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Draft Minutes of the April 4, 2016 Meeting of the General Faculty for Consideration and Approval at 
the April 18, 2016 Meeting 

1.  President Jensen called the meeting to order at 4:06 pm 

2.  The minutes of the March 7 Meeting of the General Faculty were approved by consent.   

Having realized that Student Senate President, Lane Bennet, was waiting to join the meeting, President 
Jensen obtained the consent of the faculty and invited Mr. Bennet to join us. 

3.  The CC consent agenda was approved by consent without changes. 

4.  Committee Reports 

A.  CUPP (Professor Weis) 

Professor Weis announced a new Diversity Recruitment Task Force being formed by the Provost, Dean 
of Students, and HR.  He indicated that two faculty representatives are needed to serve and invited 
interested individuals to contact him by week's end.  Professor Lutze asked what this service would 
involve.  Professor Weis referred the question to Provost Green who answered that the group would 
look at best practices at other universities with the goal of making guidelines for IWU search committees 
that would lead to more diverse applicant pools and more-inclusive recruitment practices for both 
faculty and staff searches.  When asked when the work would begin, Provost Green answered that work 
would begin as soon as the Task Force was assembled, but that he did not envision the group meeting 
over the summer.  Professor Folse asked how this task force will differ from other committees 
concerned with diversity.  Provost Green answered that this task force would be focused on hiring 
strategies (but would not undertake searches). 

Conversation then turned to CUPP's motion to add an Interdisciplinary Programs (IP) Representative to 
CUPP.  Professor Weis gave the floor to Professor Bollivar who, earlier in the day, had proposed an 
amendment to CUPP's motion by way of an e-mail to [Facforum].  Professor Bollivar moved to amend 
CUPPs IP motion by adding the sentence: No more than three members can be from any of the listed 
units. He described how the current structure of CUPP ensures that no more than three faculty 
members from a single CUPP unit could serve on the Council at any one time.  And, seeing this as a 
useful safeguard against any one unit having undue influence, proposed the amendment to maintain the 
current balance of power on CUPP. 

Professor Lutze pointed out that for clarity the word "one" should be added to Professor Bollivar's 
amendment (…from any one of the listed units).  Professor Bollivar concurred.   The amendment was 
seconded and discussed.  Professor Jahiel commented that even three CUPP reps from any one of the 
listed CUPP units is too many and suggested that we consider having no more than two representatives 
from any one unit.  Professor Weis pointed out that we had just elected three humanities faculty 
members to CUPP for 2016-2017 – the humanities representative and both Visitors to the Board.  And, 
he noted there have also been three humanities faculty on CUPP for 2015-2016.  Professor Myscofski 
asked how enforcement of a two or three faculty per CUPP unit maximum would be accomplished, 
especially since it's already difficult to recruit volunteers.  Professor A. Schultz concurred with Professor 
Jahiel that a two-per-unit maximum seemed better than a three-per-unit maximum.  She also noted that 
the proposed three-per-unit maximum seemed focused on interdisciplinary faculty, as having four CUPP 
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reps from one unit is not currently possible, but would become possible if an IP unit were established.  
There was informal debate about whether the amendment should be changed from a three-per-unit 
limit to a two-per-unit limit.  Professor Bollivar acknowledged that his motion may seem focused on 
interdisciplinary programs now, but that it was intended as a long-term measure to make sure that no 
one group has more than three reps.  He clarified that his goal was to maintain the status quo.  
Regarding elections, Professor Bollivar noted that CUPP reps from the units are elected before BOT reps 
which would make the logistics more tractable.  Professors deHarak and Sheridan expressed further 
concerns about election logistics related to Professor Bollivar's amendment and noted confounding 
factors such as staggered election years.  They were eager to return to the central issue of IP 
representation on CUPP.  Professor A. Schultz emphasized that CUPP reps are elected to represent their 
CUPP units and suggested that CUPP members belonging to multiple units might not be so much of a 
concern.  Recognizing that an IP rep to CUPP might also be affiliated with another CUPP unit, Professor 
Bushman asked under what circumstances a CUPP representative would need to recues her/himself 
from discussion.  Professor Weis replied that members recuse themselves from CUPP when something 
from their department/program/school is under consideration, but not when other items from their 
CUPP unit [division] are under consideration.  Reflecting on Professor A. Schultz's comments about CUPP 
members representing the unit that elected them, Professor Myscofski noted that the BOT reps are 
elected to represent the faculty as a whole.  She expressed concern about the implied assumption that 
BOT reps would represent their unit rather than the faculty as a whole. 

Conversation waned and President Jensen suggested that we bring Professor Bollivar's amendment to a 
vote.   

Professor Bollivar's amendment passed by a show of hands (58 for and few opposed).   

The original handbook language, CUPP's motion, and Professor Bollivar's amended motion all follow. 

Chapter II (page 5)  
Part D. Article III Section 3a paragraph 2  
 
Original:  
Representatives of educational units shall be elected for two-year terms. Membership on the Curriculum 
Council, Promotion and Tenure Committee, Faculty Development Committee, or Assessment Committee 
precludes membership on the Council on University Programs and Policy except in the case of ex officio 
members. For the purpose of electing representatives to the Council on University Programs and Policy 
educational units shall be constituted as follows: The Schools of Art, Theatre Arts, and Music; the School 
of Nursing and the Physical Education Department; the Division of Business and Economics; the Division 
of Humanities; the Division of Natural Sciences; the Division of Social Sciences; and the Librarians. The 
Council shall determine its own rules of procedure, which shall be published in the Faculty Handbook 
subject to the provisions of Article IV. A majority of the faculty membership shall constitute a quorum 
for the conduct of business.  
 
CUPP's Proposed Language - additions/changes in bold:  
Representatives of educational units shall be elected for two-year terms. Membership on the Curriculum 
Council, Promotion and Tenure Committee, Faculty Development Committee, or Assessment Committee 
precludes membership on the Council on University Programs and Policy except in the case of ex officio 
members. For the purpose of electing representatives to the Council on University Programs and Policy 
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educational units shall be constituted as follows: The Schools of Art, Theatre Arts, and Music; the School 
of Nursing and the Physical Education Department; the Division of Business and Economics; the Division 
of Humanities; the Division of Natural Sciences; the Division of Social Sciences; the Interdisciplinary 
Programs; and the Library Faculty. Interdisciplinary faculty who choose to vote for an Interdisciplinary 
representative on CUPP may not vote in any other educational unit election for a CUPP 
representative. The Council shall determine its own rules of procedure, which shall be published in the 
Faculty Handbook subject to the provisions of Article IV. A majority of the faculty membership shall 
constitute a quorum for the conduct of business. 

CUPP's Proposed Language with Professor Bollivar's Amendment (and the welcome addition of a 
clarifying "one" from Professor Lutze): 

Representatives of educational units shall be elected for two-year terms. Membership on the Curriculum 
Council, Promotion and Tenure Committee, Faculty Development Committee, or Assessment Committee 
precludes membership on the Council on University Programs and Policy except in the case of ex officio 
members. For the purpose of electing representatives to the Council on University Programs and Policy 
educational units shall be constituted as follows: The Schools of Art, Theatre Arts, and Music; the School 
of Nursing and the Physical Education Department; the Division of Business and Economics; the Division 
of Humanities; the Division of Natural Sciences; the Division of Social Sciences; the Interdisciplinary 
Programs; and the Library Faculty. Interdisciplinary faculty who choose to vote for an Interdisciplinary 
representative on CUPP may not vote in any other educational unit election for a CUPP 
representative. No more than three members can be from any one of the listed units. The Council shall 
determine its own rules of procedure, which shall be published in the Faculty Handbook subject to the 
provisions of Article IV. A majority of the faculty membership shall constitute a quorum for the conduct 
of business. 

Just as soon as discussion of the amended motion resumed, Professor Chapman moved that we strike 
the sentence that reads: 

Interdisciplinary faculty who choose to vote for an Interdisciplinary representative on CUPP may not 
vote in any other educational unit election for a CUPP representative. 

He argued that this rule is unenforceable and not especially important.  Power, he asserted, lies with 
what happens in CUPP when lines are debated rather than in the details of the elections.  Professor 
Bollivar seconded Professor Chapman's amendment.  Professor Burke supported the amendment noting 
that it solves a problem she had raised in March – the possibility of a faculty member changing her/his 
CUPP unit affiliation and needing to wait one year before being allowed to vote.  

Professor Chapman's amendment passed by a show of hands (59 for and a few opposed). 

There was no further discussion of the twice amended motion, the final form of which reads: 

Representatives of educational units shall be elected for two-year terms. Membership on the Curriculum 
Council, Promotion and Tenure Committee, Faculty Development Committee, or Assessment Committee 
precludes membership on the Council on University Programs and Policy except in the case of ex officio 
members. For the purpose of electing representatives to the Council on University Programs and Policy 
educational units shall be constituted as follows: The Schools of Art, Theatre Arts, and Music; the School 
of Nursing and the Physical Education Department; the Division of Business and Economics; the Division 
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of Humanities; the Division of Natural Sciences; the Division of Social Sciences; the Interdisciplinary 
Programs; and the Library Faculty. Interdisciplinary faculty who choose to vote for an Interdisciplinary 
representative on CUPP may not vote in any other educational unit election for a CUPP 
representative. No more than three members can be from any one of the listed units. The Council shall 
determine its own rules of procedure, which shall be published in the Faculty Handbook subject to the 
provisions of Article IV. A majority of the faculty membership shall constitute a quorum for the conduct 
of business. 

The twice amended motion for IP representation on CUPP passed by secret ballot (66 for, 18 opposed) 

When election results were announced, people applauded.  Professor M. Criley pointed out that the IP 
CUPP rep can't be from the humanities. 

Professor Weis concluded his CUPP report by inviting questions.  Professor Williams noted his 
perception that salary had seemed like a priority last year in Cabinet and at the BOT meetings.  Now, 
however, salaries seem to have been put by the wayside and, with changes to our health insurance, 
employees on the platinum plan are losing ground and faculty are not benefitting from the university's 
health care savings.  He asked Professor Weis if President Jensen had talked about these concerns.  
President Jensen indicated that he would address the topic later in the meeting. 

Professor Loitz indicated that she had questions about the February 29 CUPP minutes which include 
written remarks from the Provost regarding a long-term visitor who was granted de facto tenure.  
Professor Loitz directed her questions not to Professor Weis, but rather to Provost Green, local AAUP 
members, and PAT.  She prefaced her questions by noting that they are not directed at the individual 
about whom this applies, but are more global in nature.  Moreover, she noted her support of IWU's 
adherence to the AAUP's 1940 Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure.  Her three 
questions are motivated by long-term concern for quality of instruction, the function of faculty 
governance, and our academic budget. 

1.  Are there are others in the pipeline for whom eligibility for de facto tenure may arise in the coming 
years?  Are we at increased risk for this because of our significant reliance on visiting faculty? 

2.  Is there something in place for the recently tenured individual to help make up for the lack of 
developmental mentoring that normally occurs through the Promotion and Tenure process? 

3.  What is the difference between being tenured and receiving de facto tenure?  Specifically, does 
someone with de facto tenure participate on elective committees and have access to start up funds, FDC 
programs, sabbaticals, major pre-tenure review etc. 

Before answering Professor Loitz's questions, Provost Green indicated that de facto tenure had been an 
ongoing topic of conversation with CUPP, and that this would be reflected in a written report for the 
April 18th faculty meeting.  In response to Professor Loitz's first question Provost Green summarized the 
AAUP policy on de facto tenure and indicated that, in this case, de facto tenure had happened because 
of a series of transitions.  So as to prevent the inadvertent awarding of de facto tenure in the future, 
CUPP has asked to receive, at the beginning of each year, a roster of faculty and instructional staff, with 
their dates of initial appointment.  In response to the second question, Provost Green indicated that the 
newly tenured individual has met with the chair of PAT to set up a mechanism for feedback about 
promotion.  This has also led to broader discussions about policies, workload, and professional 
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development for visiting faculty and instructional staff.  CUPP and the Provost are working on 
statements for the handbook; the goal is to be fair to and supportive of all employees.  In response to 
the third question, Provost Green indicated that de facto tenure differs from other tenure only in the 
process of how it comes about, and that a person with de facto tenure has the same resources and 
opportunities as other tenured faculty.  Professor Loitz noted the cost of these resources.  Professor M. 
Criley suggested that AAUP guidelines would allow for different categories of tenured individuals.  
Provost Green emphasized the need to do the right thing.   

Implying that the awarding of de facto tenure may not have been necessary, Professor Young asked 
Provost Green whether he had consulted a lawyer before proceeding.  Provost Green indicated that he 
had, but that fundamentally we are committed to our stated principles.  Prof. Young described the 
awarding of de facto tenure an unfortunate precedent.  Professor Shallue spoke in favor of our 
upholding our stated principles; there was a round of applause.  Professor Loitz expressed support for 
granting job security and academic freedom in such a case, but questioned whether the awarding of de 
facto tenure ought to include the same commitment of other benefits/resources as normal tenure.  
Provost Green said he did not foresee it [the awarding of de facto tenure] happening again and 
Professor Loitz asked if we foresaw it this time.  Provost Green acknowledged that they had not, but that 
mechanisms are now in place.  Professor Young affirmed his long standing commitment to AAUP and its 
principles while maintaining that there is room for interpretation in the 1940 document.  Noting her 
own responsibilities as a School Director, Professor Folse offered that while it is good for CUPP to 
provide a second set of eyes in hiring matters, chairs and directors need to be responsible for tracking 
hiring in their units.  Provost Green said that he too would be a second set of eyes.   

B.  Curriculum Council (Professor Sultan) 

Professor Sultan invited questions about the committee's written report.   

Professor Theune asked about the final item in CC's report.  A constituent had asked CC whether 
assessment of a General Education category was required to include all of the category goals.  CC 
reported having discussed this question and having advocated flexibility.  Based on his knowledge of the 
original General Education assessment document, Professor Theune asserted that all of the goals do in 
fact need to be assessed and that changing the process requires a broader review than internal CC 
discussion.  Professor Sultan described the Council's desire to give Assessment Facilitators and category 
faculty flexibility in accomplishing their task.  Associate Dean Duke described how CC had recently met 
with past, current, and future Assessment Facilitators and described challenges CC was having because a 
previously identified Literature assessment facilitator had stepped down.  While the issue had clearly 
arisen in the context of the Literature category, Professor Theune maintained focus on the broader issue 
of assessing all goals for all categories.   Professor Isabelli, who has served as an assessment facilitator 
but hadn't attended the meeting mentioned by Associate Dean Duke, spoke in favor of all goals being 
assessed.  She noted the infrequency of category assessment [once every five years] and the 
compensation that facilitators receive as reasons to assess all of the goals.   President Jensen suggested 
that the issue go back to committee, Professor Theune urged CC to consult the document that the 
faculty had approved, and Professor Roesner reminded CC that any revision should take into account 
HLC expectations, as these were an important consideration when the original document was drafted.   
Professor Sultan agreed to take the issue back to committee.  Professor Theune commented that 
assessing all the goals needn't be much more labor intensive than assessing just one. 
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C.  Nominating Committee (Professor Vicary) 

Professor Vicary indicated that appointed committee forms were soon to be distributed and urged 
everyone, even those discontinuing service on an appointed committee, to please complete the form.  
She also noted that a replacement ballot was currently active and that we would need a new secretary 
and a new parliamentarian for the fall.   

Professor Vicary then introduced Associate Provost Boyd who presented the following proposed 
reconfiguration of the JWP Committee: 

******** 
John Wesley Powell Research Conference Committee Faculty Meeting April 4, 2016 
Proposal for Appointive Committee Change 

Current language: 

(taken from the IWU Faculty Handbook, Chapter III, Faculty Meeting and Committee Procedures, B. 
Procedures and Policies of Standing Committees, 6. Nominating Committee Procedures, under list of 
Appointive Committees) 

John Wesley Powell Research Committee 

The John Wesley Powell Research Committee organizes and promotes the John Wesley Powell Student 
Research Conference, held each April. The full-day Conference features student research and artistic 
creations from all disciplines, along with a keynote speaker. Conference information is found at: 
http://www.iwu.edu/jwprc. The workload is heaviest in the Spring Semester. The Committee makes use 
of resources provided through the Associate Provost's Office. 

Proposed language: Undergraduate Research Advisory Committee  

The Undergraduate Research Advisory Committee serves to encourage student research, scholarly work, 
and creative activity at all levels of the university curriculum. In addition to helping to organize the 
annual John Wesley Powell Student Research Conference, the Undergraduate Research Advisory 
Committee assists the Associate Provost in pursuing initiatives to promote academic excellence in our 
students, by expanding research opportunities and enhancing the undergraduate research experience at 
the university. Committee members include broad faculty representation from across disciplines on 
campus, as well as at least one student member. 

Rationale: The current JWP Committee has been asked to expand its responsibilities, by taking on the 
evaluation and selection of Eckley Scholars. As Associate Provost Boyd sits as ex officio to the current 
JWP Committee, the proposed name change and modified committee description will allow faculty 
members serving on the committee to give their input on other matters pertaining to student research 
at the university. 
******** 
Associate Provost Boyd recapped the motivation behind the proposal and noted that the newly 
configured committee could pull a number of efforts together.  He invited questions.  Professor Lehr 
asked why the description didn't mention selection of students for summer research fellowships; he 
suggested that the phrase "evaluate and select student research proposals" be added to the committee 
description and Associate Provost Boyd agreed.  Professor Nillas asked if this committee would be 
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involved in the organization of other undergraduate research conferences on campus.   Associate 
Provost Boyd answered that the committee could readily provide support if asked, but wouldn't insert 
itself into conferences that are being organized by others.  Professor Nillas also asked about a recent call 
for faculty mentors including one focused on undergraduate research.  She wondered how that person's 
efforts would be connected to the reconfigured committee.  While there is no required connection, 
Associate Boyd indicated that it would make sense for that mentor to connect with the collaborative 
energy of the proposed Undergraduate Research Advisory Committee.  Professor Thomas emphasized 
that the whole purpose of the proposed committee is to support efforts rather than to run them.  
Professor Balina raised the important issue of how independent project/honors work with students fits 
into teaching load and asked if this new committee would work on this topic.  Associate Provost Boyd 
acknowledged the importance of the issue.  He speculated that this committee might participate in the 
conversation, but anticipated that the conversation would be centered elsewhere.  Associate Provost 
Boyd further described the role of the committee in creating research community.  Professor Kunce 
spoke in favor of the committee's re-configuration.  Professor Williams expressed support and indicated 
that he would like to see the summer selection work listed in the description.  There was discussion 
about editing the list of summer fellowships each year.  Provost Green suggested that the committee 
simply be designated to decide the recipients of non-department-specific summer fellowships. 

D.  PAT (Professor Nillas) 

Professor Nillas announced that the making a case workshop would be on April 20 and thanked 
colleagues for their Kemp award nominations.  Professor Nillas then presented three proposed 
handbook changes for the faculty's consideration.   The language is reproduced below; detailed 
rationales and greater specificity about the placement of these statements in the Handbook are 
available in the meeting packet under the title Promotion and Tenure Committee Faculty Handbook 
Proposal. 

********* 

 Proposed New Language (#1):  
Participation (or lack thereof) in University philanthropic initiatives does not impact PAT's 
deliberations/recommendations for tenure or promotion to the President and the Board of Trustees.  
Proposed Insertion Point: Chapter IV page 11, Criteria for Earning Tenure, at the end of the 6th 
paragraph (as its own paragraph) 

Proposed New Language (#2. A.):  
In all cases, the candidate should have the opportunity to read the supervisor’s letter, to sign the letter 
indicating that she/he has read it, and understands that she/he has the opportunity to respond, in 
writing, directly to PAT. Faculty may also respond to letters from outside evaluators.  
Proposed Insertion Point A: Chapter IV. Faculty Personnel Policies, 3. “Evaluation Materials” on p. 16. 
The new sentence should be inserted following the instructions for the general content of materials “for 
tenure and/or promotion” but in a new short paragraph: 

Proposed New Language (#2. B.):  
In all cases, the candidate should have the opportunity to read the supervisor’s letter (or the designee’s 
letter), to sign the letter indicating that she/he has read it, and understands that she/he has the 
opportunity to respond, in writing, directly to PAT.  

https://www.iwu.edu/provost/2016/Apr/PAT_FHB_proposals_New_Lang.pdf
https://www.iwu.edu/provost/2016/Apr/PAT_FHB_proposals_New_Lang.pdf
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Proposed Insertion Point B: Chapter IV. Faculty Personnel Policies, 3. “Evaluation Materials” on p. 17. 
The new sentence should be inserted immediately following the instructions for the supervisor’s 
designee (pp. 16-17), but in a new short paragraph: 

Proposed New Language (#3):  
… highlighting areas for improvement for the next evaluation period. The Committee will respond in one 
of two ways: satisfactory progress or unsatisfactory progress.  
Proposed Insertion Point: Chapter III-9, Conduct of Business  
******** 
 
There was a discussion about the use of the word "should" in items #2. A. and #2. B.   Professor 
Chapman proposed replacement of "should" with "shall" and Professor M. Criley offered grammatical 
clarification later in the same sentences.  These changes were approved by consent and the amended 
#2. A. and #2. B. follow with the modified bits in bold: 
 
#2. A. 
 In all cases, the candidate shall have the opportunity to read the supervisor’s letter and to sign the 
letter indicating that she/he has read it and understands that she/he has the opportunity to respond, in 
writing, directly to PAT. Faculty may also respond to letters from outside evaluators. 
 
#2. B. 
In all cases, the candidate shall have the opportunity to read the supervisor’s letter (or the designee’s 
letter) and to sign the letter indicating that she/he has read it and understands that she/he has the 
opportunity to respond, in writing, directly to PAT. 
 
Regarding item three, there was some general discussion about the more general use of laudatory 
language in PAT letters. 
 
The three handbook changes (#2. A. and #2. B amended) came up for a vote and passed by a show of 
hands (82 for, none opposed). 
 
Professor Pana asked the chair of PAT what is the deadline to inform the Provost of one's intention to go 
up for promotion.  Provost Green answered that the handbook deadline is April 1, but that it had been 
extended to April 15 this year.  Professor Pana asked if this had happened last year as well and Provost 
Green indicated that he did not remember.  Professor Pana indicated that this deadline had now been 
extended in this manner every year for the past five years without changing the Handbook.  She then 
asked whose responsibility it is to monitor these extensions that happen on a regular basis.  Provost 
Green indicated that this likely arose from re-using e-mail text.  Professor Pana asked if PAT had been 
aware of these extensions.  Professor Nillas indicated that those e-mails go out from the Provost's 
Office.  When asked again about PAT's awareness, Professor Nillas indicated that there had been no 
discussions of this over the past two years. 
 
E.  FDC (Professor Kunce) 
 
Noting some earlier confusion regarding the written report, Professor Kunce provided a short oral 
report.  The committee has been working hard on reviewing proposals and has also been working on 
ASD language, especially as it pertains to publication costs.  She invited feedback and thanked those 
who had already contributed to the discussion.  She summarized three points.  1.  Increased publication 

https://www.iwu.edu/provost/2016/Apr/PAT_FHB_proposals_New_Lang.pdf#page=1
https://www.iwu.edu/provost/2016/Apr/PAT_FHB_proposals_New_Lang.pdf#page=1
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costs are a real issue for faculty on our campus.  2.  People would appreciate the university covering 
those costs rather than paying them out of pocket and 3.  People generally feel that ASD funds are an 
appropriate way to cover publication costs.  FDC is planning to bring an action item to the April 18th 
faculty meeting.   Professor Epstein asked if FDC is making a distinction between self-publication vs. peer 
review.  Professor Kunce indicated that there would be an overall cap (stipend plus publication costs) 
which leaves the use of funds and choice of publisher in the faculty member's hands.  Faculty would be 
giving up the stipend to self-publish 
 
F.  General Education Task Force (Professor Davis-Kahl) 
 
Professor Davis-Kahl invited questions on the written report.  With regard to signature work, Professor 
M. Criley asked what the expectation was for units that implemented signature work.  Would it be 
voluntary on the student's part or is the hope that it would become a curricular change, a graduation 
requirement.  Professor Davis-Kahl indicated that the committee didn't have an answer yet, but that 
more discussion would be forthcoming. 
 
Professor Kunce noted that "The Powell Project" may not be the best name for a new initiative because 
Powell is a white male and we are trying to be more welcoming of diversity. 
 
Professor N. Kerr noted that she would be traveling during May and wondered if there was a plan to 
involve faculty who can't attend the May signature work event.  Professor Davis Kahl indicated that 
some time would devoted to this topic at the Fall faculty Conference. 
 
Professor Burke noted that the May event leads into Memorial Day Weekend and Professor Davis-Kahl 
apologized. 
 
G.  Assessment Committee (Professor Shallue) 
Professor Shallue thanked people for participating in Assessment Confessions. 
 
H.  HCAC (Professor Young) 
 
Professor Young indicated that, with respect to customer service, we had gotten off to a rough start 
with the new third party administrator, BAS.  But, Vice President for Human Resources Spitz made it 
clear to them that level of service we were receiving was not acceptable.  In response, BAS assigned us a 
new account representative and the CEO visited.  They are scrambling to make this work and our 
telephone wait times have improved from 30 minutes to 1 minute 32 seconds.  Professor Young 
indicated that there are four phone numbers on the insurance card and that we should call the BAS 
number, not the Cigna number(s).  He also noted that those with major medical expenses could request 
a personal assistant (a BAS staff member who handles all their claims and keeps things moving 
smoothly).   BAS will be on campus on reading day to answer questions.  Professor Chapman thanked 
Professor Young and the committee for all of their efforts.  There was a hearty round of applause. 
 
5.  Administrative Reports 
A.  President Jensen's Report 
 
President Jensen noted that the Financial Aid office had been working on loans and IWU Replacement 
Grants for students who had lost their MAP funding.  The University is providing a mix of grant and loan 
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assistance depending on the student's situation.  Thus far he knew of only two disappointed students; 
the goal is losing zero students over MAP grants. 
 
Regarding the university's healthcare savings, President Jensen indicated that he had had a conversation 
about finances last week with the chairs and directors.  Overall, the university does not have the 
revenue it needs long term.  The healthcare changes were driven both by the "Cadillac tax" and by 
unsustainable overall rises in healthcare costs and President Jensen called them admirable – our costs 
will increase by 6% this year rather than 14%.  Because of the overall financial situation at the university, 
President Jensen indicated that the only choices were laying people off of foregoing raises.   
He is proud of choice he made because he doesn't want to be cruel or to hurt the university long term 
[by losing good people].  He also expressed regret that he had not communicated the decision better 
and to more groups.  He meant for the news to be open and public and took responsibility for the gaps 
in dissemination. Unfortunately we had no choice.  He then raised the question of whether there might 
have been a way to give the university community more input.  He answered, that for this year, he 
thinks the timing was too tight.  But, looking ahead, he reflected on a budget advisory committee that 
operated at one of his previous institutions.  He would like for us to think of a mechanism for employees 
to have advisory input on budgetary issues. 
 
Because we don't have enough revenue coming in, President Jensen reminded us of the importance of 
our efforts in connecting with admitted students.  In order to fix the revenue problem we need to work 
on selling IWU as an irresistible thing.  We need to talk about what we are now and what we can 
become.  In an effort to lighten the mood, President Jensen indicated that "The Powell project is like the 
Manhattan project at its formative stages." Then, more seriously, [and presumably with hopes that 
things wouldn't blow up] he noted that the event in May is about creating those compelling reasons for 
attending IWU.  He appealed to an academic's inclination to enjoy working with students one-on-one 
showing them how to do something.  The idea is for initiatives to come from interested departments 
without forcing.  What do we see as opportunities?  He knows it will require resources for faculty.  His 
philosophy is that he wants to approach donors with what we want to do rather than have them 
approach us.  He wants to use the ideas we generate in May as teasers to attract donors. 
 
President Jensen invited questions. 
 
Professor Lutze asked about the current status of admissions.  President Jensen said it was too early to 
conclude much, but that progress was similar to that in recent years.   
 
Professor Bushman asked about the possibility of setting up a fund for faculty to donate toward MAP 
gap scholarships.  President Jensen seemed excited and said yes, but noted that he wouldn't want 
faculty to feel pressured.  Professor Kooken noted that we now have protective PAT language. 
 
Professor Williams noted that our minutes often talk about no raises, but rarely acknowledge how the 
combination of health costs and no raises leads to less take-home pay.  He asked, on average, how much 
faculty and staff are falling behind on take-home pay.  President Jensen acknowledged the sacrifices of 
faculty and staff, but indicated that the university is not in a position to do more.  Details of the health 
care savings were discussed. Professor M. Criley suggested that although the sacrifices may be necessary 
and the point now moot, we should dispel with the myth that recent changes are not a cut.  Professor 
Brennan noted that the Cadillac tax may never come to pass and expressed concern that the university 
had acted too quickly in changing our health benefits.  President Jensen defended our good faith effort 
to respond to the law. 
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Professor Pana praised the recent shift in thinking toward increasing revenues rather than cutting costs 
and noted that President Wilson's cost cutting approach hadn't yielded tangible results so far.  She also 
liked the idea of selling our ideas to venture capitalists and asked what size university President Jensen 
would sell to these donors.  President Jensen described 2000 as a sweet spot, but acknowledged the 
need to respond to trade-offs involving class size, academic quality, and net tuition revenue.  As an 
economist, he noted that we have to shift our demand curve out. 
 
In response to earlier comments, Professor Young indicated that the changes to our insurance were 
more about overall rising health care costs than they were about the excise tax.  Our insurance costs 
would have doubled in seven years and it's already the case that one-half of our freshman class tuition 
revenue is needed to cover healthcare.   The benefit that's arisen from the savings is that we still have 
our jobs.   
 
Professor Epstein asked if the external report on admissions and communications had been received by 
the university.  President Jensen indicated that the information is being digested and that it would be 
broadly shared, probably toward the end of the semester. 
 
Professor Chapman offered that he buys into the strategy of shifting the demand curve out, but noted 
that a lot of faculty effort will be needed.  He asked President Jensen how he would improve morale.   
President Jensen acknowledged the challenge and offered that he would look for those who had ideas 
they were excited to implement and let them lead.  He would try to find resources for them and hope 
the excitement spreads. 
 
B.  Provost Green's Report   
 
Noting the late hour Provost Green offered to provide a written report the next day.  This is included 
here: 
 
******** 
Dear Friends:  
 
As some of you know, because of the late hour I offered to send out my report for the faculty meeting as 
an email. 
 
I found the campus events leading up to President Jensen’s inauguration to be very affirming of the best 
of what we do.  Juan Salgado’s Thursday evening “Do Good” talk was inspiring; the six distinguished 
alumni each eloquently described how the liberal-arts foundation they received at IWU had prepared 
them for their lives of accomplishment; Mark Genrich’s “Instrument" exhibit, the Unlicensed 
Syncopation concert Friday night, six students who gave recitals throughout the weekend, the Wind 
Ensemble's and Collegiate Choir’s contributions to the inauguration, and performances by alumnae 
Jamie Rose Guarine and Kate Tombaugh provided clear demonstrations of the artistic excellence that is 
a hallmark of the university; and the 32 faculty, students, and alumni who presented artistic and 
scholarly sessions celebrated how collaborative engagement is thriving on our campus. Thanks to all of 
you who made this such an inspirational event. 
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We are now entering the home stretch of the academic year, which will provide a cavalcade of 
presentations and ceremonies. Please support our students and colleagues by attending these events as 
you can. Among the many activities, please be particularly aware of these events: 

• Honors Convocation this Wednesday at 11:00 a.m., featuring Kemp Award winner, Linda French 
• Faculty Colloquium this Friday at 4:00 p.m., given by Manori Perera. This will be followed by a 

reception given by President and Mrs. Jensen in State Farm Hall 206. 
• John Wesley Powell Conference, 16 April 
• Commencement, 1:00 p.m., 1 May 

Ram Mohan will be giving a talk on “Better Living Through Green Chemistry” at 10:00 a.m. on this 
Saturday’s Wellness Fair at the Shirk Center. 
 
Best, 
Jonathan 
******** 
 
Professor N. Kerr announced a fund raiser for Global Medical Brigades. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:59.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 

Becky Roesner, Faculty Secretary 

 


