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Indiana University South Bend 

Meeting of the Academic Senate 

January 16, 2004 

 

Members present: 

 

Agbetsiafa, Douglas; Bartholomew, A. Wayne; Bender, Eileen; Bennion Turba, 

Elizabeth; Blodgett, James; Blodgett, Linda; Brown, Cheri; Bushnell, Peter; Chaney, 

Joseph; Chang, Ni; Chen, Linda; Colborn, J. Randall; Colborn, Nancy; Collins, Louise; 

Cook, Richard; Cordell, Rosanne; Davis, John; Detlef, Joanne; Dobrzykowski, Teresa; 

Elliott, Julie; Feighery, William; Fisher, Linda; Fong-Morgan, Bridge; Fritschner, Linda; 

Furlong, Patrick; Garber, Lawrence; Gerencser, Steven; Gottwald, Judith; Guillaume, 

Alfred; Hadley, Gail; Heck, Marsha; Henry, Patricia; Huitink, Geraldine; Hurst, James; 

Karakatsanis, Neovi; Keen, Mike; Klein, Jennifer; Knowles, Brenda; Lambert, Larry; 

Lasater, J. Michael; Lashley, Lynette; Lee, Monle; Levine, John; Lewis, John; Lidinsky, 

April; Lucal, Elisabeth; Makielski, Marta; Marr, Deborah; McIntosh, John; McMillen, 

Douglas; Mettetal, Gwendolyn; Mishler, Paul; Naffziger, Frederick; Nietch, Patricia; 

Opasik, Scott; Pease, Lynn; Petersen, Naomi; Quinn, Charles; Reck, Una Mae; Regan-

Kubinski, Mary; Rhyne, Jeffrey; Rios, Cristina; Rus,  Vasile; Russo, Michele; Sabbaghi, 

Asghar; Schafer, Judith; Schreiber, Roy; Schult, Carolyn; Schwartz, Ruth; Sernau, Scott; 

Shillingsburg, Miriam; Smant, Kevin; Smith, Keith; Smith, Kenneth; Sofhauser, Cynthia; 

Song, Yu; Sovereign, Nancy Rae; Vernon, Desrene; Vallrath, David; White, Christine; 

Williams, Lynn; Withey, John; Wolford, Katharine; Yokom, Nanci;  

 

(Thanks to the generosity of Dining Services, coffee, tea, and light snacks were available 

during the half hour preceding the meeting.) 

 

President Roy Schreiber called the meeting to order at 10:05 am with the following 

announcements. 

 

1. The amendment to change the description of the Student Affairs Committee passed. 

 

2. President Schreiber thanked Elizabeth Bennion for her service as parliamentarian. She 

is on maternity leave this semester. David Vollrath will take over for Elizabeth during 

this semester.  

 

I. Chancellor Reck’s Report 

 

A. All Campus Meeting 

 

The Chancellor thanked all those who attended the All Campus Meeting on January 9. 

For those not able to attend, she announced that her remarks are available on the 

Chancellor’s web page. 

 

B. Cabinet Retreat 
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On Wednesday, January 14, the Chancellor held an all day retreat with her cabinet. Some 

of the main items discussed included: 

 

1. The IU South Bend Strategic Plan. 

The plan was discussed thoroughly. The cabinet believes the plan is a good draft. 

 

2. Three year unit plans 

These are action plans to be designed by cabinet members during the spring semester. 

The unit plans will include goals and objectives, strategies, and timelines. The cabinet 

discussed how these unit plans could be blended in with the campus strategic plan. The 

faculty will begin to see these unit plans during the end of this semester and the 

beginning of the fall semester. These unit plans will be discussed with each unit. 

 

3. Head Start Grant 

IU South Bend is partnering with Ivy Tech to submit a Head Start proposal. The proposal 

is due February 27. The team includes members from IU South Bend School of 

Education. 

 

At the last meeting of the Indiana Commission for Higher Education, our local Ivy Tech 

got their Associates Liberal Arts Degree (History) approved for two years 

.  

C. In State Tuition Fees for Adjacent Michigan Counties 

 

In her All Campus Meeting, the Chancellor discussed that she is pursuing in-state tuition 

fees for Michigan residents in Berrien, Cass, and St. Joseph counties. Within those three 

counties there are three two-year institutions, Lake Michigan College, Southwest 

Michigan College, and Glen Oaks Community College. The presidents of these three 

colleges have agreed to meet with IU South Bend to iron out the details of an agreement. 

The Chancellor hopes to have this tuition agreement in place by next fall. 

 

D. Institutional Review Board Training 

 

Both the Chancellor and Vice Chancellor Guillaume will miss the February meeting of 

the Academic Senate. They will be attending institutional review board training in 

Indianapolis. 

 

II. Vice Chancellor Guillaume’s Academic Affairs Report 

 

A. American Democracy Project 

 

IU South Bend has partnered with IU and the American Democracy Project. This project 

includes all of Indiana University and will direct the campus’ extra curricular activities 

toward American democracy. It will help our students understand what it means to be an 

engaged citizen in today’s society.  
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We have a core group of faculty working on this project. Bill Hojnacki is chairing this 

group. Jerry Hinnefeld and Vice Chancellor Guillaume will be attending a three day 

conference in early February. They will report back to us about what they learn at the 

conference, especially about how to get our campus more engaged in the project. 

 

Vice Chancellor Guillaume spoke with Ben Withers about linking a general education 

yearly theme to the American Democracy Project.  

 

This year’s FACET Leadership Conference is also engaged with the American 

Democracy Project. Vice Chancellor Guillaume is working with Linda Chen and Scott 

Sernau to identify faculty to attend this conference. 

 

B. Budget 

 

The Deans and Vice Chancellor Guillaume held budget hearings in December and further 

discussed the budget during the past week. Vice Chancellor Guillaume will submit to the 

Chancellor recommendations about funding priorities for next year in case new monies or 

opportunities development. He will also send the recommendations to the Academic 

Senate Budget Committee for their reaction. 

 

C. General Education Director 

 

Soon faculty will see an announcement for the position of Director of General Education. 

Vice Chancellor Guillaume worked with the General Education Implementation 

Committee, the Deans, and Chancellor to develop the responsibilities for this position. 

 

D. Associate Faculty Study 

 

The Office of the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs will begin a study of associate 

faculty. The study will look at the use of associate faculty relative to the available budget. 

The Offices wants to maximize the budget with the needs of the colleges and schools. 

 

E. Low Enrolled Classes 

 

Related to the associate faculty study, the Office of Academic Affairs will look at low 

enrolled classes. There is some concern that perhaps the campus offers some classes too 

frequently. During the past few semesters the Office of Academic Affairs had to cancel a 

number of classes due to low enrollment. The Vice Chancellor does not wish to be in the 

business of canceling classes. He would rather better manage campus resources. 

 

F. Strategic Plan 

 

At the their next meeting, the Council of Deans will meet with the Strategic Planning 

Committee to discuss the strategic plan and get reactions and responses from the deans. 

 

G. Mary Ann Zemke  
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Vice Chancellor Guillaume noted that this is the last Senate meeting that Mary Ann 

Zemke, Vice Chancellor for Administrative and Fiscal Affairs, will attend before leaving 

for a new position. He further noted that Academic Affairs could not function properly 

without the assistance, cooperation, and collaboration of Administrative and Fiscal 

Affairs. Vice chancellor Guillaume, on behalf of Academic Affairs, extended best wishes 

and appreciation to Mary Ann for all her hard work over the years of service at IU South 

Bend. 

 

H. IU South Bend Assessment Grants 

 

Vice Chancellor Guillaume announced that the IUSB Assessment Committee will be 

awarding grants to assist programs in establishing and evaluating assessment activities 

and for assessing the new general education curriculum. Individuals or groups may apply. 

Grants will be up to $1,500. The deadline for applications is February 13, 2004. 

 

President Schreiber asked if there were question for the Chancellor or Vice Chancellor. 

 

Pat Furlong 

 

He asked the Chancellor if she heard anything about a first scheduled visit from the new 

IU president. 

 

Chancellor 

 

She heard nothing. She did note that she will ask at the next trustees meeting and that she 

did invite President Herbert to the final event of the Toradze Piano Institute on April 17, 

2004 (a Saturday). She assured the Senate that she has asked and will continue to ask. 

 

The Chancellor announced that Vice President Judy Palmer will be on campus on or 

about February 18. She will be on campus to meet with various groups and with IU South 

Bend’s new Vice Chancellor for Administrative and Fiscal Affairs. 

 

III. Nominations for Nominating Committee 

 

President Schreiber 

The next order of business is to select the nominating committee who will put forth the 

names who are willing to serve on various Academic Senate posts for the next academic 

year. The Senate will vote on the nominating committee at this meeting. President 

Schreiber called on Mike Keen for the names that the Academic Senate Executive 

Committee recommends for the nominating committee. 

 

Mike Keen 

Marty Makielski, Gwynn Mettetal, and Neovi Karakatsanis are the names that the 

Executive Committee recommends. 
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President Schreiber 

I have talked to each and they are willing to serve. Are there additional nominations? 

 

Steve Gerencser 

How many people are on the committee? 

 

President Schreiber 

It’s a three person committee. 

 

(President Schreiber asked for a motion to close nominations. A motion was made and 

seconded. The Motion to close nominations carried) 

 

(President Schreiber asked for a motion to approve the nominating committee. A motion 

was made and seconded. The nominating committee was approved) 

 

IV. Teaching Committee Report on the Trustees Teaching Awards 

 

President Schreiber 

The Teaching Committee wants to share some information about the Trustees Teaching 

Awards.  

(President Schreiber recognized John McIntosh from the Teaching Committee) 

 

John McIntosh  

 

 

(John McIntosh brought to the Senate’s attention a handout prepared for the meeting. The 

handout included: 

 

1. Recommendations for changes to the Trustee’s Teaching Award Guidelines 

which can be found at W:\AcadSenate\SenMin03-04\CallforTTAApplicationsupda.doc 

 

2. Minutes from a Teaching Committee meeting. 

Which can be found at  W:\AcadSenate\SenMin03-04\STCminutesApr03.doc) 

 

 

As you are aware the Trustees established these awards by their actions. They determine 

the amount of money given for the award. The guideline they give is that no more than 

seven percent of the faculty on a campus can receive the award. Beyond that, a campus is 

free to choose and select who receives the award. But most campuses have followed 

similar guidelines for choosing award winners. 

 

What the committee did was to start with last year’s Teaching Committee’s actions when 

looking at these issues. As the committee looked at issues we held our own discussion 

and deliberations. The committee looked at what other campuses had done, at least on 

their web sites, how they were advertising the availability of the award and their 

recommendations for guidelines. I’m not saying that in every instance we did exactly 
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what everyone else is doing. But there is more consistency in what we are going to 

recommend.  

 

After several meetings what the committee has is what is in your hands (the handout). 

The first three pages are recommended guidelines from last year’s committee. The fourth 

page, starting with “Applications are requested ...” is what this committee is submitting 

for your consideration. 

 

The text in lighter print is where the committee made changes. In some cases they are the 

same changes made multiple times throughout the document. In others, they are 

individual changes. What I thought I would do is go through the changes that the 

committee is suggesting.  

 

Starting on page four the first change is the line “who have taught at Indiana University 

South Bend for a minimum of two years.” The committee felt it was important that the 

person has some kind of history here before we gave then a Trustees Teaching Award. 

 

The second change, in the third paragraph, dealt with the issue of what if one won an 

award in the past, especially the year before, is one still eligible in consecutive years. 

Ultimately the committee decided, partially based on the number of people who applied 

for the award in the past, but for other reason as well, that people would be eligible in 

consecutive years. But if we had a large number of excellent applicants, preference would 

be given to those who had not won the award the year before.  

 

The third change is in the applications paragraph, point number four. This is more of a 

clarification and an attempt to get control over the size of the documents that are 

submitted. This change says “an appendix of all IUSB student evaluations and comments 

from at least the past two and not more than the past three years” would be part of the 

submitted document. The idea is that, although one might have been an excellent teacher 

over the past fifteen years, the committee didn’t need to look at twenty years of 

evaluations. This teaching award is a more time limited award.  

 

The next change is under type of documentation the applicant might also include. The 

change here is related to letters from peers. In the past, and I’m speaking about 

experience from other teaching award committee that I served on, we received a deluge 

of letters from colleague supporting them. But, none of those people, or few of them, had 

ever actually seen that person present at all or present in the classroom. The committee 

felt that was important that you have people providing input who had seen the person 

perform in the classroom. What we suggest here is that letters from peers who have had 

direct classroom observation of the candidate are the ones we who like to see.  

 

Those are the major changes that we suggest. At this point we leave it open for questions 

or comments. 

 

President Schreiber 
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Let’s start out with general commentary. 

 

Steve Gerencser 

I want to ask for general clarification about the letters from peers. Does this exclude 

letters from others who have not had direct observation? 

 

John McIntosh 

We did speak to that issue. I assume if one wanted to submit them, one could. I’m not 

certain how much weight they would receive. 

 

Steve Gerencser 

You could imagine a colleague with whom you attended many workshops. 

 

John McIntosh 

Right, and from my perspective that is a sample of the person’s presentations. It might 

not be exactly the same as a student’s class session. But it certainly gives you some 

ability to evaluate the person’s performance in a teaching situation. 

 

Carolyn Schult 

Would these peer letters count as part of the ten page limit? 

 

John McIntosh 

Yes. 

 

Bill Feighery 

On page four under Summary of Teaching Accomplishments, don’t you also want to 

limit that to the previous three years? 

 

John McIntosh 

It would be my own interpretation, that yes; they would be limited to only the past three 

years. 

 

Nancy Colborn 

I think Bill’s comment is covered in the paragraph under “Applications” where it says 

“These application materials must be recent (only from within the last three years). 

 

Rae Sovereign 

Am I reading this right that only tenure track faculty from schools or colleges are 

eligible? It doesn’t refer to anything about divisions. Our program is a stand alone 

division. 

 

John McIntosh 

I not complete sure what your question is. It seems to me from all the documents I have 

seen for this award over the years that this is a full time teaching award. So, all faculty 

that apply must be full time teaching. 
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Rae Sovereign 

I’m thinking that my colleague is full time teaching, but he in a stand alone division not 

connected with a school or college. 

 

John McIntosh 

Oh, the words “school or college” in that one context. To me that’s a semantic issue and 

not a reality. 

 

Alfred Guillaume 

But they are.  

 

John McIntosh 

They are part of a school or college, just not one on this campus. 

 

Alfred Guillaume 

So, they are still eligible. 

 

Someone 

If you look at the second page of the document, number four, an appendix. You list a 

series of materials that can be included in the document. By placing it below the 

appendix, it appears that they are part of the appendix, rather than as part of the ten pages.  

I think you might want to find another space for that. It is confusing. 

 

(John McIntosh asked someone from the committee to make a note about the placement 

of the questioned list) 

 

Steve Gerencser 

Is it each committee, year by year, that has the primary responsibility for interpreting 

what each of these types of documents mean? 

 

John McIntosh 

Could you give me an example about one of the things you are talking about? 

 

Steven Gerencser 

Evidence of teaching rigor, I don’t know what that means. Should I be asking the 

committee, or should this be part of the document so we all know on a regular basis. 

  

John McIntosh 

I guess it’s the same sort of thing that comes up in all our promotion, tenure and 

reappointment decision. We know quality when we see it. So, to some degree you are 

right, it is partly determined by whatever the body is. But hopefully, because we try to 

have some history on the committees, there should be some people from the year before 

who can bring some of those guidelines for rigor along from one year to the next. 

 

Mike Keen 
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Who makes up the membership of the committee? And can someone serving on the 

committee get an award the same year they are serving on the committee? 

 

John McIntosh 

No, one cannot be on the committee and be nominated or considered for an award. And if 

someone from your unit or department is under consideration, you cannot vote on that 

person’s case. 

 

Mary Jo Regan-Kubinski 

On the first page, second paragraph about deadline for submitting, is that paragraph part 

of the policy itself? If it is, I think it needs to be modified because the named individuals 

to whom one submits documents is going to change all the time. The individual names 

need to come out of the documents. 

 

John McIntosh 

 I agree. This document will need to change every time one of those people changes. We 

should change to more general wording. 

 

Cheri Brown 

In terms of the membership of the committee I think the sense was, because I raised the 

issue that Mike (Keen) raised, and what I heard at the meeting was that the chair of the 

committee that year should be able to manage that and you could be on the committee 

and apply. 

 

John McIntosh 

I understood it differently. 

 

Cheri Brown 

I’m in agreement with what you said and what Mike said. But, if that’s what the sense of 

the body is, maybe we should make sure that’s what we do. 

 

John McIntosh 

It’s a lot cleaner from my perspective if you’re not on a committee and also have to 

worry about ... We talk about cohesion and other kinds of indirect pressures for other 

things that go on and we certainly don’t want those kinds of undesirable things with this 

committee. 

 

Scott Sernau 

Did I understand that your answer to Phil that the suggested change that one can only win 

this award every third year was reject in favor of that language that you can apply every 

year but preference given to those ... 

 

John McIntosh 

Yes.  Originally, when we started at the beginning of this year the wording was that a 

person is eligible every other year. But the more we talked about it and looked at what 

our knowledge was of how many people applied and how many award were given, that 
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didn’t seem tenable. First of all, it would probably limit the number of people who could 

get them and it seemed too limiting saying that you could only be excellent for one year. 

 

Scott Sernau 

It also means that the committee would all be eligible. And this idea that they would have 

to give up their intent to apply during the year they served on the committee. 

 

John McIntosh 

Exactly, that is what I understood we were planning to do as well. 

 

Brenda Knowles 

I know that the points that you made, John, about it makes sense to have letters from 

peers who had direct observation had appeal. But a couple years ago on the School of 

Business’ faculty development committee, we looked at some literature when we were 

dealing with analogous issues. And that literature suggested that classroom observations 

were not valid unless they had been done multiple times. I have some reservations about 

putting this in as even an optional recommendation. Because I think even as an optional 

recommendation there is some pressure to have that done. When for the information to be 

as valid as we would like it to be, apparently one needs to have several visits from the 

same person. And therefore that adds a burden to an already strapped faculty as far as 

time and energy.  

 

I’m just wondering. I think this has very good impulses and very good motivations 

behind it. I’m not sure the information so garnered from one observation is much more 

valued than a letter from a peer who has looked at other ancillary materials and made the 

observation. 

 

John McIntosh 

Certainly, this is an issue we have talked about in other contexts for other teaching 

recognition issues on campus. And we are very much in agreement that we would like to 

see multiple observations rather than one. It may be difficult as you said. There are 

resource issues and time aspects. This is the wording we arrived at and it may not be 

perfect.  

 

Brenda Knowles 

I guess I can say there might be some language that it would be preferable to have 

multiple visits or something like that. 

 

Gwynn Mettetal 

I want to talk about two points. One, from having been on the teaching committees and 

various things, asking people to give up the opportunity to apply for two years when 

otherwise they could apply every year does tend to mean that sometimes the best teachers 

are the least willing to be there as peer reviewers which isn’t really in the spirit. In that 

sense, I would argue, since you can only apply every couple of years, I might as well take 

my turn and be on the committee.  And I do know it’s a balancing act. But I do want to 

weight in on that. 
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I think on the issue of letters, and what sorts of letters, I think it’s important for us to 

know that whatever letters you write; you need to explain the context. And it might be 

I’ve been to their class once. I’ve had their students subsequently. I’ve seen them do 

presentations. And it’s up to the committee to say well they only saw the class once. I 

don’t know how much they know. Or they did this. Or they have seen so many things 

even if only a little of each. 

 

John McIntosh 

I think what this wording does is it says we are going to pay greatest attention to those 

who have actually seen them in the classroom. It’s not irrelevant the other kinds of issues 

that can be brought to bear on the case. But what we are really looking for, what we 

would really say is you should limit as much as possible to people who have actually seen 

you. 

 

 

Ruth Schwartz 

As far as the letters go, I’m a pessimist on certain things and one of them is those of us 

who include letters of recommendation from peers only pick the one that are good. So it’s 

optional to begin with. You only have ten pages. Hopefully, that one letter isn’t going to 

be the great swaying mechanism, unless it’s off the wall, wonderful from some outside 

person who happened to be around. And I think the meat of the application is in those ten 

pages that have to do with your teaching philosophy, what you have done, what the 

outcomes have been in your class. And that there would be multiple comments from that 

two or three year period is almost an impossibility.  

 

John McIntosh 

As I said, it’s not required that you do those things. It’s simply one of the things you can 

include. 

 

Peter Aghimien 

In terms of the membership of the committee I need a clarification. For instance, can I 

serve as a member when a relative of mine is also up? 

 

John McIntosh 

Actually that was one the issues that came up and was in the earlier wording that we 

talked about. What we felt was in those cases people need to use their own discretion in 

whether that would be appropriate. From my perspective, that would not be appropriate 

to have a married or blood relative or partner coming through that committee and you 

making decision on it. It’s much the same as if it were your own application. But not 

everyone necessarily agrees with that point of view. But we did decide not to address that 

in a specific way in the finally wording. But, if you would have been there through our 

deliberations, and some of the minutes do this, you would have seen that this was in and 

out a couple of times during our deliberations.  
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We couldn’t find any parallel wording on any other IU site that talked about it and we felt 

it wasn’t appropriate for this document. At the same time it might be a very appropriate 

thing to consider as we look at more general issues that talk about how a committee is 

made up and eligibility for the committee. This really wasn’t about the eligibility of the 

committee as it was about the applicants and for the reason it seemed it didn’t have to be 

part of this. But, certainly a valid point to be brought up here. We didn’t make a 

recommendation on that one. 

 

Pat Furlong 

Isn’t that covered in the statement of faculty ethics? 

 

John McIntosh 

I cannot say I know for sure. 

 

Mike Keen 

I would recommend that the sentence saying that a faculty member who feels that there 

might be a conflict of interest in a given case recuse themselves. It seems to me that there 

is a bit of a difference if you got somebody who is a close relationship sitting on the 

committee and recusing themselves for that debate, leaving the room. As opposed to the 

person getting evaluated and in the room the rest of the time.  

 

I don’t think we want conflicts of interest. It seems to me rather than leaving it up to 

someone to make a judgment call.  I think we ought to let us know what we think as 

faculty. So, I would move a friendly amendment. 

 

John McIntosh 

I don’t know that this document has anything about how our committee is comprised. 

One of the reasons it ended up not being in here is that, while we talked about the issue, 

this is a document about eligibility and application. This particular motion is one that is 

made to be part of the guidelines we use to select people or making decisions in 

committees more broadly than even just this one. Certainly, this issue will come up in 

other contexts than just this one. It can be a friendly amendment, but I don’t know where 

I would put it.  

 

Mike Keen 

I understand. It seems to me that it should be clear without stating. But, it sound to me 

that if there is some disagreement, I would like to know the consensus of the faculty 

body.  

 

Elizabeth Bennion 

Was there any discussion about allowing these optional peer letters to go in the appendix?  

I know there is a great concern about length, but it is a bit odd that when you’re preparing 

your application and submitting the letter’s as part of your application and part of your 

ten pages. And say several people observed you multiple times and you wanted to include 

them and that takes away from what you can say or evidence from your students that you 

can use as if they are optional. 
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John McIntosh 

If I might, and the first time the question was asked I hadn’t time to look over it quickly 

enough to remember and get all these things back in my mind, my recollection was that 

truly the ten page limit is more related to points 1-3. I believe that, unlike where we were 

going to move this segment of types of documents that the applicant might be included, 

that it does apply more to the appendix materials than the ten pages. 

 

Elizabeth Bennion 

In that following paragraph it talks about student evaluations and no other material. 

Appendix of all IUSB student evaluations.  

 

John McIntosh 

So, my interpretation is not correct. I’m not certain how you would include unsolicited 

student comments, evidence of rigor, and letters from peers in a ten page document. To 

me that doesn’t seem logical. 

 

Jennifer Klein 

I just have a question about the committee inserting dates into the document. The 

fifteenth or whatever.  

 

John McIntosh 

There has been a date in February. I cannot remember when that date is. The guidelines 

will have to be updated every year to reflect the date.  

 

Joe Chaney 

One way to handle the problem with the letters is to duplicate, to make it possible for 

people to quote from letters in the ten pages. To insert passages from the letters and then 

include the whole letter in the appendix. That way you get to know the relevant part and 

see the judgment of the candidate in selecting from that letter. 

 

The other thing, I would just like to know for informational purposes, historically how 

much has been awarded for the prize. 

 

John McIntosh 

My recollection is last year was $2,000. 

 

Mary Ann Zemke 

Confirmed it was $2,000. 

 

Lynn Williams 

I think to have a reasonable case you should be able to make it in ten pages and I would 

argue for not including additional materials. 

 

Betsy Lucal 
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In the past the only thing that could go in the appendix was evaluations. If you wanted to 

add a letter, that was part of the ten pages.  

 

Rosanne Cordell 

My recollection it that originally the ten pages limit was so that the document didn’t 

become so enormous that it was burdensome to apply. They are not intended to be mini 

dossiers.  

 

Ruth Schwartz 

I was going to be in the other camp and say there is a way to say “the appendix and other 

appropriate materials” so it is outside the ten page limit. In our field for me to attach 

students work samples I would need more than ten pages to start with. 

 

Cheri Brown 

I would clarify one thing that might have to do with the membership of the committee 

and how often one can apply. It seems that at looking at some schools, and I’m thinking 

about IUPUI, it was clear in their guidelines that the TTA award was for excellent 

teaching in the previous year only. So, all the documentation was only for one year. I 

guess if people wanted to reapply the next year they could. But, it was clear that they 

couldn’t go back more than the previous year. On this campus I guess we didn’t want to 

exclude people who might have a good teaching record over two or three years. We have 

a compromise between bring in so much documentation. You could have a person who 

gets it one year and apply with basically the same documentation the next year. 

 

In terms of committee membership, if you wanted to limit the period (of committee 

membership) to one year, then someone would only have to serve on the committee one 

year, rather than two years. 

 

(President Schreiber asked for other comments for the committee. None were offered. 

The Senate adjourned) 


