
 

Academic Senate 

Meeting Minutes   

Friday, January 20, 2023 1:30 – 3:00 pm DW 1001  

Members present: R. Adaikkalavan, T. Anderson, E. Bennion, D. Blouin, C. Borshuk, K. Bregu, D. Bryant, 
J. Burch, I. Clift, L. Collins, H. Davis, J. Deranek, K. Ervick, J. Essig, J. Feighery, W. Feighery, B. Fong-
Morgan, P. Geels, A. Grens, S. Haithcox, M. Holland, D. Hopkins, S.K. Jang, S. Jones, R. Kohli, V. Kwong, R. 
Langton, I. Levine, A. Lidinsky, T. Liechty, E. Lucal, K. Ludy, D. Marr, J. Mattox, D. McMillen, A. Meisami, 
M. Merhi, S. Merken, B. Mociulski, S. Moore, Jen. Muniz, S. Nichols-Boyle, M. Oake, O. Okanlami, R. 
Olivier, S. Opasik, A. Pant, S. Pape, S. J. Park, B. Pathak, J. Pearon, B. Phillips, A. Randles, J. Resler, K. 
Ritchie, C. Robinson, D. Rodriguez, J. Rubin, A. Rusnock, A. Savvopoulou, C. Schult, H. Scott, M. Shockey, 
J. Smith, C. Sofhauser, N. Somerville, T. Spencer, B. Spinda, D. Surma, K. Takanashi, S. Thomas, S. 
Torkzadeh, B. Tourtillotte, J. VanderVeen, C. Vlaeminck, D. Vrajitoru, J. Wells, K. Werner-Sanders, B. 
White, K. Wooden, L. Zwicker , L. Zynda.  

 

Premeeting slide show: Land acknowledgement, J. Smith award, applications for chancellor’s professor, 
UCET upcoming events 

1. The meeting was called to order by C. Schult at 1:31 pm.  

C. Schult recognized that J. Smith received the 2023 Frederic Bachman Lieber Memorial all-IU teaching 
award. She also reminded everyone about the upcoming deadline for the Chancellor’s professor 
application on February 28. An announcement with further details will be in the Daily Titan next week. 
Additional information may be found on the Academic Affairs website. Full professors who have served 
at this rank for at least four years are eligible to apply. 

Finally, she thanked the Library for providing the snacks and added that the Chancellor will be joining 
the meeting on Zoom.  

2. The November 2022 minutes were approved.  FILE 

3. Ballot results for General Education Committee proposal to add FYE Director as ex officio 
member—presented by J. Resler 

J. Resler reported that the results were 95% in favor of approving the proposal. The proposal passes. 

4. Proposal from Policy Committee in response to ACA-17—uniform standards for Faculty Boards 
of Review—presented by S. Opasik FILE 

This proposal was introduced in the November meeting. In response to ACA-17, all campuses must meet 

the uniform standards for Faculty Boards of Review. The Policy Committee has been working on 

updating the South Bend Constitution language to meet this requirement. The policies across campuses 

have to include certain features.  
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By approving this new policy the Senate would be replacing the present Faculty Board of Review Policy 

and rescinding our Faculty Misconduct Policy and Committee. We do not need a faculty misconduct 

committee as other misconduct policies, such as Sexual Misconduct, Research Misconduct, and the Code 

of Academic Ethics, have their own procedures for adjudicating alleged misconduct. All those policies do 

allow for an appeal to the Faculty Board of Review. 

Question by A. Pant: “In item 3 of the policy statement, does the grievant have to bring the complaint to 
the home campus first? There is a possibility of the complaint going out of the campus eventually 
though, correct?” 

S. Opasik What that means is the complaint must be filed on the home campus of the academic 
appointee. 

C. Schult clarified that the updated policy also eliminates the Faculty Misconduct committee.  

No further questions were asked and discussion was closed.    

C. Schult mentioned that this will go out by ballot electronically and reminded everyone to check their 
spam folder as well.  

5. Proposal from Athletics Committee—updating committee membership and charge—presented 
by T. Randles FILE 

T. Randles said that D. Hopkins had started the discussion on this proposal during the November 
meeting. In that meeting there were some questions about whether the committee may establish 
guidelines for athletic schedules. He brought everyone’s attention to item 2 of the proposed changes in 
the duties of the Athletics Committee whereby the proposal states that the committee may establish 
and monitor guidelines for schedules for intercollegiate athletics.  

No further questions were asked and discussion was closed. This proposal will also go out by electronic 
ballot.  

6. Proposals from Academic Affairs Committee—presented by J. Smith and S. Moore FILE 

i. Change Repeat Grade policy FILE 

The recommendation is still to move to best grade in case of repeating a course. J. Smith pointed out 
that a suggestion was made in the language to address L. Kahan’s comment from the previous senate 
meeting. There were no further questions or comments and discussion was closed.  

Voting took place in the room and the policy passed.  

ii. Administrative Withdrawal for GPA students FILE 

J. Smith reminded everyone of the proposed policy and noted that this is for GPA students only and it is 
not a student-initiated withdrawal but rather an administrative withdrawal.  

Question by A. Pant: “Why isn’t this a policy for all students?”   
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J. Smith explained that the student drop policy is an IU-wide policy. GPA is specific to our campus. The 
policy may not be amended but this might be something to look at in the future. 

Discussion was closed. Voting took place in the room and the proposal passed. 

iii. Regional Common Calendar FILE  

J. Smith reminded everyone of the reasons for this proposal, which items will remain the same and what 
will change if adopted. He also pointed out that after the final tweaks the proposed common calendar 
resembles our own calendar quite a bit. An initial concern was whether non-standard sessions would 
still be allowed was addressed and they would be. 

There have also been some concerns about study abroad and special schedules; these may also be 
customized. There are special course terms that may be entered. 

Comment by B. Lucal: “It seems to me that semesters are getting longer and there are only a few days 
off.” 

J. Smith said that the length of fall break was not part of the discussion.  

C. Schult said there have been three off days added so we needed to add more days to the semester. 
However, B. Lucal said more than three days have been added.  

It was pointed out that other IU regional campuses have to make significant changes to adjust to the 
new calendar. 

Comment by D. Hopkins: “It would be nice to have a longer fall break.” 

Question by B. Feighery: “Will the online sessions follow the same calendar?” 

The answer was affirmative. 

There were no further questions and discussion was closed. This will also be sent out by electronic 
ballot. 

C. Schult thanked the Academic Affairs committee for all their work. 

7. Resolution from the Student Affairs Committee opposing the change to Commencement 
starting time—presented by K. Ludy FILE 

K. Ludy is the chair of the committee. The SGA president and one more student were present. Students 
have not been happy with the time of the commencement. The commencement is scheduled for 10am 
on Tuesday, May 9th, instead of the regular 6pm time. This topic is certainly part of the committee’s 
charge and the committee has been working with the SGA on this issue. The SGA sent out a Qualtrics 
survey to the student body and the results overwhelmingly show dissatisfaction with the time of the 
commencement. Quantitative and qualitative data were shared (see file). Consequently, the committee 
drafted said resolution. 
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The SGA president commented that faculty support is greatly appreciated on this issue and that he was 
hoping for the resolution to pass. 

Comment by S. Salisbury: “I have been following this and the staff council voted to pass a similar 
resolution. It will be very challenging for staff to attend, unless they are working the graduation. As a 
former student if that had happened at my commencement ceremony I would have been on my own 
when graduating. It seems that there is not a lot of control to make the change this year but at least we 
need to send a solidified voice to rethink this decision for next year. When asked for the reason for 
having a common time for all IU regional campuses’ commencement the only feedback received was 
that students wanted this which is ironic. The difference between South Bend and other regionals is that 
we do not have an on-site graduation. We will work with the SGA and the Senate to provide support.” 

Comment by Jen. Muniz: “I had not thought about this, but the band director said that it will be difficult 
to have band members play at the ceremony this year as most likely they will not be available during 
that time. I support the students in this matter.”  

C. Schult commented that Notre Dame will still be in session at the time, and it will be busy and difficult 
finding one’s way around the campus to get to the ceremony. 

No further comments. Discussion was closed.    

Voting took place in the room and the resolution passed.  

8. Community Engagement Committee report -- presented by J. VanderVeen 

J. VanderVeen is the chair of the Community Engagement Committee. He welcomed E. Bennion as the 
new director for Community Engagement. He encouraged everyone to look out for events and other 
new things. 

J. VanderVeen updated everyone on what the committee has been up to. He mentioned that the land 
acknowledgement is now on the home page of the IU South Bend website and asked to encourage 
students to apply for internships. They have five paid internships to offer.  

There were no questions. 

Comment by the Chancellor from Zoom: “As far as the commencement ceremony goes, I wanted to 
provide a few comments and share what I know. I have also raised similar concerns based on students’ 
feedback and this was IU’s decision to have all regional campus commencements be at 10am. Some 
campuses already had a commencement at 10am so this is not an issue. We plan to be monitoring 
attendance that day as the administration is moving forward with the time and day. We have been 
assured that access will not be impeded and there will be enough parking at Notre Dame. We are open 
to hold a time shift conversation afterwards.”  

Comment by A. Pant: “Besides monitoring attendance you should ask in your speech how many 
students are missing work to attend and/or how many students do not have support from loved ones.” 

9. Report on review of research releases – presented by D. McMillen 
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As has previously been reported at the September LEAD session led by IU President, P. Whitten, a 

variety of data was presented. Some of this data was about research productivity. Due to the data 

presented we had to make short-term and long-term plans. There are 138 faculty members at IU South 

Bend who were expected to receive research release time in Fall 2023. The Deans reviewed the data and 

met with faculty to discuss their research release plans. 82% of faculty was found to have met the 

standards over the past three years. Additional faculty have plans for research for the next year.  Some 

of the remaining faculty members will have their research release time shifted to other categories such 

as administrative to better reflect their work which brings this to a combined total of about 98%. Overall 

the process demonstrated the commitment of our faculty.  

 

Comment by B. Lucal: The process was faulty. 

D. McMillen responded that the adopted process was appropriate in this case. 

 

Question by C. Schult: “What about the long-term process?” 

D. McMillen said that we are in the process of developing a capacity model whereby research 

assignments will be requested. There will be more discussion. 

 

Question by E. Bennion: “How is research productivity evaluated? It is a bit disturbing that we were told 

that only peer reviewed articles would count.” 

D. McMillen clarified that initially only standard peer reviewed articles and juried creative activity would 

count but after deliberations and conversations there is respect for scholarship and creative activity 

beyond those types.  

 

Question by Jen. Muniz: “Could you say more about the research task force among the campuses? How 

will this impact us?” 

D. McMillen said that he does not have full clarity on this matter. The task force is supposed to examine 

what research is and refine that. We have excellent representation, Dean H. Davis and three faculty 

members, Jen. Muniz, H. Scott, and J. VanderVeen will be strong voices in the task force. 

 

Question by D. Surma: “Will faculty have to request research release? Or if scholarly activity is 

documented then it will be a given?” 

D. McMillen said that those details will come out of discussions. Some of the other campuses already 

have a capacity model in place and we may choose to start with one of them and make modifications as 

needed. 

 

Follow-up by D. Surma: “Are all campuses going to be the same then?” 

D. McMillen emphasized that it is too early to answer these questions. There will be a common base but 

there will be room for variation. 

F 

Question by D. Hopkins: “Is there going to be any flexibility for clinical lines to become tenure-track?”  

D. McMillen answered that at this time this is defined by IU and so far, time for research is for tenured 

and tenure-track faculty only. 

 



Question/Comment by B. Feighery: “The problem that most faculty had with this was not that they had 

to justify their research release but the timeline. The timeline was unreasonable. A suggestion to have a 

reasonable timeline as the capacity model will be implemented.” 

  

D. McMillen pointed out that initially there were going to be changes at the end of this semester. The 

long-term plan is to give us the chance to build the model and the timeline. 

  

Follow-up by B. Feighery: “What about the 4%?” 

D. McMillen corrected that it is 2% of faculty that are affected by this. There are a few reasons why the 

2% faculty members will be moving to a 4-4 teaching load; they did not meet with their Dean and/or 

they did not show research activity or simply decided that at this stage of their careers they wanted to 

do a 4-4 teaching load. They will still have the opportunity to resume their research activity.  

 

Follow-up by B. Feighery: “This is questionable when they have a 4-4 load.” 

 

D. McMillen said that these things may be built into the capacity model. The model may allow release 

time for those with research productivity plans. 

 

Question by E. Bennion: “The capacity model will focus on where time and effort are spent. Is service 

going to be shown? Where does service fit? Is that going to be worked into this model?” 

 

D. McMillen said that the university has been focusing on FTE for teaching and research and has not 

(yet) included service. Other universities have service built in. This will be a discussion for IU. 

 

10.  Enrollment report – presented by R. Adaikkalavan FILE 

Census day was January 16th, the total headcount was 3915 and the total credit hours were 45321. Some 
changes may still affect these numbers though. 

In comparison to last spring the headcount is 3% down and in comparison, to two years ago it is 10% 
down. Similarly for credit hours the percentage decrease is 2.5% and 10% respectively (see file). Our 
decline was less than any other regional campus. We did well but looking at the overall budget situation 
enrollment is not stable. Looking at undergraduate beginners our projection was 77 and we came into 
107 students. The fact that the application fee was waived contributed to this. 19 more students were 
added to the group of undergraduate transfers, while the number of continuing students has dropped a 
bit (see file).  

Retention is clearly an important thing. We were able to add 90 students in the first week of classes, 
there was not enough time between the two semesters given the winter break. We have met the 
projection in headcount and credit hours. R. Adaikkalavan thanked all who helped and emphasized that 
many worked over the break. Now it is time to show support to all our students and share feedback 
using SER. 

Comment by D. McMillen: “Thank you to you, Raman.” 
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R. Adaikkalavan said that this is everybody’s work and thanked everyone again. 

11. Academic Organizational Design Task Force timeline update—presented by Jason Resler & Doug 
McMillen, AVC for Academic Affairs  FILE  

Since the last Senate meeting the Committee has continued to be busy. One of the major things that the 
Committee spent time on is the six models for reorganization that were presented at the December 8th 
Town Hall. The Town Hall was well attended, and they received good feedback. There is a survey open 
till January 31st which may be accessed through TEAMS (see file). One may also find a link to the 
presentation, the models and the survey on the TEAMS site.  

Everyone may reach out to D. McMillen or any other members of the task force for questions and 
feedback. In terms of their future work the timeline has been extended to allow for working closely with 
the Academic Master Plan (AMP) Committee. The plan for January is to review the feedback, work with 
the AMP Committee, and do a cost-benefit analysis to narrow it down to 3-4 models. These will be 
presented at the February Academic Senate meeting and a final report is to be submitted in March.  

Question by A. Rusnock: “There should be another Town Hall after the February meeting before the final 
proposal is submitted. There will not be enough time at the meeting for discussion. It is still not clear, for 
example, why we are doing this, what is the purpose? There should even be two Town Halls to give 
everyone a chance to attend.” 

D. McMillen said he was concerned about the fatigue from too many meetings but that the Committee 
will take this under advisement.  

Comment by J. Wells: “The survey is a hidden channel and needs to be changed. Adding a formative icon 
may help everyone recognizing the site more quickly.” 

Question by J. Mattox: “At the December Town Hall there was a strong current of faculty saying what if 
none of the suggested models are a good fit? Is it an option to keep our current structure?” 

D. McMillen said that we could maintain what we currently have. The Committee will make 
recommendations based on the models presented. The administration will ultimately decide.  

Question by B. Feighery: “The timeline has been extended, does that mean that the administrative 
structure of departments may be changed/merged?” 

D. McMillen pointed out that the Committee is looking at Colleges and Departments as well. Mostly in 
the case where savings would come from combining departments, for example merging the Chemistry 
and the Physics Department. Also looking at what kind of college structure would let us save money.  

Comment by D. Surma: “Looking at the document it was my understanding that the reorganization was 
not going to be at the department level. This is troubling. We were told that this group would work at 
the highest level.”  

D. McMillen said that the Committee is looking at recommendations. They have compiled departmental 
data and are getting a feel for the sizes of the different Departments. There could be a recommendation 
that a certain College should have fewer Departments. 
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Follow-up by D. Surma: “This should be up to the College and it would be going against the charge of this 
Committee.” 

Comment by J. Wells: “In the reports I have heard no one is considering the IU information environment 
in which we exist. A great deal of what we face, and we attempt to alleviate are attempts to solve 
information problems. The IU information environment is in bad shape. If we move the intellectual 
capacity of our faculty and staff, we will damage our capacity.”  

Question by E. Bennion: “It might be good for this task force to consider one person chairing two 

Departments rather than merging them. It is hard to value the success of each model if we do not have a 

set of goals and criteria to evaluate. Course releases are being talked about. Is there going to be actual 

cost or cost on paper included in the cost-benefit analysis? Would that analysis be included in relation to 

what we currently have?” 

D. McMillen said that the savings that we would generate would be in comparison to our current model. 

He said he understands the issues, but the committee’s perspective is to see what it would be like if a 

single person is overseeing multiple departments. 

Question by A. Rusnock: “Is this about saving money then?” 

D. McMillen mentioned that the initial reason was to have some savings. It is not the only reason 

though. We hope to have more interdisciplinary work. We are looking to see if there are ways to 

restructure to help our students. 

Follow-up by A. Rusnock: “This will hurt our students.” 

C. Schult said that she appreciates the Committee’s work and thanked everyone for their feedback. 

12. UFC report—presented by S. Nichols-Boyle FILE 

The following are the highlights of the December UFC meeting: 

a) Graduate Faculty council updates: the graduate school budget will need to be divided now that 
the two main campuses have their own graduate schools.  

b) IU code of academic ethics was approved with some amendments and revisions. Three 
substantive changes are: 

a. Minor acts of cheating and plagiarism may be handled by instructors. 

b. A work-life balance section has been added. 

c. A procedure for investigating complaints for faculty misconduct has been created. 

c) Course evaluation changes have been approved by the Board of Trustees. These changes were 
suggested by a 2020 report. Other ways to evaluate teaching would be peer reviews and 
teaching reflections, numerical data should not be the primary way of evaluating teaching. On 
our campus we will be developing new guidelines and the process is starting with the Teaching 
Committee. 
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d) Research Affairs Committee Report: some findings and weaknesses were reported (see file). D. 
Marr was our representative and now it will be J. VanderVeen.  

e) A report on the funding formula for higher education is at the legislature level. ICHE will allow 
each university to set its own metric goals and if these are met then more money will be 
awarded to said university. Nothing has been decided yet though. 

There were no questions. 

13. President’s Remarks—presented by C. Schult 

a. Nominating Committee 

 C. Schult reminded everyone that the nominating committee is looking for faculty to serve for the next 
academic year. There will be a survey on the Daily Titan. M. Roberts, J. Linton and H. Scott serve on the 
nominating committee this year. Nominations will be presented at the next Senate meeting. 

b. The Board of Trustees has approved course evaluation changes:  

The Teaching committee will be presenting information about the changes and will hold an 
informational/listening session on February 23rd at 4pm. Look out for this on the Daily Titan. She 
encouraged everyone to attend and provide feedback to shape our response. 

c. Combining committees 

C. Schult has been setting meetings with chairs of committees to discuss possibly combining some 
together. The Faculty Misconduct will be eliminated. It is getting harder to staff so many committees. If 
anyone has a suggestion about other committees which may be combined reach out to C. Schult. 
Moreover, the Executive Committee is considering reducing the number of faculty members on 
committees. Currently there are 6-8 members. It would be easier to staff committees if this was 
changed to 5-7. This is not a formal proposal yet.  

d. Collegial faculty—resist divisiveness 

Two major initiatives are happening on campus, the reorganization and the Academic Master Plan. 
These are stressful times. We will all be losing something and C. Schult reminded everyone to keep an 
open mind as these processes are coming to completion. It is understandably hard if one thinks that one 
is under attack. We should all resist thinking that it is “us against them.” Try to advocate for your unit 
without disrespecting other units. Be kind. In the end we do want to have a variety of programs. 

 

14. Announcements  

S. Moore: (Thanked C. Schult for her last statement.) Come to the Art Gallery to see artwork created by 
students in IUSB art classes. The Gallery is open Monday-Friday from 12-5pm. The show runs from Jan 
23rd – Feb 25th. A reception will be held on February 9th at 6pm.  



V. Kwong: The excellence in online teaching award and the excellence in teaching with technology 
award applications are due 2/1. Both come with a $1000 stipend.  

D. Blouin: On 2/21 at 4pm there will be an information session for dossier managers. On 2/24 at 3pm 
and 4pm PTR dossier preparation workshops will be held, the first is for the first promotion, and the 
second one for the second promotion. This first round of workshops will primarily be about CVs.  

J. VanderVeen: ChatGPT is an AI that creates text. If you have concerns about how your students might 
be using it, UCET would like to come to you and talk to your department or talk to individuals. There are 
also IU-wide events and Town Halls via Zoom. Talk to UCET for more information. 

S. Jones: SoTL conference proposals are due 2/1. 

S. Merken: The undergraduate research conference will be held on 4/14. Encourage your students to 
attend. We want as many disciplines as possible to participate. 

K. Ervick: The Student Publications Committee is seeking students who want to submit their work and 
research. The deadline to apply is 2/1. Please remind your students of this opportunity.    

 

15. C. Schult moved to adjourn the meeting at 2:59 pm.  

Respectfully submitted by A. Savvopoulou  

Secretary of the senate (2022-2023)  

 


