Indiana University Kokomo Faculty Senate Minutes
Monday, March 20" 2017 at 2:30pm in KC 130 AC

Attended by: Alnusair, Alshuwayer, Blackwell, Bourke, Bradley, Chauret, C., Clark, Connolly,
Cook, Coppola, Cox, Darr, Davis P., Deerly, Dodd, Douglas, Downey, Finkler, Fisher,
Gottemoller, Hampshire, Hancock, Heath, Heckman, Holcomb, Horn, Hughey, Hur, Jones Scott,
Keener, Kim, Kingsley, Mason, Masuda, Medley-Rath, Meybody, Mihai, Morgan Mossburg, Nur,
Rassel, Rifai, Rink, Roden, Rosales, Sebastian, Snoddy, Sposato, Steel, Sullivan, Tormoehlen,
Townsend, Tupa, Weller, Zody.

Note: Quorum was met

1- Approval of February minutes (Steel)
Discussion: none
Action: approved

2- Representative faculty senate discussion (Sullivan)-
Discussion: TJ Sullivan invited faculty to start a discussion about the proposal for the
Representative faculty senate. The discussion was started by TJ asking about the way the
committees would be set up under this proposal: we have currently 15 committees, of which 3
have automatically senators in it. If we have to have at least one senator per committee, It
might deter people from volunteering as senators.
Question1: Do we want to keep it as 1 senator per committee or change it?
Responses/Comments why it would work better to remove that requirement from the
proposal :
e less service is more, so allowing other people to be involved, so that service does not
become overwhelming.
e Have one member of every committee be present at every meeting.
¢ Not every committee meets in physical form (email, etc) 2 maybe that committees
start sending 2 reports (fall and spring report) instead of only one report a year.
e Agenda item call: would allow them to get on the agenda for a voting item/important
discussion (committee sends a representative)

Decision about senators serving in committees: removal of the requirement that one faculty
senator has to be on each committee

Question 2: Membership of faculty senate (1 to 5 ratio for units) has brought up the concern
that this could throw off the power ratio of votes, especially administrators. Other
campuses do not include a separate vote for administrators. Do we want to keep the
position of the VCAA and chancellor as voting members to prevent an imbalance of voting
power?

Responses/Comments why they should not get a separate vote:

e Should not be voting members




e They still count for their academic unit without receiving an additional separate vote
e Have the final voting power anyways

Decision: move was made to remove separate votes for the VCAA and chancellor from
proposal and instead have them be added into their academic unit. (Article 1, Section 2.1)

General comments about switching to a representative faculty senate

1. More hours for senators that has to be dedicated to the senate than in current form

2. It would be difficult to find people who would volunteer to be senators

3. Chairs and deans would still come to senate meetings, which means there would be
over 40 people at meetings, but only half of them would get to vote.

4. It could potentially end up in an over-representation of senior faculty = maybe units
could require both senior and junior faculty to be senators

5. Another option could be to decrease the quorum.

6. One obstacle that resulted in not meeting the quorum in previous years was that the
main building was under construction which affected the course schedule and the
teaching load for many faculty.

7. Representative senate might make faculty feel disconnected from campus

8. If we there are not enough agenda items to warrant a meeting, maybe canceling it at
least a week ahead of time would show that faculty time is valued

9. The length of meetings could be extended by 15 minutes so that if a meeting is
canceled due to having too few agenda items, any extra time needed for the next
month could be accounted for that way.

10. Adding an ad hoc committee might be helpful when one committee ends up having too
many issues to handle since they don’t fit into any committees’ description (typically
faculty affairs committee and EPC end up with a lot of these issues).

11. Before voting on proposal, please ensure that the student body and adjunct faculty
representatives can vote (Lina agreed to make sure that they are added or already on
the canvas site)

Actions:

- Will be put on canvas for voting by end of year
- rules require that we have the vote within one week of this meeting - motion to table it
resulted in 45 agreements and 10 disagreements and therefore passes

3- Officers’ Election

Results of election:
President: TJ Sullivan

Vice

President: Todd Bradley

Secretary: Lina Rifai

Parli

amentarian: David Hancock

UFC

Representative: Yusuf Nur

Affirmative Action Liaison: Rosalyn Davis




Board or Review: Awny Alnusair (tenured), Gregory Steele (tenured), Lina Rifai (tenured),
Erik Deerly (non-tenured), Lucy Tormoehlen (non-tenured)

4- Re-categorizing faculty (Roden)

Discussion: Dianne Roden discussed the need to use accurate classification for CUPA if we use
that data for salary compression issues. In the past, several faculty were miscategorized. Since it
affects salaries it was difficult to find someone to work on reclassifying faculty. Therefore
Dianne took on the task and used the 4 digit codes to get a more accurate classification of
faculty. The first 2 digits represent the unit and the last two digits represent the field in which a
faculty was hired to teach in.

This does not affect the majority of faculty, but will create more transparency and fairness. For
the few people who were affected by this change, it ended up being favorable to them.
The data sheet will be placed on canvas.

Proposal: Dianne prosed to change from now on to using 4 digits.

Comments: CUPA lumps all non-tenured track faculty together and does not distinguish for
example between lecturers and senior lecturers. CUPA does not have tier levels for non-tenure
track position and we should keep in mind that CUPA data will not be perfect to use for faculty
in these positions.

Action: The proposal was approved/endorsed

5- Merit discussion (Hancock)

Discussion: David Hancock started with announcing that there has been a slight change in
terminology for merit- any raise received will be called a “standard merit raise” and any raise
based on merit will be called an “additional merit raise”

David H. also commented that we did not vote on assigning additional merit raises and if we
want it for example to be decided at the unit level
Feedback from the online survey that was sent out:
e 78% support to have merit decided at the unit level (reflects 2015 vote)
e 50% of faculty favor that 20% receive additional merit
e Faculty was split evenly on the topic of having a cascading merit per unit
e 71% voted no on the question if there should there be an application process for
additional merit raise
-> proposal was mimicked by the vote
Proposal:”
1. affective immediately: decisions of which faculty receive additional merit pay increases
should be made in the individual units of IUK
2. reward 20% of faculty proportional within each unit (every unit at least 1 award
guaranteed)
3. award amount determined by total salary pool allocated by trustees (proposal 1 and 2)



Suggestions/Comments:
- to help with decisions within units: maybe find ratings (4 point ratings) and then
multiply rating by percent of job requirement
- administration did not accept it in 2015
- form a committee for unit decisions on additional merit raise

Action: approved (will be passed on to administration) (all approved)



