Faculty Organization Meeting
January 22, 2021
1-3 pm
Online via Zoom
Minutes

1. Called to order at 1:00 pm.

2. Approval of Minutes: November 20, 2020 — approved without amendment.
3. New Business

a. Secretary Update (David Parnell): This is just a brief announcement that since we
will soon not be allowed to upload new documents to the website, there will be a
change in the way that Faculty Organization minutes are archived. This change
will take place sometime over the summer, so there is nothing to do yet, but I
wanted to inform the faculty that a change is coming. Faculty Comment: Have
you thought about using ScholarWorks? Answer: Yes, that is an option. [ am
working with the Web Services team and we will explore the options when we get
to that point.

b. Voting Procedures (Mark Baer): I just wanted to remind everyone that we follow
Robert’s Rule of Orders in raising questions and voting.

c. Ways to Raise New Business (Mark Baer): There are three ways to raise new
business items: the suggestion box on the Faculty Organization website, by
contacting an Executive Committee Representative, and by turning on your
camera and speaking up now.

d. Kudos to Marketing (Monica Solinas-Saunders): I want to give credit to the
Marketing team for creating so many new ways to reach out to our students.

e. Trustees’ Teaching Award (Vesna Kilibarda): We are continuing to accept self-
nominations for this award. We are extending the deadline and want to make clear
that we will consider innovations in teaching related to COVID.

f. Kudos to Nursing (Vesna Balac): I want to give credit to the Nursing team for
everything they have done with COVID mitigation testing. Every time I go they
are professional and excellent.

g. Insurrection (Dorinda Sattler): Has there been any discussion of any type of
formal denunciation of the insurrection at the capital on January 6™ and has there
been any discussion on consequences for student, faculty, or staff who might have
been involved? Chancellor Iwama: I think we were all waiting for a definitive
email statement from IU about this event. There was a statement on social media,
but I did not receive an email from the President about it, but he did release a
strong denunciation by social media. I made sure to mention it in my email
message last week. In terms of anyone being involved, I have not heard anything
to that effect. If we did hear anything about it, we would probably go to the [U
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legal team about it. It is incumbent upon us to not dismiss the possibility of
community members being involved in illegal activity. President Baer: My
colleague at IU Kokomo is planning a regional faculty caucus in response to this
event and is looking for faculty volunteers to be a part of it. Please reach out to
me if you are interested.

Beyond Boundaries (Surekha Rao): This symposium brings together 14 academic
societies. It will be helped April 9 and 10 this year. It is a virtual event. Please
consider participating through one of the societies so that we have [UN
represented.

4. President’s Report — Mark Baer

a.

b.

Dean Hoyert has been away from campus with an illness for the past month, but
he is making a recovery.

UFC Consolidated Grading Policy (see Attachment #1): This is a policy proposal
that has been passed around to you already by your Executive Committee
representatives. We have been asked to provide written feedback to the UFC by
January 26, If you have feedback on this policy, please email me or your
Executive Committee representative as soon as possible. Some highlights of this
policy follow. There is a discussion about whether to include an A+ grade at all.
The new policy proposes that a more recent grade will supersede an FX grade.
There is a discussion about whether there can be unit-specific grade deadlines or
whether all grades must be submitted on the same day. There is the possibility
that a student who fails to complete a class for which they were assigned an I
could request a W instead of the automatic F. There is a suggestion that graded
materials should be kept for two years and gradebooks for five years. If you have
feedback, I would be happy to receive it by email.

UFC Report (Monica Solinas-Saunders and Harold Olivey): See Attachment #2.
The UFC met on December 7", At the meeting there were discussion about
election results and expectations for the policy goals of the new Biden
administration. IU Northwest was praised for increasing its performance funding.
At the biannual budget review, IU is hoping for the budget to remain flat and not
to decline. The Policy Review Committee presented on its work on the faculty
role regarding financial exigency. This policy proposes that the entire university
must be facing a severe financial crisis to justify the termination of long-term
faculty, not just a crisis on one campus. There are other policies that faculty may
want to review. Many of the UFC policies are quite old and there might be more
revisions coming soon.

d. Executive Committee Report:

i. Director of Facilities and Operations Search: The Executive Committee is
participating in this search and conducting interviews with the finalists for
the position.


https://bbias.iu.edu/

€.

ii. Wellness Days: You all received information from Vicki and I about
wellness days. The information about Bloomington’s adjustment to their
calendar was received very late last semester. After review, we realized
that we could not adopt a policy that set specific days off so late. So we
encouraged faculty to implement 1-3 days off during the semester, but we
are not dictating which days those are. This was the best choice given the
timing of that communication from Bloomington. Vicki: I just want to add
one thing, that those 3 days should not be given off in a row. The whole
purpose of not having a spring break this semester was to keep people
from traveling. Faculty Question: Why wasn’t this a UFC issue instead of
one passed by the faculty at Bloomington, given our common calendar?
Mark: That is a great question and there has been some dysfunction in the
UFC lately. There was a lack of communication there and I do not really
know the reason for it. Vicki: I would chock it up to COVID. So many
things have happened on the fly and this is one of them. Faculty
Comment: We have a lot of adjunct faculty. And the students will not get
a chance to get a break because they have many classes. We need to be
part of any communication that impacts the common calendar.

iii.  Extended Auto-Withdrawal Date: We passed last semester an extended
auto-withdrawal deadline, and that is still in effect. Students may
withdraw from a class all the way to the last day of the semester, not
counting finals’ week (Sunday, May 1 at 11:59PM). Faculty Question:
Last fall that was not the case because as of Friday the website was no
longer allowing late withdrawals, even though they had until Saturday. Do
we have the infrastructure in place this semester? Mark: Yes, I clarified
with Peter today, and in addition students who had trouble last semester
with that were accommodated. (A faculty member pointed out that May 1
is a Saturday. The correct withdrawal date is Sunday, May 2).

iv. Tenure Committee Practices: A question came from the All-Campus
Promotion and Tenure Committee about the practice of using signed
ballots for voting on cases. In researching this, we discovered that some of
our practices both at the unit and the all-campus level were implemented
by long-standing chairs of those committees and are not necessarily
written guidelines and procedures. Now that these long-standing faculty
have retired, there is some need to clarify and write down these guidelines
and best practices. This will be pursued by the appropriate committees this
spring.

Northwest Council Report: At the last meeting, we reviewed the 2019 “MyVoice”
Gallup staff engagement survey (see Attachment #3). It was really impactful to
me to see these results. According to the survey, 64% of our staff are either not
engaged or are actively disengaged from our organization. I wanted to highlight
this, because I feel like faculty have a role with engagement with staff. I want us
to be aware of our part in this and how we can be involved in reaching out to



staff. Chancellor Iwama: One of the goals of Northwest Council is to handle these
heady issues that involve cross-campus collaboration. I share every concern that
Mark said. Those areas Mark pointed out are areas of concern that we need to
address. We will be looking at programmatic things we can do to better invest our
staff as part of the IU family. This involves everyone. Anything you all can do to
help to think about belonging for our staff would be appreciated. Faculty
Question: Is there a way to drill down in the survey results to department level
and types of position, so we can determine where best to focus efforts? Chancellor
Iwama: That’s a great question. Engagement is a constant, it’s not just a single
event or program. It’s also worth noting that there is no narrative portion of the
survey — it is left up to the survey taker to determine what each question means.
We will continue this discussion in the IU Northwest Council.

Regional Campus Safety Committee Report (Kate Gustafson): The IU system is
ramping up its mitigation testing. We will be following the vaccination schedule
of the state of Indiana, which is going by age cohort. COVID vaccinations are not
mandatory but are encouraged and IU hopes to have 60-70% of the [lU community
vaccinated as soon as possible.

Gender Equity in Research Task Force Survey: Everyone should have received an
invitation to this survey in their email. I encourage everyone to take the survey so
we have as much representation from IUN as possible. You can access it here.

5. Student Success Academy Infographic — Kris Huysken and Harold Olivey

a.

Kris and Harold: This is an update on the activities of the Student Success
Academy. We are no longer part of AQIP, but instead we work with the Higher
Learning Commission for our accreditation, through a pathway called the Student
Success Academy. In this pathway we work on a project for student success of
our own design. We began by gathering student data and put together a draft of an
infographic showcasing it. See Attachment #4. Thanks to Dorothy Frink, Mark
Hoyert, John Novak, Cynthia O’Dell, Cynthia Roberts, and Monica Solinas-
Saunders, who are all also members of this team.

Vicki: This group has worked tirelessly and has taken on so seriously student
success and delving into data. This is a three-year program they are engaged in.
When we moved to open pathways with the Higher Learning Commission, [
thought it would be a good way for faculty to be involved. I am so grateful to that
team and they are extraordinary.

6. Chancellor’s Report — Ken Iwama

a.

MLK Day Event: We had an event yesterday afternoon involving former
Chancellor Peggy Elliott and former student Todd Deloney. We had a good event
about how Martin Luther King Day came to be observed here on our campus. It
had some good lessons about civil activism and how to achieve things.
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Academic Media Production Space: We also had a good event recently, a ribbon-
cutting event for this space. It is a fantastic space with equipment to support our
faculty. What a great collaboration utilizing IU support and funds.

Vaccination: We have all been reading about the struggles for distribution of the
vaccination. There is so much work that needs to be done moving forward. Now
that healthcare workers are done vaccines are being done by age group. There will
not be special allocations of vaccines for schools or educators. We will be
vaccinated in the age groups as others are. The university is paying close attention
to athletics as potential spreader groups for the virus. We are the only campus out
of the regionals to have trending data in the “green” on testing. By IU standards
we are the safest regional campus and perhaps the safest campus period in [U.
Enrollment: Our first day spring enrollment was good and the best in all the
regional campuses. We were in approximately the -1% range in credit hours and
head count. When we talk about credit it goes to everyone, but persistence largely
comes from faculty, so thank you for your hard work in moving students along
the pathway. The real battle is going to be fought for fall, which continues to have
troubling numbers, currently down about 600 applications and 300 admits. The
reasons really haven’t changed. We can’t do the normal recruitment activities.
Applications are especially down among first generation students and students of
color. We are hoping this is just a delay and there will be a catch-up. With Mark
Sperling’s help, Dorothy Frink and I have been reengaging with high school
programs again on a personal level. It was my hope that with the stabilization of
enrollment in the last year or two that this year we would see growth in
enrollment, but that has been interrupted by COVID-19 obviously.

Budget: The signs from the state are pretty good, with the possibility being
dangled of a 1% increase in funding. But costs are always going up, so a 1%
increase or a flat budget still means we are losing money. Hopefully lobbying will
lead to an increase in the future, but until we can turn enrollment around this will
be the elephant in the room and will compel us to be cautious in our budget
approach. Still, maintaining a static enrollment this year is a huge victory and I
have enormous confidence in the team we have here.

Presidential Search: I met with Preside McRobbie this week just to tell him about
the state of the campus and all I did was sing the praises of the campus. I told him
about how we have all come together in this crisis. In terms of the search for his
replacement, this is a completely closed and confidential search, and you cannot
squeeze out information about what is happening in it. I am hearing that we have
a couple champions on the search committee for the regional campuses. Whether
candidates consider the regional campuses as valuable for IU is critical for us.
Strategic Planning: The recent faculty engagement meetings were for two
purposes, getting to know you better and getting an idea of where to start strategic
planning. I will be talking with Vicki about this. After I finish my meetings with
the staff and students, I will be coming back to this body to discuss strategic
planning.



7. Enrollment Report — Dorothy Frink and Vicki Roman-Lagunas

a.

We are still 4 days from census for Spring 2021. We are not down that much
compared to other campuses. We are -1.7% in headcount, which makes us the
best regional campus. For credit hours, we are only down 1.3%. We are currently
above our budget goal, which we need to be. We are up 21% on new student
enrollment for this semester compared to spring last year, which gave us a nice
boost. For Fall 2021, we are down 35% in applications, which is bad but it is
much better than what it had been in the last couple months. Admitted students
are down 29%, which is also an improvement upon recent numbers.

8. EVCAA’s Report — Vicki Roman-Lagunas

Shared Governance: We have been going in the right direction in this regard. I
have had some good meetings with faculty lately and some opportunities for good
conversation. I sit ex officio on the Faculty Affairs committee. We have two
things going on.

Promotion and Tenure Guidelines: The Executive Committee asked me to go over
the criteria you all wrote 11 years ago in the Goldenrod. Teaching and learning
has changed and become a great focus. I think it is time to review all of our
criteria. The English department just did it and they have a model document for it.
Chris Young and I think Micah did an audit at the beginning of Fall 2019 of all
the criteria out there. And I will ask if they can work with the Faculty Affairs to
share the inconsistencies they discovered.

Teaching Awards: We know that there is excellent teaching going on. We
currently have two calls for Teaching Awards out there. We think it is very odd
that there are so few applicants for these awards compared to other years. One is
the Founder’s Day Award and one is the Trustees’ Teaching Award. There could
be many reasons for not enough applications. Maybe we need to look at the
language to consider excellent teaching in a new way and to extend the deadline.
Mitigation Testing: Our campus is very compliant these days. We need to report if
we have had a flu shot. There is a form in the COVID site of IU where you can
report that. We are probably the least compliant campus with this. But we are very
compliant on mitigation testing. A shout out to the nurses running the mitigation
testing program.

Restart Committee: We will be closest to normal by the fall semester because we
think we will be vaccinated. We have talked about what a “new normal” will be
like in the Restart Committee. What are we going to look like in the fall? This
needs to be a disciplinary decision once we are protected from COVID, instead of
being a flexible thing. We need to take into consideration student learning
outcomes and student desires. So what do you think it should look like? Be
thinking about that over the coming months.



f.

Vaccinations: IU has all of our birthdates and as the ages are announced by the
governor, IU will be sending emails to all people by age that are eligible for
vaccines.

Faculty Question: I know we are not going to talk about salary raises, but do you
think that we will be looking at a cut or reduction? Is this in the cards? Or can we
rest assured that we only suffer by the rate of inflation and nothing more than
that? Chancellor Iwama: Talking to colleagues at IU, I don’t think anybody
believes that we are anywhere close to talking about salary cuts. A lot of that has
to do with IU finances, but also IU Northwest finances, and being able to weather
a storm. Because of the way we have been budgeting in the last few years, our
fiscal status is very healthy, so I am confident that — the only caveat is fall
enrollment and it’s a complicated process that sets our budget based on fall
projections — it’s a long way of saying that I think — and things change all the time
in this COVID world and you will always catch any new updates from me as we
go along and we will be as transparent as possible. People can handle bad news,
challenging news, and good news, but it needs to be communicated.

9. Super-Committee Reports — Mark Baer

a.

Mark: I think the super-committee structure is going very well right now and the
committees are doing their work. That work is still ongoing and since we do not
have a lot of time left in this meeting, [ am going to postpone these reports to next
month, especially since their work is still ongoing.

10. Guidelines for Dealing with Disruptive Students — Beth Tyler

a.

I like to bring this up every semester but I think it is especially appropriate now
because of the charged political environment that we are living in. Faculty should
understand that they have tools in place to help manage behavior. The first
document is “Guidelines for Dealing with Disruptive Students” (linked here
https://studentcode.iu.edu/doc/DisruptiveStudents.pdf). Faculty need to establish
expectations so that they have a tool to use with students who do not meet
expectations. It is wise to include a paragraph in the syllabus about expectations
of classroom behavior (https://www.iun.edu/academic-aftfairs/curriculum-
processes/syllabus.htm). Students that are disruptive can be warned and then
asked to leave if they persist. Focus on the disruption to the educational process as
a problem.

There are tools in our Code of Conduct that have to do with personal misconduct.
Disorderly conduct is the most commonly used rule to regulate behavior. To
avoid being accused of discrimination, focus on the behavior, not on mental
health issues, extreme political views, or the content of the speech. See this link:
https://studentcode.iu.edu/responsibilities/on-campus-personal.html.
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c. Finally, be aware of IU policies surrounding Free Speech. There is no hate speech
exception. Disrespect is not actionable through our Code of Conduct unless it
rises to the level of threatening violence. This is not common, but it can be
extremely disruptive and time-consuming when it happens. See this link:
https://freespeech.iu.edu/qa/.

d. Faculty Comment: Currently the student code of conduct is undergoing revisions.
A large committee is reviewing it. [ am a member of the student rights’
committee. There have been some concerns from faculty and this is a big issue. If
you have thoughts about it, please let me know. Faculty Question: If I have
syllabus language regarding respectful discussion that I intend to prevent a
student from saying “I hate blank group,” is that not consistent with the Code of
Conduct? Beth: It is hard to enforce anything that is subjective, and while respect
may not seem subjective, it kind of is. Nothing is forbidden, but it is a question of
how hard it is to get out of a situation. The more conversations you can have
about what you all agree upon, the better. Chancellor Iwama: Faculty expectations
are their own and they can establish the parameters they want for their class. The
question is whether we can take action against a student that violates those
parameters, but faculty totally have the right to set the expectations for class
behavior. It is very difficult to determine what is free speech and what is not
protected. Don’t feel like you have to travel this road alone. We have Beth who is
dealing with this, and we have a bevy of lawyers so you are not alone in figuring
these things out. Vicki and I actually met with an U lawyer today and we talked
about having a lawyer come to campus to talk to faculty about some of these
issues. Faculty Question: Is the process for personal misconduct reporting the
same as for academic misconduct reporting? Beth: No, they are quite different.
Personal misconduct reporting goes straight to me, while academic misconduct is
a process laid out by Academic Affairs. Faculty Question: Is disruptive behavior
defined with examples? Beth: I have heard about students arguing loudly over an
assignment, or a question on an exam, with an instructor in the class, or arguing
over where they sit. Anything that takes away from your ability to manage the
class might qualify. You do not have to be sure if it is disruptive in order to report
it, that is my job.

11. Old Business/Announcements
a. None presented.

12. The meeting was adjourned at 2:58 pm.
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Attachment 1:

UFC Consolidated Grading Policy Proposal

(See the following pages)
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Grading System and Implementation Procedures|
ACA-66

About This Policy
Effective Dates:
01-04-1949

Last Updated:

XX=XX-XXX

Responsible University Administrator:
University Faculty Council

Policy Contact:
ufcoff@indiana.edu

Scope

All academic appointees and administrators with responsibilities to assign, record,
report or supervise grades.

Policy Statement

IA. This policy applies to undergraduate grades only. Units with post-graduate or

professional programs may modify these provisions as appropriate to those programs in
consultation with the campus Vice Provost/Chancellor for Academic Affairs and campus
Registrar.

B. Indiana University uses an A (highest) to F (failing) grading system with plusses and
minuses. The grades and their numerical equivalent used for computing undergraduate
and graduate GPAs are: A+ =4.0,A=4.0,A-=3.7,B+=3.3,B=3.0,B-=2.7,C+ =
23,C=20,C-17,D+=13,D=1,D-=0.7,F =0.

‘***‘

C. Other Grades
1. FN (failed, non-attendance). The grade “FN” should be assigned to a

Commented [DK1]: This will come out if the decision is
made to make the emergency/campus closure provision
permanent.

Commented [DK2]: I suggest changing the title to
“Grades and Grading”

)

Commented [DK3]: This iteration is based on feedback
from the January 2020 draft.

My recollection is that the feedback on the January 2020
draft is that the statement that the grading policies apply only
to undergraduates is just incorrect.

I’ve made edits where appropriate to reflect the premise that
the current grading policies apply to all students unless they
explicitly state that they apply only to undergraduate
students. If this premise is correct, we can take out A.
entirely and renumber.

If the following dialogue resulted in this revised language
being acceptable to all constituencies, I can easily take out
the edits.
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3) Should the numerical equivalent of an A+ be 4.3 instead
of 4.0?

The current policy does not include A+. If these three issues
remain under discussion when we have agreement on the rest
of the policy, I would recommend that we publish and
subsequently make any needed adjustments to reflect the
decision(s).




student who has failed a course because of unexcused absences from
classes, labs, the final exam, or other activities. When assigned, the
instructor must also indicate the last known date of class attendance.
When an “FN” grade has been assigned, an “F” will appear on the
student’s transcript. The “N” and date of last attendance will be retained
on the student’s record as an internal notation only.

. FNN (failed, never attended). The grade “FNN” should be assigned to a
student who has failed a course because the student never attended a
class and did not withdraw. When an “FNN” grade has been assigned,
an “F” will appear on the student’s transcript. The “NN” will be retained
on the student’s record as an internal notation only.

. I (incomplete). The grade “I” should be assigned to a student who, in the
judgment of the instructor, has performed at a satisfactory level during a
maijority of the course but has not completed all the required work by the
end of the semester due to hardship [or other good cause] that the
instructor deems would make it unjust to penalize that student for not
completing the required work on time.

a. A student whose request for an Incomplete has been refused by
the instructor may appeal to the principal administrator of the unit,
who may approve or deny the request after consulting with the
instructor about the reasons for the refusal.

b. A student normally has one year from the date the “I” is recorded
to complete the required work to remove the “I.” This time frame
may be altered for good cause with the approval of the principal
administrator of the unit. During this time, the student may not re-
enroll in the course.

c. Atthe end of the time allowed, if the student has not completed
the required work, has not been allowed to withdraw, or the
instructor has not submitted a grade, the grade shall be changed
to an “F” by the campus Registrar.

d. Each academic unit shall develop a procedure for maintaining a
record of incomplete grades that includes the reasons it was
assigned, the deadline for removing it, and a guide for its removal
in the event of the absence of the instructor from the campus.

e. If the instructor or principal administrator of the unit determines
that it is not practical for the student to complete the required
work, the student should be allowed to withdraw from the course.

f. For undergraduate students only: If an undergraduate student is
not in attendance during the last several weeks of a semester,
the instructor may report a grade of “I” if there is reason to believe

Commented [DK5]:
Other feedback on January 2020 draft:

Should “other good cause” be defined or left to the
discretion of the instructor? The

phrase is commonly used without definition in other policies,
e.g., deadlines in

grievance/misconduct policies may be waived for good
cause, ACA-30; BL-ACA-D22.




that the absence was beyond the student’s control; otherwise, the
instructor shall record a grade of “F.”
4.X (grade change): A grade may be changed to an “X” when an

undergraduate student has retaken a course. The faculty governance
organization on each campus shall adopt a policy allowing undergraduate
students to retake a course and have the prior grade changed to an “X”
consistent with these principles:
a. The “X” shall replace the original grade and be recorded on the
student’s transcript for the semester in which the course was taken the
first time. The new grade shall be recorded on the transcript for the
semester in which the course was retaken. The semesters do not have
to be contiguous.
b. The student is [required to obtain the permission of the principal
administratori of the unit offering the course. The principal administrator

must consult with the instructor, but the instructor’s permission is not
required.

c. The grade-replacement option may not be exercised if the original
grade was assigned as a result of a student’s academic misconduct.

d. [Only the grade earned on retake shall be reported on the student’s
transcript and counted toward grade-point average. The previous
grade shall be changed to an “X” on the student’s transcript. The
previous letter grade shall not appear on the transcript but should be
retained by the unit and the registrar.

e. Each campus policy must allow a student to exercise this retake
option for any A-F letter grade received.

f. Each campus policy must allow a student to exercise the retake option for
at least three courses or courses that total 10 credit hours. Campus
policies may allow students to retake more than three courses and/or
more than 10 credit hours. If a student transfers between campuses with
different policies, eligibility for grade replacement is determined by the
policy of the campus on which the course is or was retaken.

g. A student must receive a letter grade of A, B, C, D, F,|P, or S upon
retake in order to change the previous grade to an “X.” The previous
grade remains on the transcript if the student receives a “W” in the
retaken course.

h. The course which the student retakes should be the same course as
the previous one, but need not be offered by the same instructor.
Account should be taken of the fact that course numbers and titles
are occasionally changed. The principal administrator of the unit
offering the original course shall determine whether there is course
equivalency.

5. R (deferred). A grade of “R” should be assigned at the end of the first

Commented [DK6]: Note from Registrar group:
Adopting X grades (and retiring the display of original
grade X i.e. DX) will require development.

We have not discussed effective date yet. It may be
well to adopt AY 2020-21, to become effective AY
2021-22 so that we're not making changes mid-year
and to provide time for the development referenced
above.
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may be to automatically X the previous attempt. A
more efficient solution may be to align repeat rules
across all campuses and use the best or latest grade
only. If we use the best grade repeat rule, we will not
need X grades. This has been discussed individually
with senior administrators, but will need more
discussion.




semester of a multi-semester course, thesis or research project to
indicate that a letter grade cannot be assigned until all required work
has been completed. When all required work has been completed, the
instructor shall submit a letter grade covering all semesters that will
replace the “R” on the student’s transcript. If a student withdraws during
the second term of the course, the instructor shall enter a regular grade
for the completed first term and the appropriate withdrawal grade for the
second term.

6. S (satisfactory). A grade of “S” may be given in ftwo| situations:

a. To a student who has satisfactorily completed a course which was approved
according to unit procedures to be offered to all students only on an S/F basis. |

[Exception: During a state of emergency, a closing of the campus, or other

extraordinary circumstances for a prolonged period that affects an entire
campus, an instructor may award an S grade to some or all students in a
course who had enrolled in the course for letter grades. Permission of the
Dean of the unit that is offering the course is required, with documented
notification to the student(s), in either case, based on the determination
that awarding an S rather than a letter grade will not adversely affect a
student’s academic progress, status or eligibility for benefits. Each
campus faculty governance organization in consultation with the
provost/chancellor and the campus registrar shall develop procedures to
implement this exception on their campus.

b. To a student who has successfully earned course credit or satisfied an
academic requirement based on an individual examination of the student’s
knowledge, work or experience that was not part of a regular course. The
faculty of each unit that offers this special credit option may create a grade
designation to denote clearly superior performance, such as “A” or “S+” which

will appear on the student’s transcript|but shall not be used in computing GPA.
7. W (withdrawn). |A grade of “W” may be given in four situations in which [an

Commented [DK10]: Change to “three” if the
emergency/campus closure exception is made permanent.

Commented [DK11]: Feedback from the Registrar
group on the January 2020 draft proposes the following
addition:

“Prior permission must be sought from the [Vice
Provost/Chancellor for Academic Affairs] to offer a course
on a Satisfactory/Fail basis. The grade of S

may be awarded only for such approved special courses.”

The Committee did not endorse this proposal.

Commented [DK12]: If the decision is made to make this
permanent, I would make it c.

[Commented [DK13]: Based on feedback on January 2020 ]
draft.

undergraduate student withdraws after the drop/add period:

a. When a student has withdrawn from a course after the drop/add period
but within the automatic withdrawal period allowed by the campus or unit for
withdrawing from a course.

b. After the automatic withdrawal period if the instructor determines that the
student is otherwise passing the course and the student|demonstrates good
cause for late withdrawal | |f withdrawal is denied, a student may appeal to

the principal administrator of the unit, who may allow the student to
withdraw. |

c. If it was not practical for the student to complete the work required to
remove an “I” and the student received permission to withdraw from the
course.

Given Upon Withdrawal from Courses, Undergraduates
Only.

Commented [DK15]: Added back in 040820. ACA-69
expressly applies to undergraduates only.

Commented [DK14]: 8. incorporates ACA-69, Grades ‘

Commented [DK16]: Recommended addition to provide
more discretion to faculty to determine when to allow a
student to withdraw.

Commented [DK17]: New. Based on feedback on
January 2020 draft.




d. When the withdrawal is approved under USSS-02, Military Withdrawal
Policy [link].

NOTE: A student’s permanent record will not show withdrawals made during the
drop/add period.,  8)NC (non-credit). The grade “NC” is assigned by the campus Registrar to

a student who has successfully audited a course.|

9] (Grade)*. An asterisk may be appended to a letter grade to indicate that the grade
was given as a result of a student’'s academic misconduct, such as an “F*.” If a misconduct
investigation is underway that might impact the student’s grade, the student should receive an
“I*.” Only the regular grade will appear on the student’s transcript.

D. This policy does not requires midterm grades. The faculty governance organization

of each campus and unit may develop its own policy on whether midterm grades or
other indications of student performance and progress are required and how they are to
be reported and shared with students.

[REMAINDER OF PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK FOR EASE OF REVIEW]

C Deleted:

Commented [DK18]: New. Based on feedback on
January 2020 draft.

N

Commented [DK19]: New. Based on feedback on the
January 2020 draft.

)

Commented [DK20]: Recommended change from
language in ACA-70, Midterm Grade Reports that “faculty
members are expected” to “this policy does not require” and
directs campus governance orgs to develop campus-specific
policies.

Based on its review of the January 2020 draft, the Registrar
group on the January 2020 draft recommended restoring the
following language from the current version of ACA-70:

Faculty members are expected to give each undergraduate a
written evaluation of performance as early as compatible
with the nature of the course, but not later than after two-
thirds of the semester or summer session has elapsed. This
evidence will normally consist of a letter grade, but it could
also be recorded in a different manner (e.g., written

critique of a paper, written evaluation of the student’s total
performance). In certain types of courses such as senior or
honors seminars, the evaluation might be given orally.

The Committee did not concur in this recommendation,
based on their assessment that is is unworkable in large
enrollment courses and constitutes a violation of academic
freedom.




E. Submitting and Posting Grades

1. Instructors must submit grades for all students enrolled in a course in a form and
under procedures established by the campus Registrar.

2. The faculty governing organization for each campus shall adopt a policy on when
grades are due. [The policy may authorize units to set their own deadlines,|

3. Grades shall be submitted to, recorded and maintained by the campus
Registrar. Individual academic units may also maintain grade records.

4. Student grades shall not be posted physically or electronically where they can be
viewed by anyone other than the student, instructor, and university administrators.

F. Changing grades

1. A grade of “I” (incomplete) should be changed to a letter grade by the instructor
after all required work has been completed and a final grade submitted by the
instructor. If the instructor and the principal administrator of the unit offering the
course determine that it is impractical for the student to complete the required work,

the student should be given the opportunity to withdraw from the course and a

grade of “W” entered.

2. A grade of “R” (deferred) should be changed to a letter grade after all required

work has been completed and a final grade submitted by the instructor.

3. Other than an “I” or “R,” a grade ordinarily may not be changed after it has been
received by the campus Registrar, except as provided below:

a. A grade may be changed if an incorrect grade was submitted by the
instructor. Both the instructor and the principal administrator of the unit
must approve the change.

b. /A grade may be changed if the change is authorized by the campus
Provost or Chancellor, or the principal administrator of an academic unit,
when the change has been recommended as a remedy for a student
under policies governing academic fairness, grade appeals, personal
misconduct, harassment, discrimination or sexual misconduct by [an
academic appointee. |

Commented [DK21]: Based on its review of the
January 2020 draft, the Registrar group suggested that
detailed procedures for submitting grades be written into the
university-wide policy and be mandatory on all campuses.

The Committee rejected this idea, believing that each
campus must create its own procedures.

Commented [DK22]: The Registrar group opposes
unit-specific grade deadlines for the following reason:

The release of transcripts cannot occur until the
“transcript effective date.” Generally speaking, this
date occurs within a few days of the last final exam for
the semester. Allowing units to define their own grade
submission deadlines may result in the transcripts
being delayed for the entire campus.

Varying deadlines that extended beyond one year for
incomplete grades is also a concern as we have
automated processes and notifications that convert |
grades to F grades.

draft.

‘ ECommented [DK23]: Based on feedback on January 2020 ]

(Commented [DK24]: Recommended new provision. )

Implementation

1. One of the above grades must be turned in to the campus Registrar through an on-
line, automated process at the end of the term for each student enrolled in a course.

2. [If a final grade roster is not received by the processing deadline published by the
campus Registrar each term, a notation of NR will be printed for that course on all
student grade notifications. If grade reports are turned in after the deadline, the

Registrar cannot be responsible for informing the deans and students of the late
grade, and the instructor is required to so inform them.

3. Once a grade roster has been received by the campus Registrar, no grade, except
that of Incomplete (1) or Deferred (R), may be changed except with the written

Commented [DK25]: Having just spent the last four
months updating UA-03, if this provision is adopted, I
recommend deleting “an academic appointee.” Although a
grade change might be most appropriate where the
misconduct was perpetrated by an academic appointee, there
could be situations where misconduct by a staff member or
another student could warrant that consideration, and [
hesitate to inadvertently limit (or appear to limit) our options
up-front.

Commented [DK26]: The Committee recommends
deleting this and substituting Section L. below. I've left it
“in place” for the taskforce’s consideration.




consent of the dean or an authorized representative of the instructor’s college or
school and with a report to the faculty of the respective college or school. Grade
changes are processed through an on-line, automated process.

4. Instructors may request a change of a non-temporary grade such as A, B, etc., by
submitting an on-line eGrade document. The document is routed electronically for
necessary approvals. Campus participation varies; check with the campus Registrar
for questions about grade change submission procedures.

H. Academic Distinction

1. To graduate with academic distinction, baccalaureate and associate degree |
students must rank within the highest 10% of the graduating class of their
degree-granting unit. Baccalaureate degree candidates must have completed
a minimum of 60 hours at Indiana University. Associate degree candidates
must have completed at least half of the hours required for their degree at
Indiana University.

2. There are three levels of distinction: distinction, high distinction, and highest
distinction. Each degree-granting unit shall determine the appropriate GPA or
class rank required to graduate with high or highest distinction. 3. Academic
units may establish Honors Programs and set their own criteria for the award
of a degree with honors, which is not subject to this policy.

I.  Instructors must participate in the campus enrollment audit or other system for
reporting student attendance or the last date of the student’s attendance prior
to withdrawal.

J. The faculty of every department or other unit shall, for the guidance of new
instructors and the mutual understanding of all, discuss regularly the practice and
standards of the department or unit in the assessment of student performance,
including academic expectations and the awarding of letter grades.

K. [Every campus shall have a policy on grade appeals, which may set a campus-wide
procedure or may delegate it to individual academic units. All grade appeals must be
initiated by a student within xxx year(s) after receiving the grade.

L. Retention of Graded Materials

1. Unless an instructor returns written work to a student, an instructor shall, to
the extent feasible, retain the exams, papers, projects and any other material

upon which a grade is based for xxx year(s).

2. Instructors shall retain their own grade books and summary records of the
grade assigned, for a minimum of five years.

[Commented [DK27]: Added back 040820 to reflect that }

ACA-64 applies to undergraduates only.

Commented [DK28]: Consensus feedback on the January
2020 draft was that the retention period in Section K below
should be tied to the time limit for grade appeals, for which
no policy currently exists. Most units apparently set a 1-year
limit; IUPUI allows grade appeals within 5 years.

Again, two years seems a reasonable compromise, as it
accommodates students who take a year abroad or have
military service obligations that would make a one-year limit
difficult to meet.

(Commented [DK29]: New. )

[Commented [DK30]: Based on feedback on January 2020 ]

draft.

Commented [DK31]: Feedback on the January 2020 draft
reflected broad disagreement on the number of years.
Suggestions ranged from one to five, and reasons were
varied -- from lack of storage space to concerns about the
grades of visitors and adjujncts.

Two years seems a compromise.

Record Retention.

[Commented [DK32]: Changed to comply with UA-18, }




3. This policy addresses academic appointees’ responsibilities only and does
not address whether and to what extent campus and unit administrators
should retain written or electronic records relating to student grades.

M. Nothing in this policy prevents a fregistrar from using other notations in a student’s

grade record to indicate that a final grade has not yet been received, such as “NR” or
“NY,” or for other administrative purposes.\

N. Nothing in this policy is intended to override accreditation standards that may require
academic units to vary from its terms.

Reason for Policy

Grading of student performances is a significant event. Because students take
courses in multiple units and may transfer from one campus to another,
consistency of grading standards across the university is important.

Procedures

The faculty governance organization of each campus, in consultation with the
campus Registrar, shall adopt a grading policy consistent with this policy. It shall

include campus-specific procedures for reporting grades and shall specify
whether and to what extent individual departments, programs and other units on
campus may develop their own policies.

Definitions

Principal Administrator: The dean of a college or school or the dean’s
designee, the chair of a department, the director of a program or division, or
other administrator with primary responsibility for its curriculum.

Letter grade: A, B, C, D, F, P, or S, and includes pluses and minuses.

Instructor: An academic appointee with responsibility for evaluating and
assigning a grade to a student for academic work.

“Course”: Any academic activity undertaken by a student for credit, whether

Commented [DK33]: Feedback on January 2020 draft
recommended deleting “campus or unit.” Most, if not all,
other references to “the Registrar” are to the campus
Registrar, so I want to make sure that we don’t need to
specify unit registrars here.

by Committee for what is now in G.2., Implementation.

) [Commented [DK34]: Substitute language recommended

Commented [DK35]: New. Based on feedback on
January 2020 draft.

)
)

Commented [DK36]: Based on feedback on the January
2020 draft.

)




or not it has a course number, including internships, externships, study-abroad
programs, artistic performances, and an individual examination of a student’s
knowledge or experience.

History

[To be added. The history of each policy that is consolidated into this one will be

reflected.




Attachment 2:

UFC Report from Monica Solinas-Saunders and Harold Olivey

University Faculty Council (UFC) Virtual Meeting
Date of the Meeting: Monday, December 7, 2020

IUN UFC members in attendance:
Mark Baer, IUN UFC President
Harold Olivey, IUN UFC Rep

Monica Solinas-Saunders, IUN UFC Rep

Major points discussed at the Meeting
> President McRobbie expressed gratitude to all IU faculty as we all worked hard to meet the
needs of the students and the university during the COVID-19 pandemic.
> Elections results were discussed and no changes are expected in the state of Indiana. Hoosiers
voted in record high numbers (62% of Hoosiers voted).

o The Biden administration is expected to push for student loan relief/forgiveness, and
work to pass the College for All act, which would make community
college/HBCUs/public universities tuition-free for students whose families make under
$125,000/year

o The AAU is pushing the new administration and Congress to triple the money for Pell
Grants, protect DACA recipients, revise Title IX and increase investment in research and
infrastructure investments to universities

» The Board of Trustees approved IU’s budget request from the Indiana Legislature in August

o IUN was one of the biggest winners for performance-based funding

o Given the strains on the state budget related to COVID-19, IU is hoping for the budget
funding to remain flat this cycle (as opposed to getting a decrease)

» IU Health is dedicated to support the IlU community to make the COVID-19 vaccine available in
the near future to the IU community.

» Throughout the 2019-2020 academic year we have realized the importance of technology and
virtual learning/communication. The US congress is currently focusing on enhancing the reach of
online education Bill/3832.

The power of the digital era is described in this essay from 1945
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https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/senate-bill/3832

As We May Think

“Considera furure device .. in which an individual scores al his books,

1o nd which s mechanized o that i may
and flxibilc. e s an enarged

o

REPORT FROM THE U POLICY REVIEW COMMITTEE

ACA-08, Faculty Members Holding Administrative Positions
e No changes to existing policy
e Applies to senior administrators
e Faculty and administrative portions of salary kept separate
e Salary returns to faculty component upon relinquishing administrative role

ACA-41, Faculty Role Regarding University Financial Exigency
e New policy
e Current policy allows closing programs, dismissing faculty for financial exigency
e Does not define financial exigency or the procedure
e ACA-41 adds both
A. Indiana University must be facing a severe and imminent financial crisis that
threatens the survival of the university in its present form, that jeopardizes its
academic integrity, and that cannot be resolved by means less drastic than the
elimination of such academic appointments.
B. Entire university must be threatened to justify dismissing tenured faculty, not just
one campus.
[from AAUP]

Process

President consults with UFC Executive Committee

Provides financial and budgetary information

Executive forms Financial Exigency Committee

Committee provides analysis of the academic contribution of targeted programs/units to
President & Trustees.

o0 w®p

UA-03, Discrimination, Harassment & Sexual Misconduct
e New regulations required changes in our Title IX sexual misconduct policy
o Narrowed federal definition potentially left some kinds of misconduct, harassment and
discrimination outside the policy, so they had to be separately addressed.

o Now three sets of procedures (all similar)
o Harassment/discrimination
o Misconduct falling within Title IX
o Misconduct falling outside Title IX

11



ACA-17, Standards for Faculty Board of Review
e Role of Faculty Board of Review clarified to comply with revised policy
e Hears appeal, no independent investigation

UA-17, Conflicts of Interest and Commitment (Nepotism)
Family members paid from a grant only if:

Co-Principal investigators

Department chair approves qualifications and pay rate
Management plan approved by compliance office
Disclosure to granting agency

i S

ACA-52, Permanent Separations for Academic Appointees

- Involuntary Dismissal (section D)

1. Defines personal misconduct:
Conduct that has been determined to violate a misconduct policy of the university or a campus
which has been enacted or approved by a faculty governance organization.
UA-03, Sexual Misconduct
ACA-30, Research Misconduct
ACA-33, Code of Academic Ethics

2. Defines “serious” personal misconduct
a. Poses an ongoing threat to the safety and security of the university community
b. Repeated acts of the same form of misconduct
c. Resulted in a felony conviction

3. Deletes inconsistent definitions of personal misconduct from ACA-18, 19 and 20 (NTT
appointments) and replaces them with a cross-reference to ACA-52.

Existing Policies

ACA-16, vacation for 12-months faculty 1967
ACA-47, sabbaticals 1949, 1952, 1981
ACA-48, leave without pay 1964
ACA-49 — Military leave 1961
ACA-49 — Jury duty 1942
ACA-49 - Sick leave 1973
ACA-49 - D, pregnancy leave 1974

New sabbatical provision:

12



Campus procedure must provide a review process for a unit head denying approval for or delaying a
sabbatical. (The UFC discussed also the possibility to offer a sabbatical leave to NTT. The conversation
will continue).

Delete from A, Medical leave
“Medical leave for IU School of Medicine appointees is covered by ACA-51"
Additional policies

ACA-82, Transfer credit from an associate college was consolidated into ACA-56, Transfer credit from an
Associate College.

ACA-56, Transfer of credit at the 100 and 200 level, ACA-82 was rescinded

ACA-78 Transfer credit related to military service.

13



Attachment 3:

2019 “MyVoice” Gallup Staff Engagement Survey

(See the following pages)
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Northwest
Staff Engagement Survey Results

November 2019




Methodology & Response Rate at IU IIJ

Methodology
« Survey administration occurred via web Sept. 16-Oct. 4, 2019.

« The survey included one overall satisfaction item, the 12 Gallup Q'2 items,
the Inclusiveness Index items and six additional items.

Response Rate
« 8,070 IU staff members participated, yielding a response rate of 70%.

« Gallup’s overall median response rate is 86%.
- 78% for Higher Education clients

2 Copyright © 2019 Gallup, Inc. All rights reserved. GAIJLUP



Indiana University Overall

2019

2.3:1
Engaged to Actively Disengaged at |U

16%
36%

48%

mEngaged ®NotEngaged mActively Disengaged

GrandMean 3.76 (29th)

Note: Percentiles based on Gallup’s Q' Overall Company-Level per survey year

3 Copyright © 2019 Gallup, Inc. All rights reserved.
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2017

1.8:1
Engaged to Actively Disengaged at U

18%

32%

50%

mEngaged ®NotEngaged mActively Disengaged

GrandMean 3.69 (18th)

GALLUP



The 12 Elements of an Engaged Workplace

Q12. This last year, | have had opportunities at work to learn and grow.

Q11. In the last six months, someone at work has talked to me about my

progress.

Q10. | have a best friend at work.

P

QO09. My associates or fellow employees are committed to doing quality work.

oee . T
__OAA QO08. The mission or purpose of my company makes me feel my job is important.

Teamwork .
QO7. At work, my opinions seem to count.

QO06. There is someone at work who encourages my development.

O
& QO05. My supervisor, or someone at work, seems to care about me as a person.
Individual QO04. In the last seven days, | have received recognition or praise for doing good work.
QO03. At work, | have the opportunity to do what | do best every day.
ﬂ QO02. | have the materials and equipment | need to do my work right.
Basic Needs QO01. | know what is expected of me atwork.

4 Copyright © 1993-1998, 2019 Gallup, Inc. All rights reserved.
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Engagement IIJ

Engagement Index Percentile .
m Actively Disengaged mNotEngaged mEngaged GMEAN (Overall DB) nsize
2019 25% 41% 34% 3.62 20th 104
2017 24% 53% 23% 3.58 19" 124
ACTIVELY DISENGAGED NOT ENGAGED ENGAGED

These employees are
physically present but
psychologically absent.
They are unhappy with their
work situation and insist on
sharing this unhappiness
with their colleagues.

These employees may be
satisfied and productive, but
they are not
psychologically connected
to their company. They are
more likely to

miss workdays and leave
the organization.

These employees are loyal
and psychologically
committed to the
organization. They are more
productive and more likely to
stay with their organization.

Note: Percentiles based on Gallup’s 2019 Q'2 Overall Workgroup-Level Database unless otherwise denoted

5 Copyright © 2019 Gallup, Inc. All rights reserved.
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Engagement Profile IIJ

NW-NW GrandMean: 3.62 3.58

2019 2017
Q12 Opportunities to learn and grow 3.65 3.54
Q11 Progress in last six months 3.45 3.43
Q10 Best friend 3.02 2.86
Q09 Coworkers committed to quality 3.55 3.57
Q08 Mission/Purpose of company 3.61 3.60
Q07 My opinions count 3.34 3.34
Q06 Encourages development 3.79 3.71
Q05 Supervisor/Someone at work cares 3.96 3.96
Q04 Recognition last seven days 3.29 3.19
Q03 Do what | do best every day 3.74 3.80
Q02 Materials and equipment 3.84 3.65
Q01 Expectations 4.23 4.26

6 Copyright © 1993-1998, 2019 Gallup, Inc. All rights reserved. G AI/LI_IP



What’s in a Number?

Gallup research shows
that each response on the
five-point scale has a correlating
“real-world” answer:

5 — Emphatic Yes

4 — Maybe
(Act and Think Like 3s)

3 — Polite No

2 —No

1 — Emphatic No

7 Copyright © 2019 Gallup, Inc. All rights reserved.

Outcome Behavior

140

120

100

80

60

40

20

P

The Added Payoff of an Enthusiastic Response

The difference between the payoff for those who
give a “4” and those who give a “5” can be large.

1 2 3 4

-@- Respondent's Answer

O o o o o o o i i i

GALLUP



Engagement Item Results (NW-NW)

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
Percentage of respondents scoringanitem 1-5 = %f1 Mean Change | Percentile
a1tz Le‘gn & P 0%  14% 32% 33% 3.65 +0.11 21t
row
Q11 Progress 18% % 15% 34% 26% 3.45 +0.02 22
Q10 Best Friend 26% 18% 7% 27% 22 3.02 +0.16 17t
Q09 Quality 13% 31% 32% 21% 3.55 -0.02 13th
Q08 Mission 11% 11% 17% 30% 31% 3.61 +0.01 18t
Qo7 Opinions 17% 10% 18% 32% 23% 3.34 0.00 20th
Q06
QO05 Cares 6% | °v/ 17% 19% 49% 3.96 0.00 29th
Q04 Recognition 23% 7% A 28% 27% 3.29 +0.10 28"
Q03 Do Best 6% BEILA 229%, 30% 33% 3.74 -0.06 23rd
Q02 Materials & . 5 » o o th
Equipment 7% 15% 38% 33% 3.84 +0.19 29
Q01 th
Expectations 15% 30% 50% 4.23 -0.03 28
GrandMean  3.62 +0.04 20t

Note: Percentiles based on Gallup’s 2019 Q'2 Overall Workgroup-Level Database; figures shown when 5% or higher

8 Copyright © 1993-1998, 2019 Gallup, Inc. All rights reserved.
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Inclusiveness Index

P

Inclusiveness Index

I1 | always trust my organization to be fair to all
employees.

I2 My organization treasures diverse opinions and ideas.

I3 My supervisor creates an environment that is trusting
and open.

14 If | raised a concern about ethics and integrity, | am
confident my organization would do what is right.*

Note: * indicates a new item for 2019

9 Copyright © 2019 Gallup, Inc. All rights reserved.

2019

3.11

2.73

3.14

3.44

3.12

2017

3.19

2.69

3.17

3.48

N/A

GALLUP



Inclusiveness Index Item Results IIJ

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
Percentage of respondents scoring an item 1 -5 %1 Mean Change | Percentile

11 | always trust my
organization to be fair to 229, 21% 29% 16% 11% 2.73 +0.04 8
all employees.

|2 My organization
treasures diverse 10% 18% 37% 20% 16% 3.14 -0.03 12

opinions and ideas.

I3 My supervisor creates
an environment that is 15% 13% 15% 23% 33% 3.44 -0.04 15

trusting and open.

|4 If | raised a concern
about ethics and integrity,
| am confident my 14% 17% 30% 19% 19% 3.12 N/A 10
organization would do
what is right.*

Inclusiveness Mean 3.11 -0.08 N/A

Note: Percentiles based on Gallup’s 2019 Q'2 Additional ltems Workgroup-Level Database; * indicates a new item for 2019

&
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Additional Items

P

CO01 My supervisor is an active supporter of the changes that affect our
workgroup.

C02 Employees in this organization are treated with respect and dignity.

CO03 There is open communication throughout all levels of the
organization.

C04 | have a clear understanding about the future direction of the
organization.

CO05 | would recommend my organization as a great place to work.

C06 My team participated in an effective action planning session
following the 2017 "My Voice" Employee Engagement Survey.*

Note: * indicates a new item for 2019

11
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2019

3.64

3.00

2.48

3.07

3.36

3.68

2017

3.67
3.20
2.45
3.04
3.40

N/A

GALLUP



Additional Item Results

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
Percentage of respondents scoringanitem 1 -5 = o4 Mean Change Percentile

CO01 Active

th
Supporter 11% B2 19% 249 36% 3.64 -0.03 18
of Changes
C02 Respect and th
Dignity 14% 19% 31% 23% 12% 3.00 8
C03 Open .
Communication 29% 25% 25% 14% 8% 248 | +0.03 6
CO04 Clear .
Understanding 17% 16% 28% 24% 16% 3.07 | +0.03 11
CO05 Great Place to th
Work 9% | 28% 35% 16% 3.36 -0.04 15
C06 Effectwe Action 14% PR 38% 339 268 A agh
Planning

Note: Percentiles based on Gallup’s 2019 Q2 Additional Items Workgroup-Level Database ; figures shown when 5% or higher
Meaningful differences of +0.20 are highlighted in green and meaningful differences of -0.20 are highlighted in red

12 Copyright © 2019 Gallup, Inc. All rights reserved.
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Copyright Standards

This document contains proprietary research, copyrighted materials and literary property of Gallup, Inc. It is for the
guidance of your organization only and is not to be copied, quoted, published or divulged to others outside your
organization. All of Gallup, Inc.’s content is protected by copyright. Neither the client nor the participants shall copy,
modify, resell, reuse or distribute the program materials beyond the scope of what is agreed upon in writing by Gallup,
Inc. Any violation of this Agreement shall be considered a breach of contract and misuse of Gallup, Inc.’s intellectual
property.

This document is of great value to Gallup, Inc. Accordingly, international and domestic laws and penalties guaranteeing
patent, copyright, trademark and trade secret protection safeguard the ideas, concepts and recommendations related
within this document.

No changes may be made to this document without the express written permission of Gallup, Inc.

Gallup®and Q'2® are trademarks of Gallup, Inc. All rights reserved. All other trademarks and copyrights are property of
their respective owners.

&
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Attachment 4:

Student Success Academy Infographic (Draft)

(See the following pages)
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Who are our students?

\ 3877 o—

The total number of students has
declined from about 6000 to under
4000

34%

The 6-year graduation rate is 34%
and the 4-year graduation rate is 22%.
Both are all-time highs for the school.
The 4-year rate has more than tripled
and the 6-year rate has increased by
60%

=
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>
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=
i

64%

63.8% of First-Time, Full-Time
Freshman in the Fall 2018 returned in
the Fall 2019. This is close to the 10-

year average.

© Sophomore

@
v
@
~
o
>

We are predoming
Fall 2019, 72%
women. Ten yea

20 to 30
hrs.

88% of our seniors have paid
employment.

30% work more than 30 hours/week
30% work less than 20 hours/week
28% work between 20 and 30 hours/
week

HSI

Hispanic Serving Institution

25%

25.4% of the student body is now

atin X. The campus is now classified
he DOE as a Hispanic Serving and
ority Serving Institution

Mnority Serving Institution

17 and 48%

17% of the student body is African-
American and 48% of the students are
from an underrepresented minority
group. We are a Minority Serving

Institution.
70% ||}

Younger, more classes, more like
traditional college students. 70% of
our students are under 25 and 70%
are full-time.

Full-Time
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35%

Although U Northwest offers over 70
majors, 35% of our students are
enrolled in just 5 majors: Business,
General Studies, Nursing, Psychology,

Criminal Justice
Offer in Hand
Il look
43, 18, 43%

43% of seniors have a job lined up.
18% of seniors will begin searching
after graduation. 43% plan to pursue a
graduate degree.



Opportunities Potential Approaches

Three groups who need more support to P ‘ Techniques used at IlU Northwest and elsewhere to improve
reach their educational goals .-" - student success

‘ N ®
CANT -

PICK A v N eeny meeny miny mo

COLLEGE D . .
MAJOR? & : Major Information

*4\We offer 70 different majors.
udents only know about a few We
need to use different outreach
methods:
* career fairs
* major information sessions
» Plan B planning
areer services

anavis

» ~1000 students haven’t declared a
degree-granting major.

» Tend to exhibit less belongingness, earn

lower grades.

Almost half drop out during the first

year.

Blocks

 Linked classes meet back-to-back

¢ Math

« Composition

« Public Speaking

« First-Year Seminar.

* Required for Conditional Admits
Grades Retention

Rates

FY Seminar

» Conditional Admits were required
to enroll in a FYS that included
information about making the
transition to college.

Conditional Admits

About 1/3 of entering students each fall
admitted on probationary status

Tend to be uncertain about college
20% earn FN grades

Mean Fall GPA is 1.7

1-Sem Retention Rate is 66%
1-Year Retention Rate is 46%
66% end the year on Academic Probatio
50% had not selected a major by the end
of the first year

Before
After
Before

Grades Retention
Rates

5
®
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Pedagogical Innovation,
Belongingness, and
Growth Mindset

* Modern evidence-based pedagogical
techniques were embedded into a
broad range of classes including those
with substantial achievement gaps.

17

Achievement

A striking Achievemg
Northwest.

* IUN has an emergi
serving institution with
underrepresented minority

* Must be committed to helping
students achieve academic suc
Credits Credits C d

Before

= » Students were taught how to think
! g adaptively about school and
E © challenge.
Grades Retention Rate
Course Grades DFW Rates

After

M

DFW Rate 6-Year Graduation ~Achievement Gap
R

ate (M100)
£
H B
< <
Bef

fore After

[Before

1-Yr Retention Rate 6-Yr Graduation Rate

Overall

Latinx
Before
After
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