 
Prof. Kearney seconded. 
There was discussion. 
 
Prof. Seeborg noted that there is an issue that is still not settled: we need to ensure that the 
current PAT does not have access to past minutes.  He agreed that there is a legal need to 
keep the minutes.  
 
Prof. Folse asked Prof. Theune whether he would be amenable to reaffirming Prof. 
O’Gorman’s motion from last meeting.  
 
Prof. O’Gorman raised a parliamentary concern about Prof. Theune’s motion. 
 
Prof. Shallue, Parliamentarian, noted that Prof. Theune’s motion is, in fact, out of order 
because committees are empowered to make their own procedures. 
 
Prof. O’Gorman crafted a second motion to account for these parliamentary considerations 
and in response to PAT’s response to her previous motion, but noted that it won’t really 
solve the problem at hand.  
 
Prof. Folse offered that Prof. O’Gorman might make a small change to her motion from the 
previous faculty meeting and present it.  Prof. O’Gorman agreed. 
 
Prof. O’Gorman made a motion: That the Promotion and Tenure Committee change its 
decision to destroy the executive minutes of committee deliberations after the letter to the 
faculty member under consideration for tenure or promotion has been written. 



Prof. Shallue and Prof. O’Gorman noted that this motion, too, violates parliamentary 
procedure. 
 
Provost Green noted that PAT did take seriously the resolution at the previous faculty 
meeting, and consulted the University attorney.  He expressed confidence that PAT will 
respond to the will of the faculty. 
 
The motion was restated: That the Promotion and Tenure Committee reconsider its decision 
to destroy the executive minutes of committee deliberations after the letter to the faculty 
member under consideration for tenure or promotion has been written.     
 
Prof. Theune seconded and added that we need vastly more explanation than we received 
today if PAT decides against the will of the faculty. 
 
Prof. Pelusi added that we need a clear sense of the language of the relevant law. 
 
Prof. Amoloza replied that there is a law that requires every non-profit organization, which 
IWU is, to have a document retention and destruction policy.  She offered that this might 
shed some light on our current discussion. 
 
Prof. Kearney offered that he might put into writing why the current policy is a bad one. 
 
The motion passed. 
 
Prof. O’Gorman made a second motion: That all changes to the policies and procedures of 
the Promotion and Tenure Committee must be approved by a vote of the general faculty. 
 
She offered a rationale for her motion: the motion brings us into compliance with the way in 
which we have the language set up for the Hearing Committee policies and procedures, 
which is more current and better reflects the will of the current faculty. 
 
Prof. Chapman seconded. 
 
This is a proposed constitutional amendment.  Thus, it will be voted on at the next faculty 
meeting. 
 
Prof. Theune added that there is similar language governing the policies and procedures of 
the Assessment Committee.  
 
Assessment Committee: 
Prof. Theune offered to take questions on the committee’s written report.  There were none. 
 
Administrative Reports 
Richard Wilson, President 
President Wilson discussed the implications of the net tuition revenue model with the aid of 
some slides.  He explained that there are two inescapable factors putting us in the position of 
having to adopt a new model: 1) decline in absolute number of graduating high school 
seniors, and 2) increase in financial need of students.  He reviewed some recent literature 



about this circumstance, and noted that many institutions are adopting this model.  Some 
institutions are experimenting with short-term gimmicks.  Others are increasing the student 
body.  All things considered, President Wilson supports the net tuition revenue model. 
 
He reviewed the implications of this model: 

1) We will have greater control over budgeted revenue. 
2) Overall enrollment will likely decline (1900-1950). 
3) Expenditures will have to be adjusted to match projected revenue.   

 
He reviewed 4 priorities guiding the adoption and implementation of this model: 

1) Protect the quality of the University 
2) Continue to make progress on important priorities (e.g., diversity, study abroad) 
3) Increase financial aid for students 
4) Ensure that the budget is balanced 

 
We are not down-sizing, he urged, as down-sizing suggests a decline in interest in IWU.  We 
have more students interested than ever, but we need more financial aid to bring them in the 
door. 
 
He expressed his intention to implement a largely proportional approach.  The Provost and 
Vice Presidents will have significant flexibility to reduce their budgets as they see fit. 
 
He reviewed the FY14 Budget: 

Financial Aid $33.3M 
Debt Service $3.8M 

 Operations $55.6M 
  Total $92.7M 
 
He focused more closely on the FY14 Operations Budget, where the budget cuts will have 
to be made: 
 Academic Affairs $30.1 (60%) 
 Business Affairs $9.5 (19%) 
 Student Affairs $3.0 (6%) 
 Advancement $2.4 (5%) 
 Communications $1.7 M (3%) 
 Other $3.7 (7%) 
 
President Wilson expressed his desire to solve this problem in two years, and not keep 
kicking the can down the road.  Based on what happened this year (i.e., financial aid 
overtures and a reduction in our retention rate), we know we need to find about $2M to 
balance the FY15 budget.  We have non-recurring funds to fix the problem this year, but we 
need to solve it permanently for FY15.  A 3.5% reduction of the Operations Budget will 
come from the Provost and Vice Presidents. 
 
He detailed the budget reductions for each unit for FY15: 
 Academic Affairs $1,053, 000 
 Business Affairs $331, 200 
 Student Affairs $106, 500 



 Advancement $82, 600 
 Communications $56,600 
 Other $150, 900 
  Total $1,780,800 
 
He expressed optimism about our recruitment efforts (e.g., women’s lacrosse, an admissions 
counselor in Texas).  He shifted his report to retention and our need to increase our recently 
fallen retention rate.  For those students who might be leaving IWU for financial reasons, 
Advancement continues to work hard on the Promise Scholarships.  The campaign started 
with a 20/year goal.  President Wilson reported that we have 25 for next year!  Additionally, 
the Ames family has offered ten more if we can match them.  Thus, the President’s goal has 
shifted up to 30-35.  This will help close the financial aid gap, and it is “off budget.”  The 
Strategic Innovations Fund will also help our efforts.  President Wilson closed by expressing 
his high level of confidence that by right-sizing we will emerge stronger than before.  
 
Jonathan Green, Provost and Dean of the Faculty 
Provost Green began by drawing the faculty’s attention to the list of changes to Chapters II 
and IV of the Faculty Handbook he had circulated prior to the meeting.  The changes bring 
the chapters in line with the establishment of a single Dean of Curricular and Faculty 
Development, as opposed to two associate Deans.  As the proposed changes are a change to 
the constitution, they must be voted on by written ballot. 
The motion passed, 72-0 (the ballots are on file in the Provost’s Office). 
 
He shifted his report to the Strategic Innovations Fund and the document related to it that 
he recently circulated.  He discussed the two types of initiatives that will be funded: Program 
Innovations (e.g., partnership to host a high school camp) and Infrastructure Innovations 
(e.g., an energy meter on a building that doesn’t have one).  He emphasized that we are 
looking for projects that pay themselves back.  He announced that Carlo Robustelli will be 
holding a workshop and building a website related to the Strategic Innovations Fund. 
 
He then turned to the intellectual property policy, announcing that it is now available on the 
website.  He shared the history of collecting feedback and refining the policy.  The 
fundamental issue, he explained, is that if someone creates something on campus, unless she 
was hired to create that thing (or enters into a written contract), she owns the things she 
makes.  It also provides a framework for collaborative projects and addresses some other 
related issues.  One question he has received is, why don’t intellectual property conflicts 
automatically go to the Hearing Committee? He replied that this is because almost every 
conflict involves someone on our campus and someone outside the University.  He 
confirmed that, when appropriate, matters should be directed to the Hearing Committee. 
 
He announced that the Teaching and Learning Workgroup had its last revision meeting of 
the semester and has sent the most recent draft of the document they have been working on 
to CUPP.  It will go to SPBC early in the Spring semester and eventually an open forum will 
be held. 
 
He reported on a resolution from Student Senate asking us to re-examine academic advising.  
More information about the nature and content of this resolution will be forthcoming.  
 



He cautioned the faculty against “othering” international students (e.g., asking a student 
from a particular geographic region to “represent” that region). 
 
He announced that he will be distributing a revised application for visiting positions that 
takes into account some of CUPP’s findings and discussions. 
 
He addressed the impending cuts to the Academic Affairs budget, noting that $1,053,000 
probably appears more difficult to achieve than it actually is.  He briefly discussed some 
options that he intends to discuss more thoroughly with the appropriate parties in the 
coming weeks and months.  He mentioned that we have some very thin enrollments in some 
courses, so we need to be more mindful of how we assign courses to visitors and full time 
faculty.  He noted that the 11-1 ratio is a good ratio, and discussed some things we might do 
to try to preserve that ratio.  He assured the faculty that all of these issues will be addressed 
at an upcoming workshop for chairs and directors, and all faculty will be welcome to attend. 
 
He concluded by announcing that next Friday is the last TGIF social gathering.  He offered 
to take questions. 
 
Summary of questions/comments and replies: 
 
Prof. Chapman: if we go down to 1900-1950, has anyone done the analysis as to how the 
faculty will shrink? 
 
Provost Green: We will have to cut faculty by 18 FTE, but that includes visitors and 
adjuncts. 
 
Prof. Jaeckel: When will this happen? 
 
President Wilson: It could happen next year, but it depends on a variety of factors. 
 
Prof. Nadeau: Why are we holding off for 2015 to set a budget reduction target? 
 
President Wilson: I am collecting more information. 
 
Prof. Nadeau: Will the 18 FTE cut accomplish our goal, or are we still looking at a salary 
raise freeze even with the 18 FTE? 
 
Provost Green: We need to look into that, and it depends on a variety of factors. 
 
President Wilson: Salary raises are related to financial aid overtures.  Every year we have to 
bail out the financial aid budget.  If we can fix that problem, it will free up money for raises. 
 
Prof. Roesner: Will the new Director of Physical Plant bring us closer to monitoring energy? 
 
Provost Green: I am very confident about that, though it depends on the building. 
 
President Wilson: The Director can apply for funds from the Strategic Innovations Fund for 
precisely this kind of thing. 



 
Prof. Kearney: The 11-1 ratio is across the University.  What percentage of our programs 
actually fall into this ratio? 
 
Provost Green:  Probably 1 of them.  It is an average across the University, a general metric. 
 
President Wilson: We aren’t having a hiring freeze.  There are some lines we just have to fill.  
We won’t crudely let every retirement that comes up result in a vacancy. 
 
Prof. Fritzsche: I have a concern that the Teaching and Learning Task Force report won’t be 
available until after the tenure line proposals are due.  How do we balance the need to 
reduce faculty by a significant amount against programmatic needs?  How do we solve the 
problem of inflicting damage upon programs? 
 
Provost Green: The report will be shared broadly and it reflects a 7-10 year vision.  We can 
reduce faculty largely through attrition, but that cannot be the only way we do it.  We need 
to support the curriculum we have right now.  If you look at course enrollments, there are 
cases of low enrollments.  If we are more careful about assigning courses, we can avoid this 
problem and still support our curriculum. 
 
Prof. Balina stressed the importance of integrity in implementing “right-sizing.”  She also 
inquired about the nature of the students’ complaints in the resolution regarding academic 
advising.  She emphasized the importance of faculty knowing what problems the students 
perceive with respect to academic advising. 
 
Provost Green: We will share that information shortly; we just received the resolution.   
 
Prof. Roesner: I will be taking up the resolution with Curriculum Council, one of the groups 
that will be intimately involved in addressing it.  We will work on it and bring our findings to 
the faculty. 
 
Prof. Willis: According to Associate Provost Boyd and V.P. Thompson’s recent 
presentation, the tuition discount is at 52% this year.  I assume that the net tuition revenue 
model will decrease that discount, but President Wilson mentioned that we want to increase 
financial aid.  How?  How do we get the numbers to square? 
 
President Wilson: First, the Promise Scholarships will help because they are “off budget.”  
Also, we need to work on building the endowment. 
 
Provost Green: The net tuition revenue model follows the aid matrix we have been given by 
the consultants.  We don’t have a road-tested sense that the matrix will produce the yields we 
anticipate.   
 
Prof. de Harak expressed concern that retention isn’t being taken into account with this 
model.  He asked: Doesn’t this model put greater financial stress on our students?  Doesn’t 
that work against retention?  Doesn’t filling our classes jam packed count against retention? 
 



Associate Provost Boyd replied that in the forum he recently hosted Prof. de Harak inquired 
about unserviceable debt burdens and the morality of this, and confessed that he didn’t have 
a good answer then.  In response to the worries about retention, he offered some 
information he didn’t have then: students who come here with reduced financial aid have 
higher affinity scores.  The affinity scores work in our favor with respect to retention.  
However, he noted, Prof. de Harak is right; we are putting greater financial stress on our 
students.  We are working to fix that (e.g., the Promise Scholarships).  To Prof. de Harak’s 
concern about class size, Associate Provost Boyd replied that in terms of our competition, if 
we go up to 15-1 or 16-1 (though he does not advocate that), we will still have a much better 
ratio than our cross application schools.  If it moved to 12 or 13-1, this wouldn’t make much 
of a difference at all with respect to retention. 
 
Prof. de Harak: Students report extreme difficulty getting into courses they want.  Why?  
How does this impact retention? 
 
Associate Provost Boyd: We need to talk strategy when it comes to faculty and class size.  
We can’t stab in the dark.   This problem with advising is not anything new.  Consistent data 
indicates that students have problems with our advising process.  We have lots of 
information about this.  We need to decide how to act on it. 
 
Prof. Myscofski: I exhort those in charge to tell us what is going on with retention.  What 
can we do?  What groups are in charge of this? 
 
President Wilson: There are two groups that have been collecting data.  We will have an 
action plan early in the Spring semester. 
 
Provost Green: One big problem for retention that we can start addressing immediately is 
faculty who don’t send out D/F slips.  These slips are integral to advising students and 
keeping them on campus. 
 
Prof. Fritzsche noted that she often receives D/F slips for her advisees with no comments. 
 
President Wilson had some announcements related to budget and retention: 
1) IWU’s endowment crossed the threshold it was at in 2000, which was the highpoint for 
the endowment. 
2) Davis Merwin, former editor of the Pantagraph, passed away and left a substantial gift to 
add to our endowment.  He is also endowing a professorship. 
3) The Ames family has agreed to activate one of the Ames’ Professorships. 
 
Prof. Amoloza offered a heartfelt thanks to everyone for their contributions to aid the 
Typhoon Haiyan/Yolanda relief effort in the Philippines. 
 
Adjournment  
President Wilson adjourned the meeting at 6:06pm. 


