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Call to Order 
Academic Senate Chairperson Susan Kalter called the meeting to order. 

Roll Call 
Academic Senate Secretary Martha Horst called the roll and declared a quorum.

Senate Chair Kalter:  All right. So, good evening. This meeting is being held electronically due to the issued disaster declaration and because the President has determined that at this time in-person Senate meetings and Senate committee meetings are not prudent, practical or feasible.  

Just a reminder that if you would like to be recognized to speak, you should raise your hand through the participant function in Zoom or click on either the Yes or the No button if the raised hand is not available to you.  

Live transcription is enabled.  You can use your live transcription controls along the bottom of the screen to enlarge the font, hide the transcription if it is distracting to you, or display the full transcription along the right-hand side of your screen.

Public Comment
Senator Kalter:  We start tonight with public comment.  The Academic Senate of Illinois State University welcomes constructive communications from the members of the University community and citizens of Illinois.  Students, faculty and staff are encouraged to provide information relevant to the academic mission of the University.  

The Academic Senate allows up to ten minutes in total for public comment and questions during a public meeting.  An individual speaker will be permitted two minutes for their presentation.  When a large number of persons wishes to speak on a single item, it is recommended they choose one or more persons to speak for them.  The Senate accepts copies of the speaker's presentation, questions, and other relevant written or visual materials.  When appropriate, the Senate may provide a response to a speaker's questions within a reasonable amount of time, usually 24 hours or more, following the speaker's presentation.  

Further comments, according to our bylaws, will be carried over to the next Senate meeting.  People may also submit written comment tonight, and we will distribute it by tomorrow.  Just a reminder to our public commenters to please keep their presentations to two minutes.

And we begin with Debbie Shelden an Associate Professor in the Department of Special Education. 

Dr. Shelden: Thank you. I have three topics I want to address this evening.
First, COVID-related ASPT adjustments. In 2020, the Senate communicated frequently with
faculty about the annual review process. We have not, to my memory, heard much since. Yet
the pandemic has continued to significantly impact work in 2021. FSCs need guidance and
approved flexibility on timelines for ASPT revisions. Adjustments for 2021 annual reviews and
for tenure and promotion applications in 2021, 2022, and possibly 2023 are needed if we are to be responsive to the varying ways COVID has affected individual faculty members. Please provide frequent updates to faculty on this critical issue.

Second, compensation equity was brought up at the last Senate meeting and I think is worthy of
additional attention. A quick scan of the IBHE salary database for FY 2020 indicates an
assistant professor base salary range from the low $60s to mid $150s. This is clearly inequity. Yet that salary range does not tell the whole story. Only nine units on campus have doctoral
programs. Mentoring doctoral students is time intensive work yet for some of those nine units it
is primarily off-load work and frequently off contract summer work. The doctoral programs of our colleagues in EAF account for more than 50% of the 466 ISU doctoral students. It is not
uncommon for EAF faculty members to serve on 20+ doctoral committees. Despite carrying the
heavy load of doctoral programming for ISU, the department is down to 14 TT faculty members
and has had only two tenure line searches approved in the last five years. This means ever
increasing off load off contract doctoral mentoring for EAF faculty members. Any equity study
must acknowledge the different and increased demands placed on faculty in doctoral granting
programs.

Finally, I note that our campus cannot function without graduate employees. I ask the Senate to
urge administration to negotiate with the Graduate Workers Union with generosity and equity in
mind, with recognition that we are a stronger campus if our employees are both respected and
financially secure, and in a manner that supports the social justice component of our stated core
value of diversity and inclusion. Thank you. 

Senator Kalter: Thank you Dr. Shelden. And we go now to Steven Lazaroff a doctoral student in the Department of English, a graduate teaching assistant, and a member of the graduate workers union. 

Mr. Lazaroff: Good evening. Based on an analysis of the bargaining and mediation to date, the bargaining team of the ISU Graduate Workers Union (GWU) believes it is necessary for our union to move into strike readiness. We in the bargaining team believe in full transparency and have an obligation to tell the truth to our members… and the Bloomington Normal community. The truth is that we are far away from ISU on an economic package that will confront the poverty and debt that TAs live in as a result of working and studying at ISU. The truth is that we are far away from ISU on a contract that will protect our many international workers from discrimination on the basis of citizenship or immigration status. The truth is that we are far away from ISU in a contract that protects TAs right to free speech. The truth is that we are far away from ISU because they refuse to take our concerns seriously, and in this refusal further endanger already endanger TAs. 

The bargaining process began in October 2019, when the GWU gave a package of economic and non-economic proposals to ISU. It took ISU 14 months to fully respond, and when they did respond it was only to keep pace with state minimum wage law and only gave raises to a small percentage of TAs. It did nothing to address the overwhelming poverty and debt TAs encounter by coming to work and study at ISU. 

Now in March 2021, we have been in mediation for two months with little to no movement. Our TAs are still struggling as a global pandemic rages. And ISU seized surprised surpluses it refuses to spend to take us out of poverty. 

Again, today in mediation we made a major move, showing our willingness to bargain. But ISU again refused to make us an offer with raises for all TAs. ISU gives us offer after offer that does absolutely nothing to address the danger they put us in. They do nothing to confront our danger, poverty, and debt because they do not see it as a problem. In fact, the poverty and debt of teaching assistants is how ISU thrives. Our poverty is not a problem they want to solve. It’s a problem they want to continue. 

Senator Horst: Your time has expired. 

Senator Kalter: Thank you, Mr. Lazaroff. And we’ll go now to Alex Murarus, a master’s degree student in the School of Biological Sciences, graduate teaching assistant, and a member of the Graduate Workers Union. 

Ms. Murarus: Thank you. They don’t care that graduate students made a food pantry for graduate students to deal with the rampant food insecurity. They don’t care about the tens of thousands of dollars in debt that TAs go into to pay for rent, food, housing, and healthcare. We announced a need to move into strike readiness, not because we believe a strike is imminent. We announced a need for strike readiness because we have assessed our situation in bargaining/mediation in combination with where we need to go to win a contract that addresses the everyday survival concerns of our 400+ person bargaining unit. We are committed to securing a contract that immediately makes our lives better and more secure. 

Based on this assessment we believe we need to enter a new phase of escalation called strike readiness. Strike readiness is not about the certainty of a strike. It’s about signaling to our members and broader coalition that we need to enter a phase of escalation where we prepare for a possibility of a strike. Strike readiness says if we believe a strike might be possible, we have an obligation to prepare for a strike, because otherwise we will not get to where we need to go. We can’t afford to fall short in our fight for our contract for TAs. We urgently need to win a contract for the 400+ TAs, which many of whom are in poverty and debt from working and studying at ISU. 

An important part of strike readiness is also educating our members and the public on the process and distinctions between strike readiness, strike authorization, and an actual strike. So, we need to be in a position to withhold our labor. Given the magnitude of the poverty and debt that our members face, and ISU’s willingness to accept the exploitation that threatens our survival and the education of our students, the Graduate Workers Union needs to be ready to rapidly put in place the many factors serious strike readiness requires. And if necessary, the union needs to be ready to take a strike authorization vote, and if the members decide to do so, conduct a strike.

Senator Kalter: Thank you, Ms. Murarus. And we go now to Trevor Rickerd a doctoral student in the School of Biological Sciences, a graduate teaching assistant, and a member of the Graduate Workers Union.

Mr. Rickerd: And you’ll have to forgive me, there’s a fire alarm happening in my building right now. So, that’s a fun thing going on. A strike authorization vote and if needed a strike could create the political leverage needed to prevail against the challenges and dangers TAs face by coming to work and studying at ISU. At its strongest such action could create enough public and institutional pressure to force ISU to raise stipends and eliminate fees to provide an expanded, less expensive healthcare plan to provide protections for international workers so they can work and study without fear of deportation. 

A strike by the Graduate Workers Union, if strategically planned then strongly supported by our members, would disrupt business as usual where ISU thrives on the poverty of teaching assistants. A strike would aim to make our crisis as TAs a crisis for ISU, for President Dietz, for the Board of Trustees pressuring them to act to take our members out of poverty and debt that is the engine of ISU’s success. While a strike would necessarily disrupt our students lives it would also be educational in itself. Seeing TAs in collective struggle to make our lives better. To confront the university as an exploiter and oppressor to make a stand for the value of our labor and for public education, all under the recognition that our poverty as TAs can’t be separated from their learning experience as undergraduates. 

Even though strike readiness is not a strike, being strike ready means preparing the risks as well as assessing the potential gains of an actual strike. Preparation involves listening to members in every job title, at every level of salary and job security, and holding honest conversations one by one. It involves careful work to learn the concerns and capacity of our members. It involves setting benchmarks for measurements of readiness and meeting those benchmarks before moving forward. It involves consolidating the strongest relationships of the Graduate Workers Union is creating with the undergraduates, with non-tenure track faculty, with tenure track and tenured faculty, with clerical workers, with building and trades workers, with alumni, with elected officials. It would involve systematically taking community members into the community ISU serves and explaining the urgency of strike readiness. And critically important, it would involve building on the serious work our union is beginning to do with undergraduate students to discuss and create support for a strike…

Senator Horst: You time has expired. 

Senator Kalter: Thank you, Mr. Rickerd. And please if you are in a building that is having a fire alarm please go to safety as soon as you can. We now go to Bryanna Tidmarsh who is a graduate student in the Department of English. I believe that she is here to read a statement by Edcel Cintron Gonzalez a doctoral student in the Department of English and a graduate teaching assistant, and member of the Graduate Workers Union.

Ms. Tidmarsh: Thank you. And critically important, it would involve building on the serious work our union is beginning to do with undergrad students to discuss and create support for a strike based on the solidarity that graduate teaching conditions are undergraduate learning conditions. 

The world we live in after the pandemic will be shaped by our actions now. We are in legitimate crisis. But we believe this crisis presents a unique opportunity to reshape the University so that it does not thrive off the poverty of some of its more exploited workers. Graduate teaching assistants sit at the bottom of the campus power hierarchy. We are exploited as both students and workers and we have very little power to do anything about it, except via our collective action. We believe that in confronting the poverty of TAs, one of the lowest classes of workers on campus, we need to bring together a coalition of forces that can intervene on the exploitation that has long haunted ISU and doomed so many workers to a life of danger.

We believe in a rising tide of solidarity from all workers at ISU coming together to fight for and with one another against a Board of Trustees, against an administration that thrives off the poverty and insecurity of the workers who make the University possible. Thank you for your time. 

Senator Kalter: Thank you, Ms. Tidmarsh. And thank you for all those who came to give public comment. We’re glad that you’re here. You are welcome to stay to observe the meeting. 

Just a reminder, if we experience disruptions from any non-senators in our audience, I will be giving a single warning. And if they continue, we will remove the individual or individuals causing this disruption from the Zoom room and you will be able to watch only from the YouTube live stream for the rest of the meeting.

Please also remember that in all cases under Robert’s Rules only sitting senators and expert witnesses whom the chair recognizes have speaking privileges. The chair of the meeting must recognize you from the floor before you are permitted to speak, even if another senator has invited you to speak. During presentations and Administrator Remarks, I do generally allow our ex-officio administrative senators to be a chair’s proxy, but the chair always does reserve the right to take back the floor and to mute microphones on Zoom in order to do so in the absence of a physical gavel. 

Information/Action Items: 
Approval of the self-financed financial model presented on February 17
Financial Engineering Presentation to Senate 2-17-21 (President Dietz and Vice President for Finance and Planning Dan Stephens)
Senator Kalter: We are now going to move to our main business of the evening. Because we have had two nights of long presentations toward the very large and important initiatives related to Engineering, the Executive Committee decided to place our Information and Action Items first so that Senate business doesn’t back up too much and so that we have plenty of time for questions regarding the Engineering items. Exec also determined that the best order of voting for the Engineering programs would be first the financial implications and then the curricular model. The reasoning here is that ordinarily the financial implications are approved by the Provost office before a new program goes through the curricular process and then the financial implications accompany the curriculum through that shared governance approvals process. 

So, we will start in Information session on those tonight to address any questions, comments, suggestions that senators might have on behalf of themselves or their constituents. And then we will see if we are ready to move those items to Action. 

We plan to have the organizational change and the capital building project and site plan begin the same process on March 24. 

Because this is the most significant initiative to come through the Senate in over a decade, I will be conducting a slightly more methodical sweep than usual. I’m first going to just take questions as normal and as they come, but I’m also going to then ask specific groups of senators if they have questions, just to make sure that we’ve got everybody on the floor who wants to ask questions asking questions. 

So, we’ll start out. And what I’m going to do here is I’m going to combine the Information Items for both the financial implications and the curricular model. So, if you have any questions, comments, concerns, or suggestions on either one, either the financial implications or the curricular model, please raise your hand and let us know. 

Senator Horst: I think this would be a question for Senator Stephens. But I just want to clearly understand that the 21 faculty that potentially could be hired, would the salary for that be coming out of the funding that you’re going to borrow the money, or would that be coming out of AIF? If you could just articulate to me how the AIF would be impacted by this decision, I would appreciate it. 

Senator Stephens: Thank you for that question. Actually, I will also invite Provost Tarhule in a minute to speak to this. From the bigger picture perspective, the way we modeled this is we modeled the Engineering program in isolation, and you are correct, the new faculty and staff that would be hired as a result of these new students coming through would actually come through the tuition and fees that are earned for that. Now, the natural process of going through the selection and funding, and the decisions on hiring is certainly going to go through the Provost’s office. But if you may remember from the presentation, we had about $6 million of total revenue coming in that one particular year, year six - kind of the steady state. And overall personnel cost was about $3.8-$4 million. So, we shouldn’t be needing any support, I don’t believe, at all from the AIF. Provost Tarhule, would you like to add some comments or corrections if I may not have answered it exactly as you might would prefer? 

Provost Tarhule: I think you did. The way I would phrase it, Senator Horst, is to say that the salaries for those 21 additional faculty will come from the tuition that the students pay. And so, those additional dollars will then be added to our AIF. So, AIF is not a fixed account. The current AIF is not going to be… So, if you can think about a current AIF as having $100. We are not using any of the existing AIF towards the new Engineering faculty. Instead, the new program will generate an additional tuition income that would be used to pay those salaries. So, the AIF will get larger. So, if you can think of the additional amount coming in as $125, you know all of that will come in the AIF. So, that’s the additional… So, they will be supported on new dollars. That’s the way to put it. Not on the existing salary budget that we have. 

Senator Stephens: If I may add another comment. That’s the same thing for the students who end up starting in the program and then move into other disciplines. It would also be the tuition that as they move out of Engineering and transfer to other programs within ISU. It’s going to be exactly the same process. 

Senator Kalter: Senator Horst, do you have any further questions? 

Senator Horst: No, I just have to figure out how to lower my hand. Thank you. 

Senator Kalter: Okay. Senator Blum, you were next.

Senator Blum: Yes. My question is about the effect of other capital or building projects. So, like if we’re going to build, or actually the first phase of that as I recall that was essentially taking one building and fitting it for the…. How does that effect other capital? Like say for example the new Nursing building, or actually anything after that. So, are those effected by the way this is constructed, or will they stay in the same… People talk about it like there’s an order. Like this building is the priority. Then another building is the second priority, and so one. Alright. So, is that effected or does this have no effect on that process? 

Senator Stephens: Thank you for that question. Actually, I’m glad you asked that because we are talking about a number of capital projects on the campus moving forward. If you remember from Provost Tarhule’s presentation, the identification of Nursing simulation labs, potentially the expansion of other science labs that we will need. The Engineering building, which we’ve identified as the renovation of John Green, that would be an isolated project all by itself. It would go through its own Board of Trustee resolution. And we would be seeking that capital funds, essentially by borrowing that. If you remember in the model, it was the…overall debt was around $44 to $45 million. That was to cover all of the capital needs for the John Green building and then potentially for the equipment and then some additional for either some Physics labs or Chemistry labs directly impacted by those students.  

Now, as you look to other disciplines around campus, for example Nursing. We’ve been studying Nursing for a couple of years. And so, we’ve got some financial models that we’re working through with Dean Neubrander, Provost Tarhule, and the President and we hope to bring those financial models to the Board over the next couple of meetings and hopefully that will allow for us to present an opportunity to move forward with the Nursing simulation program. If we were bringing other capital needs that weren’t directly impacted by Engineering, most of those are going to be paid for, if it’s an instructional support, most of those are going to be likely funded through either central reserves or the AEF. If you may recall, we’ve set aside capital funds through the AEF fee in order to start to address some of those instructional spaces on campus that haven’t been targeted for renovation in the state in a long time. A perfect example is the rotunda. So, there’s a lot of initiative that we’d like to move forward with, and we’re hoping that as we move out of the pandemic that the Board will be much more accepting for us to bring those resolutions forward, and we will just simply have quite a bit of construction going on on our campus over the next three to five years. 

President Dietz: I think, you know, that that was well covered. I would say that these projects like this, these large projects start out as standalone projects, but often times given the dynamism of a university other projects can influence that. For example, you know we worked for ten years to try to get funding for the new Wonsook Kim College of Fine Arts and we finally got funding for that, and then we get into an issue of, you know, can you speed that up, or do you want to take five or six years? Well, we’ve decided there that a bird in the hands the most important part of that so we’re going to speed that project up. And so, where we’re putting faculty and trying to find surge space, that sometimes can impact other projects that we have. But these start out really as standalone and I’ll be addressing the Senate and the House appropriation committees. Senate is yet this month. House, I think, will be later in the month. But they’ll also be talking about capital needs, and finally we can actually talk about capital needs and hope for some funding. For ten years we couldn’t get any of that. And so, it’s really an opportune time to grow, and with the capital needs we do, the Illinois Board of Higher Education does ask us to put together a ranked list, if you will, and they have the prerogative to go off of that list if they want to. Now, typically they haven’t, but typically for the last ten years they haven’t funded anything. So, we’re in a better place for all of this. But Dan did a nice job of explaining the overall project. 

Senator Kalter: All right. Thank you. 

Senator Lucey: All right. So, thank you very much for your development of this program and the information that you’ve presented. I’m, again, concerned about the diversity aspect of this program and how when asked about efforts to recruit underrepresented students the response was that we would go through standing networking processes. And so, the question I have is what consideration has been given to recruiting diverse faculty to teach in these programs, given that students are drawn to programs where they have faculty who are representatives of their interest? 

And then related to that, what consideration has been given to developing curricula that are sensitive to engineering concerns of marginalized communities? And so, again, the example that I would give is about construction of major highways in urban areas, and how the highways generally tend to be geared toward low income areas rather than other areas that have more political clout in terms of the engineering prospects in their areas. 

Provost Tarhule: Thank you, Senator Lucey. Let me use this opportunity to finish up a comment I forgot to make at Senator Horst. You asked about the 21 faculty, how they’re going to be funded and I think that’s what I explained. On top of the 21 faculty, we are also budgeting for 6 additional faculty to go to other units, and those would be funded from the Engineering tuition as well. So, the 21 faculty will not just be funded from Engineering, the 6 additional faculty that will go to other units, that will also be funded. So, there is a net benefit to other units on campus because of this program. So, I just wanted to add that part. 

Senator Lucey, I’m sorry I took some time off your question to address that. I wanted to make sure that I didn’t forget. Let me answer your question by saying to my mind anyway, and the President may have a different way of thinking on this, to my mind the Engineering project really has two components: phase one is conceptualization and approval, and then phase two is implementation. We are right now in the conceptualization and approval phase. We don’t have any Engineering faculty. Those Engineering faculty are going to have a considerable amount of say on the specifics of the program. They will also have a lot more information about their discipline that we don’t have currently because we’re not engineers. And so, we’re trying to put in place as much templates as possible, but keep in mind that it’s still a concept. The specifics will be fleshed out when we actually have Engineering faculty here. 

So, the other thing that I will say since the last meeting, is Vice President Stephens (I think prompted by one of the questions that somebody asked last time) has finessed the model. And one of the things that we have built into that model now that we didn’t have before is explicitly funding for diversity initiatives. So, we’ve now put some money aside, a line item, a budget in the model now that we didn’t have before that the new college and its faculty and staff can use to support diversity initiatives. The specifics of those diversity initiatives I would say is in implementation phase. We’re not going to leave it to them. All of us here are going to be involved in coming up with those ideas. But at this point we’re trying to…so, we’re thinking about it, but the exact specifics will be in the implementation phase. 

President Dietz: If I could also add in here with what Provost Tarhule has said, we are in the conceptualization stage, but also I think one of the other important parts of this is that once we have a College of Engineering moving from conceptualization into implementation, theoretically we’re going to be eligible for a lot of potential grants, and there’s a good deal of STEM money out there to help with the recruitment of underrepresented students.

Senator Kalter: All right. Thank you. I think next was Senator Hogue.

Senator Hogue: Hi. I am super excited about this Engineering program. My dad is actually an Engineer. So, Engineers are real near and dear to my heart. But when it comes to the capital investment… I guess this is more of a rhetorical question but do we really feel comfortable right now 1) in the midst of a pandemic and 2) while we still have not reached an agreement with the Graduate Workers Union, taking capital we could be using to help make things we already have better and investing that in an Engineering program. I just wanted to bring that up, I guess. 

President Dietz: Thanks for the question. I would say that first of all capital dollars and operating dollars you don’t mix those typically. And so, there’s lots of ways and lots of things we can improve at the University but having a College of Engineering is going to generate additional enrollments, which will generate additional tuition and fees, which will generate additional dollars to help us do the kinds of things that you’re talking about. So, I don’t see them as mutually exclusive at all. I see them as having the program as a building block for us to help enhance the institution overall. Provost Tarhule or Vice President Stephens may want to add on to that. 

Senator Stephens: Thank you for that question. The timing by which we would actually borrow those funds after we get approval from IBHE, as Provost Tarhule talked about earlier, we’re at conceptual phase and approval phase by our Board. We’ve got to move from the Illinois State Board to the IBHE Board in order to get that curriculum approved. So, we’re looking at about a year, and then over that year we would be working through our financial advisors. We would be actually gathering much more detailed information about the specific on the John Green building. We would also be looking to, you know, potentially seeking the dean to hire the dean, and have the dean help in the conceptual design, the actual design of the building. So, thankfully from a pandemic perspective, we’re looking at a good 12-24 months in our continued process of moving from conception to implementation. And so, we should be out of the pandemic by then. And also, we’d continue… So, we would hopefully the economy would be improving well there, and we’d also continue some requests through state support, as President Dietz has talked about earlier. You know, we’re trying to do this phase one without the state, but our number one capital appropriation, in a couple of weeks the President is going to speak to, he’s going to be asking, again, very specifically for capital, and he’s going to mention the $100 million for an Engineering building. And if there’s federal support that may end up landing through the states, almost like it did a good what eight to ten years ago on our funding, we may end up actually getting a new Engineering building funded by the state and not having to borrow funds. So, I’m remaining very optimistic about the timing of where we sit today. I’m glad we’re not going to the financial markets today in a pandemic. But in the next couple of years, I feel very optimistic that our financial model and our ability to borrow this money and open this program which will generate resources across the campus will be a very good investment for ISU, short term and long term. 

Provost Tarhule: If I may, adding a little bit of additional perspective or analogy. I would say that it’s a capital-intensive project, but I think really the best way to think about this project is the same way that you think about buying a house. If you make say $75,000 a year, you can buy a house worth $200,000. Now that’s a big commitment, but why does the bank let you? Because the bank looks at if your job is steady, and you’re bringing in enough money each month to pay off that mortgage. You don’t have to write off the $200,000 check to buy the house. You just have to be able to bring in enough every month to pay the mortgage. So, it’s the difference between your monthly income and the mortgage you pay that makes the difference. In this case, what we’re looking at is the income we expect to generate from this program, and what we need to pay on the loan that we would take. Essentially, on the mortgage, if you will, that we’ll be taking to implement the project. So, you don’t need to look at the $45 million as we’re going to write a check on this. We’re going to be looking at how much we generate every month, every year, and how much we need to pay it back. And it’s on the basis of that that we feel very comfortable in the same way as somebody who makes $75,000 can feel comfortable buying a $200,000 house, because you’re not actually writing off a check for $45 million at a go. The bank is basically paying that and we’re paying them back over time, and we’re using the tuition that we’re generating to pay that. And our calculations have shown that we’re very comfortable in the model. That we’ll be able to pay that without putting the University in financial jeopardy.  

Senator Hollywood: Hi. So, with the hiring faculty and the additional students that we’re going to be getting from this Engineering program, which, you know, I’m excited about. Again, my husband is an Engineer so I’m excited about an Engineering program there. With the additional student load and the general education program, do you see an increase in non-tenure tracks across the campus, or at least an increase in FTE for those non-tenure tracks who are already here? 

President Dietz: I think I’ll turn this to Provost Tarhule. 

Provost Tarhule: Thank you, Senator Hollywood. So, in my previous explanation to Senator Horst’s question I said we’re setting aside money for six tenure track hires. So, the way I should phrase that is think about that money as a bucket. In other words, we don’t actually need to hire six tenure track hires. If you can think approximately that the tenure track hire might make…So, we can hire a combination of tenure track and NTTs. All right. So, we can decern… it’s a bucket of money. Let’s say that we decide English has X additional students because of the Engineering program and those students need six more sections, English needs to add six more sections. Our plan is to have a conversation with English; do you need to hire a tenure track line to cover those sections or do you need NTTs to hire? So, the department would make the determination based on what works best for them. All we’ll do is we’ll make sure the money is there, whether they want to do NTTs or whether they want to do tenure tracks. I don’t know if that’s the specific question you’re asking. 

President Dietz: One additional comment that I would make to that. I know that Vice President Stephens has also done some simulations around, you know, potential attrition from the Engineering program. Not everybody is going to stay in an Engineering program. And I find it interesting that your husband is an engineer and the previous speaker’s dad was an engineer, and we don’t have a College of Engineering, but we also have engineers who are faculty here or teaching other things. But nevertheless, glad to hear that, you know, there’s kind of a ground swell of interest because of relationships with that. We also know, and a great question came up several Academic Senate meetings ago where (and I forget, frankly, who asked the question) one of the senators asked a very thoughtful question and really questioned the simulations based upon the retention rate that we had, that we were projecting. Challenging us that I think that’s too high. I think that you’re going to have more people that will try engineering for whatever reason, will decide that’s not their cup of tea. Well, the idea is that they’re not… that’s a student that we don’t want to lose. So, other units, we hope, will attract that student and that’s where we want to try to guide them. So, by the natural attrition from the Engineering program in particular. We know that there’s going to be movement into these other areas, and we want to be able to support the other areas and not just expect them to absorb those extra students. And so, we’re going to have to undergo a little experience with that in the implementation phase. But that is a part of the original design. 

Senator Kalter: When we get to my turn for questions, I’m going to ask Senator Stephens to show us a little bit of that modeling. But I see that Senator Lahiri has his hand up. Let me just ask Senator Hollywood, did that address your questions? Okay.  

Senator Lahiri: Good evening, everyone. I was an engineer once upon a time, although I teach business these days. If I recall -- and thank you for the detailed slides that we got in the last two weeks -- if I recall correctly about the numbers located for English and Mathematics and Physics, the numbers were one faculty. So, my question is do we think that one faculty member in Mathematics is enough, similarly Physics, maybe English? Especially Mathematics. Thank you.

Provost Tarhule: Thank you, Senator Lahiri. One of the real challenges we have, or difficult part of the modeling we have to deal with, is to estimate exactly how many students will be taking additional classes in some of these departments. As you can imagine, it’s not necessarily the case that all of the new engineering students will need additional classes. Some of them will fill up in existing classes that maybe were not fully enrolled. So, that’s one thing. 

The other, as I said before, we put one but think of one as a place holder. I think a better way to see it for some people is really to say that we are setting aside, setting an amount of money to deal with teaching needs wherever the need arises. Our goal is to try to grow the institution as a whole. It would make no sense at all if we bring in an engineering program that then adversely impacts another program that we don’t support. It doesn’t make sense. The question is what do we need to put aside as money that we think is enough? And so, based on the sections that we worked with Cannon Design and I think Mathematics may have been one of the departments that they actually talked to, it’s the number of additional sections we think will be coming up that we have based those estimates on. If we are incorrect in that estimate and there’s more students, I think we will definitely be providing the teaching resources that you need. I know it sounds a little bit like saying trust me, but basically, we’re saying that if there are additional teaching needs that come up as a result of this Engineering program, there will be support. The other thing that you should keep in mind though, and this came up in a conversation that I has with Vice President Stephens and Senator Kalter, is even though we are thinking about 520-700 students whatever that may be, remember that we really should be thinking about 180. It’s one cohort per year. So, not all the engineering students will take all of the same mathematics courses at the same time. Okay. So, as we grow the needs will be increasing and the ability to pay for that additional funding will also be there. And that’s what we have modeled in the program. So, that a long-winded answer. But the summary is any department that needs additional teaching as a result of the Engineering program, we are confident in the modeling that there is money from the tuition generated to accommodate that. 

Senator Lahiri: Thank you. 

Senator Otto: Thank you. I wanted to read a statement of concern by one of my colleagues, Professor Carrie Anne Courtad, all of our colleague. And it echoes Senator Hogue’s comment and in the spirit of the conversation already, I’ll say I’m the kid of an engineer. So, Dr. Courtad says this, “I feel like the speeches that have been given thus far to the Board of Trustees and the Senate have really only been persuasive in nature. Glossing over drawbacks without any real consideration for real information such as true pros and cons.” And she’s advocating for having that discussion, particularly based on the financial figures which seem to her to be dubious and unrealistic if we don’t discuss the cons. She’s also concerned that with such high demand for nurses that we’re putting this ahead of the Nursing program. So, I’m going to quote her here, “I also beg the Senate study comparative peer institutions. Central Michigan University, which started out as a normal school and currently has approximately 20K students. CMU started a College of Medicine in 2013 and they had their first-class graduate 62 students in 2017. But right now, they’re handing out non-renewal notices for this coming fall for long term (this is folks with at least 16 years of employment), NTT, and other colleges outside the College of Medicine due to the resources that are going to the College of Medicine. The current class size is 104 students, and this could be very much comparable to us. All this money and resources for an additional 400 students seems irresponsible and the spending for the College of Engineering seems like irresponsible spending that could potentially devastate the rest of the health of ISU.” And so, like this is a question about this program starting out potentially other programs and this also happened at the University of New England when they started an expensive program for Pharmacy. 

Senator Kalter: I’m going to ask both Senator Tarhule and Senator Stephens to address that. 

Senator Stephens: If I may, I’ll offer just a couple of comments. Thank you for asking the pros and cons. Trust me, I sit in my position and I’ve been thinking about this for two years. And I am constantly trying to evaluate this analysis and make sure that I bring forth a transparent discussion. What I can say from an enrollment point of view and a fiscal point of view, the fact of adding Engineering to our portfolio of programs is going to allow us for students, that if you may have heard from Dr. Tarhule’s presentation about a month ago, I think engineering students come on to our website, I think they’re the third most to come to our website and the minute they see we don’t have Engineering they leave. And so, we never get them again. So, as I will present in a few minutes the analysis around the students that actually will start will major in Engineering, or think they want to major in Engineering, and then ultimately change to something else. Well, these are high profiled, academic profiled students. They’re college ready. If you’re admitted into an Engineering program, you’re very college ready. You’ve been probably college ready since elementary school if you’re that bright in order to be able to make the scores to even get into an Engineering program. 

So, I actually see Engineering as an opportunity to help the institution deal with the enrollment issues in the other colleges where we may end up having those. We will only have, right now with our space limitations working with Cannon, we only believe we can support about 520 students through that particular facility. But as I will show you in a few minutes, I’ve got a couple of scenarios where I’m just looking at adding more students to come into the program, but after their freshman year or early sophomore year they’ll make their decision to not stay in Engineering they’re not going to quit college. They’re not going to transfer to another Engineering school. They’re going to determine at the end of the day, this is not really what I want to do and I’m likely going to go to the College of Business, or I could go into Physics. Or I could go into the Fine Arts. But they’re not going to quit school because of them not making their decision to stay in Engineering. So, it actually is a fiscal benefit for us. 

One of the risks as I was evaluating the decision of whether to come through and build a brand-new building that’s $90-$100 million versus… that would give us an opportunity to serve a lot more Engineering students. That’s a lot heavier lift. That’s Provost Tarhule’s discussion of, rather than a… I made $75,000 and I can afford a $200,000 house. My scenario is why not buy a $400,000 house? I don’t think I’d do that. So, we’re actually, the fact that we’re earmarking John Green, it’s a building that we already own we just have to renovate it, we’re reducing our overall fiscal risk in order to draw in more students. 

With respect to comparing to a medical school. I will say I actually worked at Central Michigan for five years. I wasn’t there at the time that they were adding their medical school. I was there before that. They attempted to do that, adding that medical school without a lot of state support. They had some donor support, but at the end of the day they have a very robust Health Sciences program and so they must have enrollment declines in other areas, but it certainly wasn’t in the Health Services. And the reason for adding the medical school was to simply allow the further advancement of their Health Sciences program. It’s a very expensive program to have, to have a medical school. An Engineering school will be nowhere near that level. Plus, you also don’t have limitation on admissions. My son’s in medical school now at the University of Washington. There were 1,000 applications and only 40 seats. He got in. If he hadn’t of gotten in, he wouldn’t have gone anywhere. But that’s all they support. 

So, I’m very confident that if we move forward with this program over the next few years, that it’s actually going to allow the institution to have a greater opportunity to recruit, not only students in state that are leaving to go out of state, it’s going to allow us to recruit international students. It’s going to allow us to diversify that. So, it’s a very strategic financial investment in the short term, and very much the long term. The same thing that happened in 1999 when we decided to merge in a private nursing college that was struggling, if we hadn’t had merged that we wouldn’t have a College of Nursing today. And the same thing in 1970, when somebody decided to expand from just simply having some small business programs to having a College of Business. Thankfully someone chose to do that. So, I think we’re at that same point now in our lifecycle as a University, and 100 years from now somebody’s going to look back and say I’m so glad the institution added Engineering because the institution is far better off at that time. 

Senator Kalter: This seems like an opportune time actually for Senator Stephens to show us, I think it was one or two slides that show us what might happen to the curve because of Senator Nichols’ question from a time or two ago about the attrition. But I also want to first acknowledge that I see Senator Blum’s hand up, and that Dr. Tarhule may want to also address Senator Otto’s question.

Senator Tarhule: Yes. I’d like to add a few comments to Senator Otto’s question. Google CMU long term trend, enrollment trend. I just did that. You will see that in 2010 they had 20,000 undergraduates. By 2018 they had 14,000. They have lost 6,000 students in enrollments. The problem with CMU is not the medical school; they were already losing enrollments. And 6,000 in ten years. Once you start losing enrollments it’s a big big lift to come back up, to recover. Look at Western Illinois. So, in some way, medicine is not near as big an enrollment. It can’t make a big difference in your enrollment numbers in the same way as Engineering, exactly as Senator Stephens has explained. Their numbers are always kept very small. I’d be surprised if there are more than 200 or something like that. So, you are losing 6,000 students in other areas and adding 200 students. You’re never going to catch up. So, the problem at CMU is not the medical school. It’s that they were already losing enrollments. If they were using medicine to make up their enrollment, I would say they started too late. That’s about where we are. We’re not losing any students now. If we wait until the enrollment crash actually causes us to lose enrollments before we try to reverse it, that lift is going to be so much harder. So, we’re in a position where we shouldn’t make that mistake. That’s number one. 

You mentioned the idea of putting Engineering ahead of Nursing. That is incorrect. Remember Engineering is three years away. If we get an endorsement, we have to go to IBHE and apply and that may take six months to a year before we get that approval, before we can move forward with doing the other things. So, Engineering is at least three years away before we can get any students here. But the reason we are pushing it so hard is because we need the approval so that we can actually start the process of applying to IBHE. If we were to get the approval from the Board of Trustees about Nursing, Nursing would actually mature, we would actually have students in the Nursing program here potentially ahead of Engineering. So, the fact of how we talk about it is not necessarily a reflection of the prioritization. It’s a reflection of what needs to happen so we can go forward with it. So, I don’t think it’s correct to say that we are putting Engineering ahead of Nursing. All of these are very important projects that we want to push. 

And finally, it’s the point I made before. You might say that this is a risk. But doing nothing is also a risk. If you look at the projection in terms of enrollment, one of the models I showed had us potentially going down maybe 2,000 students, maybe $20 million. So, you can be so conservative about not taking a calculated strategic decision that you end up in a situation that is almost unavoidable. So, if we were to be on that trend where we lose 2,000 students and $20 million a year with nothing to do, versus we know that we can afford this cost, and it will bring in the students, and it doesn’t put the University in a financial risk. I think this is the wiser strategic decision to make.

Senator Kalter: Senator Stephens and his staff, Sandi Cavi, Amanda Hendrix, and Rendi Cottrell were gracious enough to meet with myself, David Marx, and Winfred Avogo on a Friday afternoon, of all things, at 3:00 p.m. and Dr. Tarhule also joined us in that. And Senator Stephens promised that he had a short film, no more than about 3 minutes, and it’s a good one. He’s got some good news in one of the models that came out of Senator Nichols’ question. So, did you want to show that? 

Senator Stephens: 3 minutes. You’re killing me. (Laughter) Let me share this, and I’ll move through it… actually I can move it fairly fast because it’s been a lot of the discussion already. This is going to be talking about the additional students coming through that start in the program, essentially get admitted to the program. Typically, as they finish in their freshman year, early sophomore year, while they’re in their gen ed classes they make the decision to leave Engineering and move over to other programs. 

I’ve got two scenarios that are modeled out, and they were for simplicity. One of them obviously is as you’ve heard from other discussions by either Cannon or other senators, I can remember a couple years ago, a particular senator that made reference to the fact that about 50% of students who start Engineering don’t stay in Engineering. So, what I’ve done is I’ve attempted to model essentially two groups. 50 extra students which works out to be (that’s per cohort), so we’ve got 130 students of the Engineering students that stay. So that’s 180 get admitted in the cohort. So, that’s an extra 50 at steady state or in four years, it’s about 200 students. And then I also modeled out what is the most aggressive, which would be essentially a 50% model, which essentially doubles it. Do I believe we’ll have a 50% attrition, probably not. But I wanted to go ahead and actually look at that scenario and see what it does. We’ll probably be somewhere between the 50% range and the… 50 extra students works out to be about a 28% attrition. So, one question is again where will they go? Well these are the six colleges on campus. We believe, again, these are high profile academic students. They’re not going to quit college. They’re not going to transfer out. They’re simply going to move into a different discipline on campus. As I said, as we talked about earlier, there’s going to be capital needs across campus and at of these colleges. What we can’t tell right now is exactly where that will land. We do know at the end of the day if it lands in the College of Applied Science and Technology, we’ve got to expand labs for these students that choose to take a degree that isn’t Engineering, that we’re going to have to provide that funding for that capital. I just don’t know where exactly they’re going to land, and how much we’ll need. So, inside the model what I’m simply working with is the tuition that’s going to be generated and then the operating costs. But we will certainly have more than enough resources to provide that capital wherever it is needed in any of our colleges across the campus.

From a revenue assumption perspective, nothing changes other than we’ve removed the differentiated tuition that was in Engineering. And then as Provost Tarhule or either President Dietz spoke earlier, as we had the meeting with Senator Avogo, Senator Kalter, and Senator Marx the question came up about have we really studied the scenario around high need students. Well, I met with Jana on Monday and had a very good conversation with her. And she reminded me that the students in high need actually have access to the ISU scholarship called ISU Access, which is based on need, on EFC scores, and that actually… we have a population that is about 25% of our students are Pell eligible. If they’re Pell eligible they’re able to actually have scholarships, funding aids of about $5,000 per student. So, what we did in order to improve the model is we actually took the 25% high need students, provided the financial aid at that level, and then we took the 75% of the students that wouldn’t be in that group, and we dropped it back to the original level. So, that actually added a little bit more financial aid, that actually is more of a reality. 

Here is where we talked about the personnel and operating budget support. As Provost Tarhule talked about earlier, it is pretty difficult to figure out exactly how the sections will play out. So, what I’ve attempted to do here is list what I refer to as kind of an FTE position. That for these students that leave the Engineering program, that go into other disciplines, we’re assuming the same 1:25 faculty ratio, the same staff 1:50, this is the compensation kind of for that FTE position level and the staff level, and it’s going to be delivered through this kind of group. So, we just don’t know exactly what that group is, but there’s going to be funding support for that. The same operating budget support we have in the Engineering program. And then as I mentioned earlier, we won’t know where that capital need will occur, but it will be 100% funded wherever it is needed. 

Okay. Same ratio, we’re doing the same 1:25 and when the students come, this is just simply how many faculty positions, if you use the same scenario, this is the extra 520 students, or the 50% attrition spread across the campus. From the faculty point of view, it’s a little over 20. Now, it won’t likely be 20 individual positions but there’s going to be funding associated with that FTE level. 

The reason I put this slide in is to remind people that we modeled the Engineering program that 130 students would enter it and 130 students would graduate. And that was based on the limitations on what John Green, as we talked to Cannon said. So, we’re limiting our capital but we’re also limiting our normative students. So, that financial analysis that I did two weeks ago that talked about those Engineering students is right here. This is that 520 engineering students. The only difference between the analysis done two weeks ago was the change necessary for correcting or improving the financial aid. We were at about $1.9 million of contribution margin in order to support the debt. It now went down a couple hundred thousand dollars because we improved the financial aid. Everything else stayed the same. So, that’s the engineering students and the state of Engineering. 

Now, here is the financial analysis around the extra 50 students that come in that end up essentially after the first or second year they end up moving to other disciplines. Okay. This is the isolation of 200 students that essentially at maturity, 28% attrition rate, it generates about almost $2 million. As you notice, there’s no differentiated tuition in here. Here is the same financial aid story. About $2 million of tuition revenue. And then here is that compensation support that Provost Tarhule talked about, almost $1 million will be provided across campus wherever those section needs occur. And that’s based on that $90,000 of compensation that we used as the model, and then staffing at $50,000 level. So, when you look at this analysis of this extra students, they’re going to disperse across campus. Overall, it’s still going to actually generate approximately about $940,000 of extra resources that will be used to fund various capital needs and other campus initiatives that we have. So, it’s going to help, hopefully, fill in any enrollment reductions in certain areas, or it may add enrollments, but we’ve got the operational budget, we believe, identified in a reasonable way. The only thing we aren’t able to figure out is if we need to add an additional lab for Physics that may be, you know, a couple of million dollars. Some of the funds down here will help pay for that and it will in essence come from the tuition. 

Here is the model at the farthest end of the bookend, 50%. That’s a pretty big healthy cohort. We’re now essentially bringing in essentially 260 students, with 130 of them staying in Engineering and the other 130 of them dispersing across campus. It’s a pretty large program. That, I think, is the farthest thing you could ever be, and that would assume that we had no attrition at all outside of the school. So, given the fact that these are high profile academic students, I know we will probably lose some but I don’t think it will be… it might be in the 5% range but I didn’t know how much to model, so I figured I’d just model the highest amount possible. 

Here’s what that extra 520 students provide. And again, don’t let this same 520 confuse you with the other 520. These are the 520 students that are in all the other colleges, depending in where they land. It’s brings in about $5 million of revenue, this is in that year six, steady state, about $3 million expenses. Here is, again, the FTE support, almost $2.8-$3 million dollars will be used in personnel support. There’s the faculty and office support and then some facility cost. Again, there’s no capital there, but as you can tell here, if we needed $4-$5 million of capital we could fund that by virtue of the program in a couple of years. 

From essential reserve support and repayment, I’ve kind of modeled out kind of what these scenarios do. One thing that came out of the model that was quite interesting, even though when you start to add these 520 students you would think that at the end of the day we would not need to draw on any of our central reserves. But actually, it’s the issue of timing. And so, I apologize on Friday that I didn’t have this for you, Senator Kalter and Senator Marx and Senator Avogo. But the reason we actually have, for the first couple of years, a need to draw on our reserves is because we don’t have any students until year three. Well, year one we’ve got the dean’s office that starts. And then in year two we’re adding the director for each program into that. By year three we finally start to get students. Well, we’ve got to have the building built in order to have it ready for the students. So, the largest portion of the reserves that are needed in the first few years is really the debt payment. We can’t wait too late for the building to open because we have to have the building ready for the students beginning in year three. So, about $5 million is going to be needed in just those first two years to handle just those two issues of cost. 

Now this is kind of a very busy schedule and I’ll end up sharing it with ya’ll tomorrow. So, let me just hit the highlights of this. This has to do with central support under those three scenarios. What I call a zero attrition is essentially the Engineering program. We only recruit 130 students and all 130 of those students stay in the Engineering program. When you look at the accumulated reserves as you start from the beginning of the program through the first 30 years as you borrow the debt, because we’re only analyzing it in isolation, we will need at most the highest year is year three, about $3.2 million in year three. And then in year 18 it starts to, the last year is the last draw down. So, we need about $19 million and we’ve got about $100 million of unrestricted reserves right now, so it’s about 19%. And then it pays itself back by year, essentially when the debts paid off, around year 34. So, the $18 million in reserves are paid back over the next 15 years. 

As you move to the 28% attrition, we’ve now got a cohort, rather than the 520 students on our campus, we’ve now got 720. 520 are in the Engineering program. 200 are spread out across the rest of the campus. The reserve actually needs… the maximum commitment of reserve drops from $19 million down to about $10 million because there’s revenue, there’s positive margin generated from these students. That need brings the reserve draw down in just the first 1-5 years, and then it pays itself back a little later. When you actually go out to the farthest end of it, at the 50% attrition, if we were really getting aggressive at admitting that many students, it actually, it doesn’t bring down the central reserves very much in the first few years because of this. We’ve actually got the building. But you’re drawing down on those reserves in essentially four years and you’re paying them back in six years. By year 11 it’s all paid back. And so, this is assuming all of that $44 million of debt. So, if I can recap that, if we’re hanging around here, in between here, and let’s say we follow the 50% margin, we borrow the $44 million, we’ll need central support basically about 10% set aside for the first four years and then after, between years 5-11 it’ll pay it back. So, the entire program, after that date, all essential reserves needed in order to get it has already been repaid and the programs funding everything. It’s paid back all of that. 

All of these slides that you see here are just simply a visual of this. Here is a visual of the 520 students in Engineering. These buck points in these boxes are actually this information. There’s 520. There’s the 720 students, which is the 28%. Here is the 1,040, the 50% attrition. And then here’s a visual that essentially takes that central reserve on one chart that says, when you look at just the 520 students, central reserve peeks around that $19 million, and then pays itself back here. The most aggressive one which is the 50% attrition which I was showing earlier, is its first four to five years it peeks about $9-$10 million, and then by year 11 it’s already paid off. 

And then there was on last question that I think that was brought up (I can’t remember if it was at the Senate meeting a few weeks ago or if it was during the conversation on Friday) but it was what is the fiscal impact if the state provided that $100 million facility, capital and the institution is allowed to build, if you remember in the presentation we would renovate John Green and then if the state provides us the $100 million we would add an additional building to it. That $100 million of capital should provide us anywhere between 800-1,000 students. The difference there would be we would have no debt associated with that. Well, I have one chart that attempts to live in that world of optimism. And so, what we did was we modeled it 15 years from now. Now, you have to give me a little bit of latitude here. The building was built and finished in year 15 and all 1,000 students, brand new students, came in all in year 16. So, as you can see right here, this is the operating margin including the debt for the 520 students, not any of those other students, but just by itself. This is how long it takes to pay the debt off. The state came in and we were able to actually have a program of 1,520 of actual engineering students, we would end up actually paying the debt off, pretty much in year 16 or 17 and it would generate a substantial amount of extra resources. So, that is at the end of the day one of the things that actually helps our program is that it could be two years from now, it could be ten years from now, it could be 15 years, it could be 20 years from now. But at some point, in time when the state provides that capital, we then have the luxury of adding students and adding all those additional Engineering capital intensive program, and the state’s providing it. And we don’t have to provide that capital from our reserves. We don’t have to borrow for it. I did not cover it in three minutes. I apologize. 

Senator Kalter: (Laughter) That was way over three minutes. So, I’m going to actually start my sweep and ask different sectors of the Senate if they have questions. So, I’m going to start actually with the faculty and student Senators who represent either the sciences division of the College of Arts and Sciences or who represent the College of Applied Science and Technology. Do you have any questions? (Pause) All right. I’m going to go now to the faculty and student senators who represent Milner, Mennonite, or the Wonsook Kim College of Fine Arts. Any questions remaining there? (Pause) Any questions from our A/P or civil service senators, or from the student senators who represent the residence halls? (Pause) All right. Faculty and student senators for the College of Education and the College of Business? And I’ll specifically ask Senator Blum, I saw you put you’re hand back down. Did you want to ask a question?

Senator Blum: Yeah. I’ll go ahead. Thank you for the presentation and the clarification of those numbers. It does seem like that at some point that we’re going to lose some students somewhere in there, but I appreciate the modeling of it. There’s one question, and I know we’re focusing on the financial issue of it, but it kind of comes as a threat, particular being in the College of Education, that people are concerned about, I think, in part one piece of that is how is that financial piece going to affect us? But there’s also a piece of it is about the historical nature of the institution and as being centered around education. And I don’t really see, you know some of them, I don’t think faculty see Engineering as how that would fit in. All right. And that the Provost, whoever thinks they can best talk about that, but I do see that kind of come up in faculty comments and concerns. 

President Dietz: I guess I might start first and then perhaps Provost Tarhule might weigh in. I think what we’re talking about, Senator Blum, is an evolution of an institution. You know, when we started in 1857, I’m not sure anybody envisioned that we would have, you know, the other five colleges that we now have at the institution. And so, the issue about Engineering, and maybe it could be another program, but what we’re trying to do is to look at the needs of the state. Workforce needs of the state. But we’re also looking at what students want to study and trying to meet those needs. So, I don’t think in any way, shape or form the College of Education ought to be threatened by this. I think actually some of the individuals who Vice President Stephens was just talking about might decide Engineering is not their cup of tea, and some of those folks might end up in the College of Education. We’re not sure where they will end up. But the idea is to make the institution more comprehensive and not at all threaten our heritage. I think, you know, that’s an important part of our history. That’s an important part of a lot of institution’s histories that started out as normal schools, but they have moved beyond that and have become more comprehensive institutions, and I think that’s what the College of Engineering will do still respecting that history. 

Provost Tarhule: Senator Blum, I appreciate the concerns that those faculty have. This is a big undertaking, and I don’t think that any of us dismisses the scope of what we’re doing and then disregards the concerns that faculty may have. Not at all. On the other hand, to add just a little bit to what the President said, if you go back to 1970, we didn’t have the College of Business. You know, the faculty and the administrators at that time got together and felt that we need a College of Business. And they worked hard to create that College of Business, and now we take it as that’s normal. In fact, if you go all the way to the beginning, we had only Education. At some point somebody added a College of Arts and Science, and somebody added CAST, you know, somebody added the College of Business. And in 2000, I think 1999 we added a College of Nursing. So, now this is the challenge of our time. The University has been evolving and responding. We know that if we were only an Education college, if we had remained an Education college from 1857 to date, we’d be dead. The school wouldn’t exist. The reason we exist is we’ve continued to evolve and to respond to the needs of the state as well as to the challenges that have come up. So, we added Business, we added Nursing, and now the question is do we want to continue that evolution by meeting the work needs? We’ve focused a lot of finances here, but the other question that is equally important is what’s the role of the University? It’s to continue to educate people and meet the economic needs and aspirations and workforce development of its state. And so, we know that there’s a gap here and there’s an opportunity, and we have an ability to meet it. So, do we rise to that challenge and do it same as other previous generations have done? Or do we shy away from it? So, that’s one philosophical way of asking the question.

The other way that I might approach this is as much as we’re threatened by enrollment (I don’t know if Dr. Albrecht is on the call here) but as much as we’re worried about future enrollments, I asked her to pull some enrollment numbers for a number of schools around the country. And what you notice is that the big schools are not declining. U of I is not declining. Right now, they are up almost 10%. Look at Michigan State, Penn State. The big schools are not declining. All the risk is in the smaller schools. This is not the time to be small. In an environment where it actually pays to be big because you can leverage economies of scale and not a kind of opportunities in a way that we currently don’t have at our scale. And so, we have a great opportunity here, I think, to pull ourselves out where very flat have been for a long time. We have two choices; we can go down or we can go up. And I think this plan increases the likelihood that we are going to go up rather than go down. Or conversely to put it another way, decreases our likelihood of going down. And continues the evolution of the University as one that is responsive to the needs and the people of Illinois.  

Senator Kalter: All right. I’m going to continue my sweep and ask if there are any further questions from the faculty or student senators from the College of Education or the College of Business? (Pause) And we’ll move and ask about faculty or student senators from the Humanities or Social Science in the College of Arts and Sciences? (Pause) I will just say here since I’m one of them, I’ve probably heard more concern out of this sector than out of most. I think that one of the, you know, questions that I have heard is about whether there’s enough modeling and conversation, for example, for the increase in gen ed and the sort of pressures that will be on gen ed beyond the ones that are listed like English. I would say that after the meeting on Friday, my sense was that those costs are marginal to the model as a whole. And so, the model will actually be able to accommodate them. The bigger question there is the conversations that need to be had with those departments, but I feel fairly confident that those conversation will be had. And that there will be good planning, especially with a model of central funding first. Right. That this is not coming out of the Academic Impact Fund. It will eventually go into the Academic Impact Fund but will not start there. So, I just wanted to sort of surface that one. 

Any other questions or comments from Humanities or Social Sciences? (Pause) And then finally, I’m going to ask any of our non-voting senators who are above or below the cabinet level, which includes Senator McLauchlan, the chairs’ representative, the deans’ representative, the student trustee, and any of the student senators that I have misses even if you are voting. I think I’ve missed the student life senators, etc. So, any questions from any of you? (Pause) And it looks like not. 

Motion by Senator Mainieri, seconded by Senator Nikolaou, to move the financial implication from Information to Action. The motion was approved, with abstentions from Senator Mangruem and Senator Theobald.

Senator Kalter: We now move into debate over the financial implications. Do we have any debate over…? And remember that in this debate, this would be stating your position about whether you’re going to vote yes or no if you so choose to tell us. Obviously, we don’t all do that every time, but if you have a strong opinion and you want to say it. (Pause) All right. And I see no debate, so we will move to a vote on the financial implications model that we have been presented tonight and in the session on the 17th. 

The Engineering financial implication was approved 13-0, with 14 abstentions.  

Senator Kalter: The motion passes. And for the record, for those of you who wanted to know, there are 54 voting members on the Senate and so that motion passes. 

Approval of the curricular model presented on February 3 (with allowance for flexibilities that may need to be incorporated during the Year Zero curriculum development and approvals stage)
Curriculum Engineering Academic Senate Presentation 2-3-2021 (President Dietz and Provost Tarhule)
Senator Kalter: So, we’re going to move to whether we want to move from Information to Action on the curricular model. 

Motion by Senator Cline, seconded by Senator Nikolaou, to move the curricular model from Information to Action.  The motion was approved 40-0, with 5 abstentions. 

Motion by Senator Cline, seconded by Senator Blum, to approve the Engineering curricular model. The motion was 36-0, with 9 abstentions. 

Senator Kalter: All right. And as I say, so we have a financial model approved and a curricular model approved. We will next time be looking at the organizational change proposal and the site plan and capital plan. 

Tonight because of the hour I’m going to do the first two Information Items. And then because we know we have a Sense of the Senate Resolution for Communications; I’m going to move through Administrator Remarks and Committee Reports and then go to that. And we will do the other two Information Items at the next meeting. So, Senator Horst would you like to give us a rundown of the Milner Bylaws?

Information Items:
01.03.19.02 Milner Bylaw Current Copy (Rules Committee)
02.04.21.02 Milner Bylaws Mark Up (Rules Committee)
02.04.21.01 Milner Library Bylaws CLEAN (Rules Committee)
Senator Horst: Yes. And I have Dean Dallas Long, I believe, and Joan Schuitema (I apologize if I don’t pronounce that correctly) who are representatives from the library. And this document has passed the Library Council. I will go through the changes. First off, they’re changing it to the Milner Library Bylaws, as opposed to the Council. That conforms with the Constitution. They deleted some language in the beginning just to clarify and tighten up that language in the Preface. They develop languages regarding working groups; that’s in Article III. They added language regarding the selection of associate deans. There’s language that describes that any evaluation instrument should go through the Academic Senate. They have a more detailed description of the membership, which now includes representation from the tenured, tenure track faculty, NTTs, A/P and civil service. They changed the name of their committee to the Library Elections Committee. They changed the definition of the quorum to just make it a simple majority. They deleted the Open Meetings Act because they clarified with Legal that the Open Meetings Act does not apply to college councils. And I’ll stop there. 

Senator Kalter: I will say about that last one that we do hope that they still follow the spirit of Open Meetings Act and have their meetings be transparent and open and open to audiences. Do we have any questions, comments, concerns or suggestions about the Milner Bylaw changes? 

Senator Nikolaou: I have a couple of questions/comments. The first one (I’m in the markup) is under the membership; probably shouldn’t it specify if the civil service are elected? Because the tenured, the A/Ps it says explicitly be elected but then the student is selected. So, I’m assuming the civil service are going to elect their own representative. So, it should probably say shall be elected from civil service. 

Senator Horst: I’ll ask the Library representatives to respond. 

Ms. Schuitema: The civil service do elect their own members, as a matter of fact, their doing that tomorrow for an open seat. So, that may be in the markup copy, but we’ve always done that so that should be clear in the finished copy. Everyone is elected except for…

Senator Nikolaou: The students. 

Ms. Schuitema: Yeah. 

Senator Nikolaou: Yeah. So probably needs to add the elected from similar to the previous two categories. 

Ms. Schuitema: Okay. 

Senator Nikolaou: The other item that I had was under Article VI just to be consistent that we are talking about the Library Elections Committee, because sometimes it says Library Elections and sometimes it says Library Council Elections Committee. So, just to keep it consistent throughout the document that it is the Library Elections Committee and it’s not the Library Council Elections Committee. 

Senator Horst: I see the Library Council Election Procedures. 

Ms. Schuitema: That’s a different…

Senator Horst: Oh, I see, in the second paragraph, Joan, it says Library Council Election Committee. 

Senator Nikolaou: Yeah. And then later in the document they also call it the Library Council Elections Committee. So, it is in different parts of the policy, all through the document. 

Ms. Schuitema: When we changed the name, we didn’t catch the places in the document where we needed to change the name. 

Senator Nikolaou: The other one, I guess it’s page five under Officers, Article VII when it talks about the officers under the Duties of All Members, it reads “Communicate and facilitate discussion with constituent groups from which elected,” should is say which they represent? Because the students they are not elected. 

Senator Horst: Which they elected or represent? 

Senator Nikolaou: Or which they represent. Somehow to show that the students also fall under that category, student worker. 

Senator Horst: Got it. 

Senator Nikolaou: And then I have a question which relates to the meetings. So, Section 1 says “…Library Council meeting are open to all library personnel.” But then under Section 5 where it says, “PROVISION FOR CLOSED SESSIONS,” it says, “…or vote to close a portion of a meeting to the public…” So my question is under Section 1, is it intended to say are open to all library personnel, or that it is open to all, and then Section 5, it says, well sometimes it’s not going to be open to all, we may have closed sessions for that and that reason. Because they didn’t seem to be consistent one with the other. 

Ms. Schuitema: Well, it would be closed for personnel related… but I see what you’re saying, and I can make that consistent. 

Senator Nikolaou: And my last one is on Article X. Right now, it reads, “The Milner Library Council shall review the substance of these Bylaws at least every five years after Academic Senate approval.” So, the way that I’m reading it, it says that you get the Academic Senate approval and then you review the Bylaws. 

Ms. Schuitema: In five years. 

Senator Nikolaou: But we don’t get approval prior to approving. Right? We review them and then we get approval. So, is it that the Milner Library Council shall review the substance of these Bylaws at least every five years and forward it to the Academic Senate for approval? 

Senator Kalter: I can address that one because I was on Rules Committee last year. So, the intention there was because sometimes it takes more than a year for bylaws to get through the Senate, that we don’t have them basically consistently redoing their bylaws and sending them back. And so, the idea is that after the last Senate approval, it would take five more years. Right? So, that they don’t have to review it again for another five years after the Senate approves it the last time. So, if we can just tweak the working there so that it clearly states that. But that’s why that’s in there. 

Senator Nikolaou: Okay. Yeah. And I think it was about the wording. 

Ms. Schuitema: Yeah. We can fix that. 

Senator Nikolaou: That’s all I have. 

Senator Kalter: All right. Do we have any other questions, comments, concerns, suggestions? (Pause) All right. Terrific. Looks like none. Thank you, Dr. Schuitema and thank you Dean Long. 

And we’re going to move back actually to Senator Horst for Rules regarding the Mass Electronic Communications policy, which would be turning into the Mass Electronic Mail policy.  

11.06.15.08 - Policy 9.7 Mass Electronic Communications Current Copy (Rules Committee)
02.25.21.09 Policy 9.7 Mass-Electronic-Mail-Policy Mark Up (Rules Committee)
02.25.21.07 Policy 9.7 Mass-Electronic-Mail-Policy Clean Copy (Rules Committee)
09.30.20.01 Policy 9.7.1 Procedures for use of Mass Electronic Communication Current Copy (Rules Committee)
02.25.21.10 Policy 9.7.1 Mass Electronic Mail Procedures Mark Up (Rules Committee)
02.25.21.08 Policy 9.7.1 Mass Electronic Mail Procedures Clean Copy (Rules Committee)
Senator Horst: Yes. And I want to thank Craig Jackson and Carla Birckelbaw who have been on this call from the beginning; they probably came last session as well. So, they’re here to answer questions. We’ll start with the policy first. It’s changed from the Mass Communications title to the Mass Electronic Email policy. I believe that there are other policies that have been created since 2010 that have picked up the slack, and there is an intention to, in the future, create a broader electronic communications policy. But that’s a change that sort of goes through both of the documents. The scope is really focused in on mass emails now, so there’s a lot of language changing having to do with that. The definitions. There was a lot of definitions that were deleted because it was, I believe, understood that people know now what a ULID is, a listserv, and spam. This policy has not been edited for ten years, so things were different ten years ago. Also, some tools have been developed. So, for instance Reggie Net and MY Illinois State portal (I’m not exactly sure when they came online) but they’ve changed the way things are done. So, there’s some language added. I believe they’re adding the Mass Email Guidance Council, I want to clarify that. There’s language about that and in the procedures there’s more language about how that would be established. And under the Compliance section, Section IV, the Rules Committee actually took up one of Senator Kalter’s suggested changes and we will be reordering the list of acts that may result of violation of this policy, so it doesn’t start with discharge and termination. So, we will be making that change subsequently. That’s sort of a general overview, and I’ll now take any specific questions, and invite my guests to respond as well. 

Senator Nikolaou: I had one really small in there. 9.7 at the very very end. Do we really need the very last sentence where it says that “The version posted on the web at… is the governing policy?” Isn’t what we are voting on right now the governing policy instead of what is posted on the web? I mean, we would expect them to be the same, but what we are approving now is the governing policy, not what is posted on the web. So, that’s my small thing if it is needed there. And the other question was in 9.7.1 under…

Senator Horst: We’re not discussing that one yet. If we could just stick with…

Senator Nikolaou: Oh. Okay. That’s the only thing that I had. 

Senator Kalter: All right. Senator Horst, did you have any questions about that first one or did you get that one? 

Senator Horst: I’m just wondering if Craig or Carla would agree to delete that line that was just suggested?

Mr. Jackson: Yes.

Mr. Birckelbaw: Certainly.

Senator Kalter: Carla and Craig, did you say yes to that? 

Mr. Jackson: Yes, we did.

Senator Kalter: Okay. 

Senator Horst: Okay, and so now we’ll move to the procedures. 

Senator Kalter: Not yet, I have some questions. So, I actually had had four questions, I think they’re now three, because I had that question about provision IV and you did say you’re going reorder those. The idea there was to go from the least injurious to the most injurious, so progressive discipline. So, my first one, I’m wondering if we can say a little bit more about who sits on the Mass Email Guidance Council? Who appoints them? And I wonder also there if it’s clear to everyone how and when to contact them? And whether we might be able to shift some of the passive voice in that section to active voice, so that it becomes a little clearer?

Senator Horst: Are you speaking in the procedures or the policy, Susan?

Senator Kalter: I believe this is in the policy.

Mr. Jackson: The guidance council membership should be, I believe, that’s in the procedure.

Senator Kalter: Is it only in the procedures? 

Mr. Jackson: The guidance council is mentioned in the policy, but then it’s more specific in the procedures as the President and the VPs and the CIO can either be on the guidance council or appoint someone as their designee to be on the guidance council. And the guidance council is there to answer any questions that people may have, where they want to submit a mass email and it doesn’t fit the policy. But the groups there to then help with an exception that are there, and discuss if it doesn’t fit mass email, to provide guidance as to how somebody might still communicate that out to other people. And also, I wanted to mention, the guidance council is also there to do periodic reviews of the policy and procedures, then make recommendation for any changes that may need to take place.

Senator Kalter: Okay. So, I guess one of the main points there is just to make sure, whether it’s in the policy or somewhere else, that it’s clear to everybody how and when they need to contact them. And maybe switch some of that passive voice to active voice. But, thank you. Sorry, Senator Horst, I apparently did go out of order there. My second one, I believe is in the policy for the second paragraph under III, I was wondering what types of exceptions we are envisioning in that paragraph. 

Ms. Birckelbaw: We didn’t have specific things in mind. It would be anything that’s not clearly covered by the provisions of the policy and the procedures. So, we tried of course to cover as many of the scenarios as we could envision but anything that is not covered would be handled by that council. 

Senator Kalter: I see. So, in other words, it’s sort of a just in case we forgot something. 

Mr. Jackson: Absolutely. That or if there happens to be some really good reason why it should go out to a wider audience, the group is there to assist with that, as these are business communications for the campus. We want to make sure that those issues are addressed and that those communications can go out to the appropriate audiences. 

Senator Kalter: Gotcha. Okay. And this question was previewed in Exec Committee, it may actually be for Dr. Dietz or one of the VPs. So, I have been asked by faculty on the campus in various departments whether our policy effectively prevents faculty employees from communicating with one another across departmental lines, or across college lines, regarding work issues that are relevant to them. And I mentioned in Exec, I believe the first time this ever came up was when we had the large board payout to former President Flannagan about seven years ago. So, I’m wondering what the response is from the administration about that important question, and whether they’re… Well I’ll ask that first and then ask my second question in a moment. 

President Dietz: I’m not aware of anything that would prevent that, but I’ve also asked Charley Edamala to be on the line tonight, here on the Zoom call, and maybe Charley is a little closer to this. But I don’t know of anything that will prevent that discussion across departments or across the University. Charley, would you mind chiming in here? 

Mr. Edamala: Sure. Good evening everyone. Yeah, there is nothing preventing anyone from using the list. The only question is, something to clarify is that the faculty list is one-way communication. It’s not a chat. Right. So, if you wanted to create a mailing list for a chat, that could also happen, and at that point people can subscribe and unsubscribe to it. So, that’s the difference between the main faculty listserv and the chat function that you’re thinking about. 

Senator Kalter: Terrific. Yeah. I believe that the idea is something somewhat parallel to FAC-L, but you’re right that it is more of sort of a two way conversation and so I assume that there would be ways to do that either in Teams or by creating a listserv. I think the problem is, first of all, that we would want it to be prepopulated through HR every year so that we don’t have to sort of search out who the new faculty, or in the case of staff, who the new staff are. And then probably also have it be an opt out list, because some people wouldn’t be on something like that. But that would be possible? 

Mr. Edamala: That is definitely possible. 

Ms. Birckelbaw: Absolutely. 

Senator Kalter: Great. And I think that’s it with my questions. Senator Horst, did you want to go to the procedures? 

Senator Horst: Yes. And just going to the procedures and trying to address your question, what sort of more detail would you like to see? Would you like to see specific numbers for the Mass Email Policy Guidance Council? What sort of level of detail would you think would be appropriate? 

Senator Kalter: So, the first part of that question was actually answered in the sense that (let me see, unfortunately I don’t have the policy in front of me) but that the four vice presidents or their designees are the ones who appoint. Right? Am I getting this correct? 

Mr. Jackson: The VP could either be on the guidance council or appoints somebody in their place. 

Senator Kalter: Yeah. And who are the other people, because I don’t have it right in front of me? 

Mr. Jackson: It’d be the President, the VPs, and the CIO get to appoint the members of the guidance council. 

Senator Kalter: Okay. So, there’s six members in total? 

Mr. Jackson: Um-hum. 

Senator Kalter: So, it’s them or their designees, so that helps with that one. And then the other two parts of that were how and when to contact them, whether that’s very clear. And there’s was a part in there that I can show you after, Senator Horst, where I thought that we could switch some passive voice to active voice. 

Senator Horst: Okay. All right. So, moving on to the procedures. Again, it’s specified now that we’re talking about mass electronic mail. In Section II there’s language regarding the Mass Email Policy Guidance Council that we’ve just been talking about. There was some historical language about a limit of 100 emails, and that was eliminated. That’s sort of an old artifact of old technology. In the Audiences, we clarified that faculty is a term for faculty of academic rank, that’s the tenured and tenure track faculty email list. And then instructors would be everybody who’s an instructor. So, we made that distinction. The most important change of all of this has to do in section III regarding definition of students. Due to everything that the University has been going through there has been a very important need to communicate via mass email with parents and family members of students, so that lead to all of these changes. And so now the definition of the student mass email includes mass emails to parents and family members of students. The campus emergency notifications, again, I believe that the alert system was developed in the last ten years so there’s an update of that language. There’s language regarding how to create an intra department communication to smaller community voices. That’s done through PRPA. And then section VI, again, I believe Reggie Net was also within the past ten years so there’s some language that was added in that. And I will ask if there are any questions. 

Senator Kalter: And I think if I remember correctly that Senator Nikolaou had a question on the procedures. 

Senator Nikolaou: Yes. So, one small thing under III, for faculty and current instructors we should just add and Provost to the title of the Vice President for Academic Affairs so that it is complete. And then the other one was under VII about surveys to on-campus recipients, there was a sentence before where it said that individuals have the option to opt out from the surveys but now it is eliminated. Is there a reason why we totally removed it or why we don’t have it as an opt in option, so those who want to participate in surveys for research to decide to do so instead of being automatically included? And right now, it seems that you don’t even have the option to opt out. You’re going to be getting the survey request no matter what. 

Mr. Edamala: So, I think this is one thing that’s a loss to history a little bit and we need to dig up and find an answer to it. The document you’re looking at has been worked on for about two years by this group of people and Mark Walbert, now since has retired, is the one that took the direction on the surveys. You’re absolutely right, this went through some decision-making process. I do remember that this was discussed in some circles around surveys and needing surveys to be such that people can opt out of them because of the law response. But I don’t have all the actual details of that, and I do need to dig into that. I’ll get the answer for you and communicate it back. I do know that it was well thought out. They talked to the IRB and they talked to a number of other people, and also came up with a solution for those who didn’t want to see those message, can use an email rule to delete those messages automatically. So, it was well thought through and discussed, I just don’t have all the history behind it. 

Senator Kalter: All right. Great. Do we have any further questions on the procedures? (Pause) All right, seeing none.
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Senator Kalter: As I said before, we’re going to skip the other two Information Items. I’m actually going to say that if there is no urgent need for the Committee Reports from the committees please send those to us by email. 


Academic Affairs Committee: Senator Nikolaou
[Senator Nikolaou: The Academic Affairs Committee met this evening and worked on its recommendation for the IDEAS graduation requirement, which will be coming to the Academic Senate floor (hopefully) during our April meeting.]

Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Senator Marx
[Senator Marx: Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee (AABC) met tonight and discussed data related to the Academic Impact Fund (AIF) toward preparation of this year’s committee report on the AIF, which will be coming to the Senate soon.]
Faculty Affairs Committee: Senator Hollywood
[Senator Hollywood: The FAC continued work in 1.8 Integrity part IV.D and E. We are more than halfway through 1.8 Integrity part IV.]

Planning and Finance Committee: Senator Avogo
[Senator Avogo: Planning and Finance deliberated the White Paper on Distance and Online Education Workgroup with Representatives from the Provost Office (Dr. Schoon led the discussion as co-chair of the Workgroup and was joined by Dr. Cuenca-Carlino, Dr. Noel-Elkins) and the Provost Tarhule joined the discussion. We are grateful for their time. This concludes our data gathering phase with stakeholders on our priority and we now move into analysis and compilation our report.]
Rules Committee: Senator Horst
[The Rules Committee met on March 3, 2021.  Diane Zosky, Interim Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences, was in attendance.  The committee reviewed requested edits to the CAS Bylaws forwarded from the Executive Committee with Dean Zosky.  The Rules Committee also reviewed some editorial requests for items scheduled to be reviewed as information items by the Academic Senate that evening.  Finally, the Rules Committee reviewed the Textbook Affordability Committee Appendix II charge and began to review the College of Education Bylaws.]

Senator Kalter: And we’ll go to Communications and start with Senator Otto and the Sense of the Senate Resolution that she distributed earlier. 

Communications
Senator Otto: Thank you. Whereas at the February 3, 2021 meeting of Illinois State University’s Academic Senate members learned the search to replace retiring ISU President Larry Dietz will be a “closed” search, meaning the search committee’s short list of candidates invited for on-campus interviews will not be made public, candidates’ materials will not be made public, and no public forums will be held for faculty, staff, student, or community constituents;

Whereas, as a result, very few outside the presidential search committee and ISU’s Board of
Trustees will have access to final-stage candidates’ materials or to in-person/virtual interactions
with final-stage presidential candidates;

Whereas in a “closed search” there is no opportunity for input, questions, or feedback from the
vast majority of ISU and community stakeholders, including assessment of whether candidates
will be inclined to uphold ISU’s Core Values, and essentially making this a “secret search”;

Whereas past presidential searches at Illinois State University have been open to all members of
the University community;

Whereas while faculty understand the need for candidates’ privacy at a presidential search’s
“front end,” faculty and the AAUP acknowledge “best practices” for institutions’ presidential
searches call for open late-stage presidential searches (https://www.chronicle.com/article/sorryheadhunters-
but-the-healthiest-presidential-searches-are-open/;
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2019/08/23/faculty-anger-surrounding-severalpresidential-
searches-some-point-search-firms; https://www.aaup.org/article/costs-closedsearches);

Whereas the AAUP recommends “joint effort of a most critical kind must be taken when an
institution chooses a new president” ( https://www.aaup.org/issues/governance-collegesuniversities/presidential-search ) ;

Whereas faculty maintain applications for public positions of authority should be public record (https://splc.org/2013/11/closed-presidential-searches-proliferate-among-colleges-across-thecountry/);

Whereas faculty trust has been eroded by certain past high-level ISU administrative searches,
such as hiring a Provost who neither applied for the position nor was vetted by the faculty,
discarding the search committee’s work and recommendations;

And whereas Illinois State University faces the same intense challenges as all U.S. higher
education institutions due to such factors as budget deficits caused by the SARS-CoV-2
pandemic, shifting U.S. demographics, and ever-decreasing state support, making the current
ISU presidential search a hire that has never been more critical to ISU’s long-term success
trajectory.

Given these and other factors, we the Illinois State University Academic Senate implore the ISU
Board of Trustees act to make open and public final stages of the ISU presidential search to all
constituents. 

Senator Kalter: All right. Thank you, Senator Otto. And let me do a little bit of sort of procedural explanation here. So, I’m going to take Senator Otto’s reading of her resolution as a motion. In a minute I’m going to ask for a second. In then what we will do is a normal debate as though we’re in an Action Item because in Communications that’s how a Sense of the Senate resolution works. And you can debate. You can offer motions to amend. All of the regular things that are available to us through Robert’s Rules are on the table for that. So, do I have a second to the motion? 

Motion by Senator Otto, seconded by Senator Meyers, to approve the Sense of the Senate Resolution. 

Senator Kalter: Now we will move to debate over the Sense of the Senate Resolution that was just read. I’m not sure who I saw first so I’m going to go across the screen. I see Mainieri, Lucey, and then Villalobos. So, I’ll start with Senator Mainieri.  

Senator Mainieri: Thank you. And I need to apologize to Senator Otto because I wasn’t able to get this feedback to her before it went out to Senate. But I would like to put a motion in for an amendment. I agree with the spirit of this resolution and support it. I just have two amendments I’d like to propose. Do I need to do them separately or can I do them together? 

Senator Kalter: I think what I would do is, let’s see, do the first one, we will find out if it’s considered friendly by the motioner and the seconder, and if it’s not we will need to have a second and then debate that, and then we would move to the second one. 

Senator Mainieri: So, my first proposed amendment would be in the third full paragraph. To end that paragraph after, “Core Values” with a period, taking out the, “…essentially making this a secret search.” And that’s just to keep the language consistent with the language of the search open and closed. So, that would be my first proposed amendment. 

Senator Kalter: Senator Otto, do you consider that a friendly amendment? 

Senator Otto: I will say that the reason that I used that term is that that is the term that is used in the literature in higher education to talk about closed high level and particularly presidential searches, and my citations elude to that.

Senator Kalter: So, I’m taking that response as no that’s not a friendly amendment. 

Senator Otto: I would rather it not be. 

Senator Kalter: So, in that case, Senator Mainieri, do you still want to keep that one as a motion? 

Senator Mainieri: Yes. 

Senator Kalter: Okay. So, if Senator Lucey and Senator Villalobos could you put your hands down for just a second. I won’t forget you. And so, we have a second to Senator Mainieri’s motion to strike that language? (Pause) Okay. It looks like that one fails for lack of a second. So, you can go to your second one, Senator Mainieri.

Senator Mainieri: My second one deals with the paragraph third from the bottom, talking about faculty trust. And I would move to strike that paragraph from the resolution. 

Senator Kalter: Senator Otto, do you consider that a friendly amendment? 

Senator Otto: No, because I believe that our institutional history is extremely important in this moment and that that was kind of a turning point for faculty. So, I’m writing this from the perspective of my constituents. 

Senator Kalter: Okay. So, we would need a second to Senator Mainieri’s motion to strike that language. Senator Villalobos, is that a second to that? 

Senator Villalobos: Yes. 

Motion by Senator Mainieri, seconded by Senator Villalobos, to strike the seventh paragraph of the proposed Sense of the Senate Resolution. 

Senator Kalter: So, now we enter into debate. We’ll start with Senator Mainieri and then go to Senator Villalobos for debating that. And then we’ll go to anybody else who has debate. 

Senator Mainieri: Thank you. The reason that I’d like to have that stricken from the resolution is because I feel like it’s the only paragraph where there could be quite a bit of varying opinions across campus about the erosion of faculty trust, and I’m representing my constituents, and I’m not sure that they would agree the extent of faculty trust being eroded in administration. So, that’s why I would like it struck from the resolution. 

Senator Villalobos: Yes. Thank you. First let me say, I understand some of the reasons why, you know, some of the search would be closed. And I actually do agree with the author of the Resolution in that I disagree that the majority of it should be closed. I think there should be open parts. The reason… this was going to be the same amendment that I was going to propose to strike this paragraph is one, this body consists of both faculty and students. I’m not sure how appropriate it would be for me as a student to vote to support this resolution with the paragraph included, give it’s an entirely faculty-based opinion. I’m not a member of faculty. I don’t claim to be. So, I don’t want to say, you know, I claim to hold the same opinions if there was an erosion or not. And also, the example in that paragraph also cites the hiring of a Provost. I’m not knowledgeable in regard to who that was, that whole situation at all. I’m not sure that many of the other students are. I would assume that they probably aren’t. So, I would want to support the resolution, I’m not so sure that I would be able to support it as written with that paragraph included for those reasons.

Senator Kalter: All right. Thank you. Do we have further debate about whether or not to strike that paragraph? 

Senator Lucey: So, I’m wondering if a compromise to this would be to change the paragraph that’s being provided and saying rather than saying has eroded trust, if we could say something like it may have eroded the trust. So, that way it provides the possibility that some of the faculty may have lost trust and some may have not. 

Senator Kalter: I would have to ask you whether you consider that a friendly amendment to your motion to amend? 

Senator Mainieri: I do not. I have issues with basically the entire paragraph. So, I don’t feel like that one word would make a difference for the reason why I’m proposing this amendment. 

Senator Kalter: Okay. So, depending on the outcome of the vote, we may or may not come back to Senator Lucey’s suggestion. I think I saw actually Senator Horst next but has put her hand down. Did you have a comment there? 

Senator Horst: I was just going to say the paragraph is a condition with multiple conditions. It’s not the resolution. The resolution is that the Academic Senate implore the ISU Board of Trustees, so I sort of disagree with Senator Villalobos’ logic. 

Senator Hogue: Yeah. I just wanted to agree with Senator Villalobos. In regard to Senator Lucey’s amendment, changing it, the problem Senator Villalobos has with that paragraph is not that people haven’t lost trust. It’s that the terminology faculty doesn’t necessarily apply to students, and as students voting on this Resolution, we wouldn’t feel it appropriate to maintain that terminology.

Senator Harris: I have the same sentiment as my other student senators but I was considering, I didn’t know if this applies to the same friendly amendment because I was going to make a friendly amendment to see if it’s possible to rework the document with inclusion of students, A/P, and civil service. 

Senator Kalter: I’m sorry, can you say that last part again? I didn’t quite hear it. 

Senator Harris: I wanted to see if that would be a friendly amendment to have some sort of reworking of the document to include sentiment of student, civil service, and A/P.

Senator Kalter: Oh, civil servants and A/P. Gotcha. 

Senator Harris: Yeah.

Senator Kalter: Okay. In other words, your argument would be to continue to include the paragraph but to add those constituents? Or that you’re saying that you’re arguing to strike that paragraph because it does not represent those groups?

Senator Harris: No. That’s what I was saying. This is a whole separate friendly amendment.

Senator Kalter: Okay. Do we have further debate on Senator Mainieri’s motion to amend? (Pause) All right. Seeing none. 

The motion fails 13-13, with 17 abstentions. 

Senator Kalter: In Robert’s Rules, if it’s even the abstentions are not counted, and the motion does not carry. So, do we have further debate? Senator Mainieri, did you have a third item? No. Okay. Do we have debate now on the original wording? 

Senator Lucey: Yeah. So, at the end of the resolution it says that we implore, and just in the interest of shared governance I’m wondering if implore might be… whether implore is an appropriate term and whether or not we should express this more strongly. And I’m wondering if we might use encourage, or suggest, or expects to provide a little more assertiveness to what the resolution is about. 

Senator Kalter: Senator Otto, would you consider that as a friendly amendment?

Senator Otto: I would.

Senator Kalter: And I think I have to ask Senator Meyers as well. 

Senator Meyers: I would also. 

Senator Kalter: Okay. Wonderful. And we go next to Senator Toth. 

Senator Toth: Yeah. I think following the sentiments of Senator Villalobos, Harris and Hogue, I think we could incorporate students more into this. So, I would actually like to add students to that paragraph we were just debating. So, it says, “Whereas faculty and student trust has been eroded by certain past high level searches…” and then it goes on to talk about the rest of the ISU community.  

Senator Kalter: Okay. So, you are offering that as a friendly amendment. Senator Otto, do you accept that as a friendly amendment? 

Senator Otto: I do. 

Senator Kalter: And, Senator Meyers, do you accept that as a friendly amendment? 

Senator Meyers: Yes. 

Senator Kalter: Okay. And, Senator Toth, did you have anything else?

Senator Toth: That would be all. Thank you. 

Senator Kalter: All right. And, Senator Harris, did you have anything?

Senator Harris: That was going to be mine. So, the next would be to include A/P and civil service in that as well. 

Senator Kalter: Okay. And, Senator Otto, is that a friendly for you? 

Senator Otto: Indeed. 

Senator Kalter: And, Senator Meyers?

Senator Meyers: Yes. 

Senator Kalter: Senator Harris, did you have anything else? Okay. Any further debate? (Pause) All right. It looks like we’re moving then to a vote on the actual motion, the Sense of the Senate itself. 

The motion passes 39-1, with five abstentions. 
Senator Villalobos: My vote is yes; however, I would like it on the record that I still do not know anything about that Provost search. I have no knowledge of it. So, I chose to exclude that line in particular in my thinking on the vote. But my vote is yes. 

Senator Kalter: All right. And we will forward that to the Board of Trustees because that is the correct audience for it. Thank you everybody for the debate. And do we have any further Communications for the Senate? (Pause) All right. We’re going to go next to Chairperson… Oops. Senator Pancrazio. 

Senator Pancrazio: It is after 9:30 p.m. I move to adjourn. 

Senator Kalter: So, I’m going rule that out of order. We’re going to go as quickly as possible here. I think I went through further Communications. There are no further Communications. 

Chairperson's Remarks
Senator Kalter: I have no Chairperson’s Remarks. Senator Harris do you have student Body President Remarks? 

Student Body President's Remarks
Senator Harris: Yes, I do, and I will be quick. So, I did just want to say thank you to the members of the GWU for continuing to show up and advocate for yourselves in making sure that every member of Academic Senate understands your plight. Student Government Association does support the efforts of the GWU, and we passed our resolution that was forwarded to President Dietz, Board of Trustees, and Academic Senate which showed our official stance for our support. So, we do implore the University to conduct negotiations in good faith to provide our graduate workers a much-deserved compensation for all the work that they do for the University but most importantly for the undergraduate students. We are looking forward to seeing the University live out our core values, the respect and collaboration, as you deliver an outcome that provides graduate students with livable wages and recognition as well for all that they do to keep the wheels of ISU turning. That was my one remark and then I do have another remark. 

So, in the wake of Proctor Track concerns as well as just general concerns when it comes to students being involved with the different technological advancements and such happening on campus, members of SGA have been in communications with our CIO Charley Edamala and his team to form the Student Technology Advisory Committee which will give ISU students a voice and to define their own experience relative to the use of technology that we have here. So, the committee will be the primary avenue for ISU technology teams to receive direct feedback from students regarding different initiative and changes that will be happening with our technology. So, the next steps for SGA would be to make some changes to our bylaws and we anticipate that to be a standing committee very soon. And that is all, and I actually do have to go. So, if there are questions can they be emailed to me? Thank you. 

Senator Kalter: Sounds good. And that is a great formation of a great committee. So, we’re going to move on to Administrator Remarks and Senator Dietz. 

Administrators' Remarks
· President Larry Dietz
President Dietz: Thank you very much. And thanks everybody for your patience tonight. Several topics and I’ll try to get through these fairly quickly. Under the topic of planning for the fall of 2021, in an email last week to the campus community I reiterated what I shared during the last Academic Senate meeting, and that is that as we look ahead to the 2021-2022 academic year the University is planning for a more traditional campus experience and will offer as many face-to-face courses as possible. In addition, there will be more students living in on-campus housing and participating in in-person activities, events, and out of classroom experiences. As a result of the national administration’s commitment to significantly increase access to the coronavirus vaccine I remain optimistic that our students, faculty, and staff will have the opportunity to be vaccinated in advance of the fall semester. Yesterday, it was announced nationally that vaccine production will ramp up through a partnership with Johnson & Johnson, Merck, and the federal government. As a result of that effort there will be enough vaccine for every eligible American by the end of May, two months earlier than initially anticipated. We will continue to monitor the progress of the vaccination roll out in Illinois and throughout the country as we progress through the spring and summer months. The University will continue to be flexible and ready to quickly modify plans if necessary. 

Another topic, COVID-19 testing updates. On Monday March 1, University of Illinois announced that they had received emergency use authorization from the US Federal Drug Administration for its saliva based COVID-19 test named COVID SHIELD. The University will not move forward with Shield Illinois saliva-based testing for the spring term. However, we have not ruled out using the COVID SHIELD test in the future. As I have mentioned previously, the University had anticipated using the saliva-based test during the 2021 academic year, however, when it became clear that the FDA would not be granting approval by early January and technology issues would not be resolved with SHIELD Illinois, the University instituted the current COVID testing program. The current testing program is very efficient and making such a significant shift in our testing program at this time and the semester would be very disruptive. I am excited, however, that the University will continue as a SHIELD Illinois lab partner through the operation of the SHIELD Illinois lab and the science lab building. The lab is operational, and we support the lab’s role in processing SHIELD Illinois tests for entities in Central Illinois and other parts of the state. 

I want to say a few things about the vaccination clinics at the University. Illinois State remains in constant contact with the McLean County Health Department regarding vaccine availability, with the campus community and is following the Illinois Department of Public Health’s vaccination distribution plan. At this time, on-campus vaccination clinics are being held for individuals in Phase 1A and Phase 1B and those who are eligible for their second dose. The State of Illinois is moving ahead of schedule with Phase 1B+, however, the University has been informed by the McLean County Health Department that the county will not begin Phase 1B+ for the time being and will continue with the original Phase 1B eligible individuals at this time. We remain hopeful that higher education overall will be included in Phase 1C of the state’s vaccination distribution plan. 

And finally, a comment about SEIU Local 73 and good faith negotiations. I frankly was shocked and disappointed to hear the public comments tonight regarding the strike readiness activities being planned by SEIU Local 73, the union that represents our graduate teaching assistants. We believe there is much to be accomplished through additional dialogue. I encourage continued commitment to good faith negotiations. University’s negotiating team works hard to prepare for each session, and we are committed to moving this process forward in a timely manner. ISU has provided updated offers with significant movement on key areas for the union to consider. Out of respect for the mediation process, I will not share details about the offers at this time, but I can share that ISU has and will continue to work diligently to reach a fair and fiscally responsible contract agreement that addresses the concerns raised by SEIU without disruption to the University operations. Our next session is tentatively scheduled for March 18. So, if you want additional information please visit the SEIU negotiations website at www.seiunegotiations.ilstu.edu for the most up to date information about the status of our ongoing negotiations. And again, thanks for your patience for a very long meeting tonight. Thank you. 

Senator Kalter: All right. Thank you. And I’m just going to do my one warning and remind the guests that they do not have speaking privileges if they are not Senators. If you do it again, I will kick you out. We’ll go to Senator Tarhule for Provost’s Remarks. 

· Provost Aondover Tarhule
Provost Tarhule: Thank you all. And also, thanks for your patience for a very long day and a long meeting. Just one update. The Academic Affairs Retreat took place last week, and, in our estimation, it was very successful. The attendance was great. The participation and engagement was outstanding. We have the evaluation feedback and comments are very encouraging. We’re looking forward to next steps which is to pass through all of the feedback and ideas and recommendations that emerged from the workshop, and we would be using those to continue the discussion into the implementation phase of those ideas. There will be two other workshops lead by EAB to help us translate those recommendations that we’ve come up with into implementation and execution. The first of those will happen, I think, on March 26th and then the second one sometime in mid-April. So, we’re all excited about the prospects and what it pertains going forward and stay tuned for more updates as they become available. Thank you. 

Senator Kalter: Thank you. It was a wonderful Retreat. We’ll go to Senator Johnson for Student Affairs remarks. 

· Vice President of Student Affairs Levester Johnson
Senator Johnson: Yeah. Just real quickly, I want to send out a big thanks to the ISU community for their support during last week’s Birds Give Back day of giving. DEI was front and center as the Multicultural Center actually took top billing and received the most donations for their fundraising efforts. And they ended up on the top of the donor board. Along with them the LGBTQ+ funds actually came in third. So, we’re very proud of the outpouring from alumni, faculty, staff, students, community members for supporting those entities and those initiatives during Birds Give Back. 

Special shout out to Dr. Christa Platt for her work in supporting the center and their fundraising efforts. As well as the Student Affairs Development Team, Marketing and Communications staff, and of course the support from University Advancement for paving our success during that day, as well as the generous donations that we received. So, thank you all so much. 

· Vice President of Finance and Planning Dan Stephens
Senator Stephens: I only have actually two comments and to follow-up on Senator Johnson’s notes. I wanted to just bring a quick update on the construction work that’s going on at the Julian Hall first floor Cyber Security program under the Multicultural Center. In looking at the notes that came through from the facilities team, both projects are moving along quite well, and we expect to have both of these facilities open by next fall. Right now, Julian Hall is expected to be completed sometime in the late May, early June timeframe. And then the Multicultural Center is expected to be completed sometime in late June mid-July. There will be some grand opening announcements later in the spring. And that’s all I have. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kalter: All right terrific. We’ll go to Senator Miller next for questions.

Senator Miller: Hi. My question is for President Dietz. I’m seeing how you are shocked to hear that the graduate workers union is going to be ready to strike. I was just wondering, because we were seeing so many of the same responses from you regarding our problem with the mediation process, I was just wondering if you can give us (the Senate) any promise that you are working to help grad students in poverty. 

President Dietz: I can’t get into any specifics because of the unfair labor practices issue. I can tell you that we value, I personally value the work of graduate students all across this campus, and particularly graduate teaching assistants. I do think that there’s a lot more room for more discussion, and that’s what I hope happens. I don’t negotiate these contracts myself, obviously, and so I’m just encouraging folks to continue to stay at it. We’ve made progress on lots of issues. So, the idea that progress has not been made is just simply not true. And so, we’ve made progress and I just hope that people will continue to talk. 

Senator Blum: Yes. I just want to be a voice for someone in the public comments that talked about ASPT issues and COVID, and encourage the Provost and Faculty Caucus Exec to consider that and get that back on the radar because DFSCs SFFCs are wondering what to do, looking for guidance and many faculty across the University there are issues abound. So, we just need to… I want to encourage that more than that’s a question. All right. 

Senator Kalter: Great. And I had told Senator Blum before the meeting that we will actually put that on the Faculty Caucus Executive Committee agenda to consider for a Faculty Caucus meeting in the later spring. Do we have any further questions for anybody? (Pause) All right. Any further Communications? (Pause) And we definitely apologize for the fact that it’s almost 10:00 p.m. but do remember that you are in a group that has made history tonight. It’s quite possible that this vote will go forward to the Board of Trustees and will pass the Board of Trustees. So, remember that that will be creating history if that passes the Board of Trustees. 

Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned.  
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