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UNIVERSITY FACULTY COUNCIL 

 Hoosier West Room in University Center North  
IU Southeast, New Albany  

March 31, 2009  
1:30 P.M.-4:30 P.M. (EST) 

1.  Welcome by Chancellor Sandra Patterson-Randles 

2.  Approval of Minutes 
http://www.indiana.edu/~ufc/docs/minutes/AY09/02.24.09.pdf 

3.  Presiding Officer's Business. (10 minutes) 
(President Michael McRobbie) 

4.  Agenda Committee Business. (10 minutes) 
(Professors Herb Terry and Simon Atkinson) 

5.  Question/Comment Period. (20 minutes) 
(President McRobbie and Profs. Terry and Atkinson) 

6.  Proposed Changes to the Indiana University Code of Student Rights, Responsibilities, and Conduct. 
[SECOND READING] (20 minutes) (Diane Dallis, Head, Information Commons/Undergraduate 
Library Services, Wells Library and Prof. Nuria Morral, 
Medical and Molecular Genetics) 
http://www.indiana.edu/~ufc/docs/circulars/AY09/U5-2009.pdf 

7.  Discussion of Promotion and Tenure [FIRST READING] (30 minutes) (Vice President John 
Applegate and Profs. Terry and Atkinson) 
http://www.indiana.edu/~ufc/docs/circulars/AY09/U6-2009.pdf 

8. Academic Handbook Revisions for Librarians [FIRST READING] (30 minutes) (Profs. Terry and 
Atkinson). 
http://www.indiana.edu/~ufc/docs/circulars/AY09/U7-2009.pdf 

*Faculty who are not members of the Faculty Council and who wish to address questions to President 
McRobbie, Professor Terry, and Professor Atkinson should submit their questions to the Faculty Council 
Office at ufcoff@indiana.edu. Meetings are open to the public. Our documents are available at: 
http://www.indiana.edu/~ufc. 
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TERRY:   Will people stay in their seats please.  Stay on this side if you can, we have some technical, well, 
you better… 
 
PATTERSON-RANDLES:   Inaudible 
 
TERRY:  Actually, let me ask you if you would mind dispersing yourselves so that you’re reasonably 
spread around those three microphones.  You know, some group clustered around that microphone at 
the far end where the chancellor is and then some group clustered around this one and then some 
group clustered around this one.  We don’t have a great technological setup here.  Okay, welcome to 
the March 31st 2009 meeting of the Faculty Council.  President McRobbie has to be in New York and 
therefore, by default I am the presiding officer.  I would like to start the meeting by welcoming 
Chancellor Sandra Patterson-Randles who is the Chancellor of IU Southeast. Would you like to say a few 
remarks?    
 
PATTERSON-RANDLES:  Thank you so much, I’m very pleased to welcome you all today.  If you’ve not 
been here for a while or if you are new to this campus, I can say that we’ve had lots of positive changes, 
lots of positive growth, not only in our buildings and programs, diversity enrollment and community 
engagement so I hope that even though you have a long drive, I hope that you have a moment or two to 
just look around campus a little bit, we’re very proud of our progress.  And, it really has been the result 
of teamwork and our first comprehensive long range strategic plan, which we developed about five 
years ago.  We’re in the process of rolling over that strategic plan right now and I’m very pleased to say 
that after we’ve gone through all of the seven goals, many objectives, and 212 very ambitious initiatives, 
we have completed and have ongoing over 75% of those initiatives.  Another 20% of them are in 
progress, and there are only eleven initiatives which we either did not attempt or dismissed.  So, I think 
a 95% rating on a very ambitious strategic plan is a good track record.  So we’re pleased with that and 
it’s going to be our foundation for going into our ten year NCA review which will be next spring.  So, 
once again let me give you a very warm welcome to campus or wish to look at our new residence halls 
and that, we’ll be glad to show them to you.   
 
TERRY:  I might take a small prerogative and just comment on the Chancellor’s comment before we go 
on.  I know you’ve done double duty this year.  You’ve hosted the meeting with the IU trustees and now 
you’ve hosted this and I’m grateful for that.  One of the, I said to the trustees and I’ll say the same thing I 
said here.  One of the good features of being a co-secretary of the University Faculty Council is the 
opportunity to travel, do and see, at this point in my career at least, all of the regional campuses at IU.  
They are wonderful institutions, and the opportunity to find out what they do, to see mission 
differentiation and action in some ways, but also to understand that we are all part of the same 
enterprise.  That’s one of the benefits of this job; trying to herd everybody into consensus over 
something, that’s another matter, but the opportunity to see the campuses is good, and having followed 
the saga of your residence halls at the trustees; I know that took a lot of work to convince them to do 
that.  As you know, at Bloomington I’ve been involved in residential education and I have not seen your 
residence halls like most they are secure, so if at the end of the meeting, if you can arrange for 
somebody to take me over there, I would like to see it and I hope others will do so too.  It’s a beautiful 
campus.  You have received the minutes of the February  24th meeting.  Is there a motion to approve the 
minutes?  So moved, a second? Seconded.  Any discussion of the minutes?  With all those in favor, 
please say as forcefully as you can, aye (aye).  Are there any nos or abstentions?  I take it that the 
minutes are approved.  I will consolidate, obviously, points 3 and 4 in the agenda since because of the 
President’s absence I am the presiding-and Simon’s absence for that matter I am the presiding officer.  
Simon are you there by phone yet? 
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ATKINSON:  Yes, but I can barely hear you Herb.   
 
TERRY:  That’s not good because I can hear myself very well through this amplification system.  Is that 
better?   
 
Woman:  I can’t hear either.   
 
APPLEGATE:  I can’t hear very well either.   
 
TERRY:  Okay, we’re having the technical people take a look at that.  He is now heading toward, he is 
running (laughter) toward the technology so we’ll hang on here and see if we can improve.  Let me know 
when I should give him a test.  Is this any better?  Is this an improvement?  Can you hear me at all now?   
 
ATKINSON:  Yeah, but just barely.  All the reverberation from whatever…. 
 
TERRY:  Just barely.  That may help if I get it closer to my mouth.  Is that any better? 
 
Woman:  Somewhat. 
 
TERRY:  We’re going to move the polycom unit, see if we can get it closer to the speaker or move the 
speaker closer to the polycom if you can’t move the polycom that far.  There’s more chord on the 
speaker than there is on…is that any better.   
 
Woman:  Yes.   
 
TERRY:  Please speak up if we fade out again. What we have done in this room is just to get people 
closer to the stationary mikes which are not entirely stationary.  You can remove them from the stand as 
I have done and pass them around in small groups as I have done here, so let’s do that.  I’m going to give 
John, since he may end up speaking today, the l---- mice.  Okay, so I will say what I have to say and 
Simon we’ll see if you have anything to add. The main thing I have to add is number one, we probably 
should have included, although traditionally they have been voted on at the last UFC meeting, we 
probably should have included on the agenda a vote today on the honorary degree candidates.  You 
should all have received the honorary degree packets.  Not being certain that we have a quorum out 
there, I am reluctant to award an honorary degree on something that might be less than a quorumed 
vote.  I want to thank every member of the UFC for your participation in our electronic vote over the 
docee for former IU President Miles Brand.  To diverge from today’s agenda a little bit, the honorary 
degree was presented Sunday at IU Bloomington in conjunction with an honors convocation there that 
was also sort of our substitute now for founder’s day celebration and that made it to some extent in all 
University celebration.  A number of people, administrators and faculty outside of campuses and IU 
Bloomington did make it to the event.  What I want to tell you is that it was very much appreciated by 
President Brand and by Peg.  It was a very nice ceremony; a luncheon hosted by President McRobbie 
and Laurie prior to that actual awarding of the degree in the IU auditorium.  President Brand is clearly ill.  
We all know that but he was very aware of everything that was happening-nothing happened to his 
brain and he enjoyed, he was very grateful for us having done that.  One of the things he said and it was 
said very honestly, was that of all the jobs he’s held, his tenure at Indiana University was the most 
rewarding job that he had.  Some of you voted during Spring Break, and I want to thank you for doing 
that.  One of the nice things that I was able to pass along to President Brand backstage was that a very 
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large number of UFC member, when they sent in their yes, added some positive comment; “this was a 
good thing to do” “it’s  a very deserving candidate, things like that.”  And I was able to tell President 
Brand that the faculty not only voted for his honorary degree but that many of them chimed in with 
little gratuitive, positive comments that reflected how much he had meant to us.   
 
Back to today.  What I would propose with the honorary degree candidates whose packet you’ve already 
received is that we will try to conduct an electronic vote on that.  I realize there’s been a question or 
two about some dimensions of some of the candidates.  If you would send any questions you have, we 
will send those concerns out when we ask people to vote, and if it really looks like we need to find some 
kind of a way to have a public conference to discuss them, we’ll do that.  Some of those are to be 
awarded at May commencement exercises and we really need to move on them prior to our very late 
April meeting if we can’t make them official.  So we won’t add that to today’s agenda but you should 
expect to hear from the UFC office pretty soon, asking you to comment and vote electronically, so that’s 
that.   
 
The agenda committ3ee met this morning and this afternoon actually as well and focused our discussion 
primarily on item 7 on today’s agenda; the promotion and tenure procedures document; circular U 6 
2009.  Where I think we will go from this is that we anticipate a discussion today where I hope much of 
the comments will come from people who weren’t in that agenda committee.  What I think we want is 
to get as many comments as we can get from all the campuses and members of the UFC , the agenda 
committee members and others on this document and on how we might revise if before sending it out, 
once again before the April UFC meeting.  I hope we can be comfortable about the document at the end 
of this year.  Somebody, if they’re not, can always propose to table the motion and if that passes then it 
won’t get done this year, but I hope that we can get enough consensus that we can move forward and 
adopt this.  Let me give you an idea of some of the major issues that came up in the Agenda committee 
and how we tentatively plan to proceed on them, so that maybe the rest of the discussion today can 
focus on additional matters.  First of all, there seems to be a sense that there should be some kind of a 
preamble and that the preamble would specify with greater clarity than the document currently does, 
what authority individual campuses and their sub units have over the committees and the procedures 
their committees use in evaluating promotion and tenure cases, so we will create a preamble that will 
be consistent I think with the goal of the task force that produced the first version before you.  We had 
some questions about implementing this; what kind of an implementation schedule there would be.  
We’ll have to work one out when we see, when it’s adopted but clearly we will specify and 
implementation schedule that will preempt the gathering of letters and other sorts of things that may 
have already begun so we’ll take into account the cycle of decisions at all campuses.  There was 
something of a proposal that maybe we needed to grandfather, people of course who are already hired, 
when it came to these procedures and I think the consensus of the agenda committee was that they are 
procedures, they aren’t changes to the standard, and that unless University council told us that we had 
to grandfather with regard to procedures, we would simply implement the procedures whenever we 
could consistent with the cycle of promotion and tenure decision.  So,  with John’s help, we’re going to 
get the University  Council to address the question of whether or not we must grandfather people and 
somehow or other figure out how to have multiple committees for some period of time for 
grandfathered individuals.  We’ll report that decision of the University Council to the University Faculty 
Council.  The discussion in the Agenda Committee focused, I could say, on three primary issues.  The first 
issue was the composition of campus wide faculty and librarian review  committees; and especially to 
point A 1 and A 2 of circular U 6 2009  A 1 seemed to be fairly non controversial.  A 2 was a problem for 
a number of the regional campuses and the problems the regionals have flow from many reasons.  As 
currently written , A2 might mean that the only people you could have on a  campus wide promotion 
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and tenure committee would be tenured full professors and many campuses for various reasons either 
do not have enough of those people at that rank on their campus, or they have campus procedures that 
require representation of schools on their campus promotion and tenure committee and schools may 
not have the requisite number of full professors, and some as we’ve learned, have none at all, and that 
in general they have sort of an absolute rule that one and two read together might imply that these 
committees must exist of entirely tenured full professor is not workable at some of the regional 
campuses.  So, john and I and the agenda committee will work through that and try to come up with 
some practical language which adheres to the spirit of this, which is that as much as possible, we want 
the decision practicable, that’s the word we like, we want the decision to be reached by tenured faculty 
obviously, but also faculty at the rank being considered but there may be problems doing that also.  
We’re going to try and revise one and two, maybe combine them, who knows, into one paragraph 
describing composition that will take, well all the concerns we’ve heard about from the regional 
campuses, into account.  So, we made some substantial progress, I would say, on that.  Second major, 
oh we had some discussion about the meaning and why A 11 was stricken from the language of the task 
force and I think we discovered that both Simon and I and John didn’t quite understand why the task 
force had included that paragraph; it kind of relates to that preamble that we talked about, that we 
need to specify where campus authority starts on these matters-we’ll clarify it either by putting 11 back 
or to the preamble or something like that.  It was not our intention to limit campus discretion which is 
what the elimination of Point 11 or the repeal of the tenth amendment to the constitution would do.  
So, the other major area of major contention was A4 in circular U 6 2009; the issue of absentee voting.  
What I can say is that I think we remain troubled by how to handle that.  The regional campuses and 
IUPUI appear to be very strongly committed to the proposition that absentee voting shouldn’t happen at 
this level of deliberation and that modern technology permits participation by non physically present 
members of these committees and so absentee voting should not be allowed.  I can tell you that, I’m not 
telling you this as a member of Bloomington Faculty, I’m telling you this as President of the UFC because 
it’s coming from secretary, co-secretary that Bloomington has many units that are arguing that they 
can’t make a quality tenure decision without absentee voting.  When IUPUI, their, whatever the name of 
their committee is, their Faculty Affairs Committee discussed this portion of the document and sent on 
March 30th a vigorous criticism of it, that was forwarded to people in Bloomington and Tom Geiryn, the 
new Vice-Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs has indicated to me and to John that he thinks he can 
prepare language that Bloomington can work under that responds to criticisms that the IUPUI Faculty 
Affairs Committee has identified and so we’re going to pressure Tom to get that to us and see what it 
does, okay, pressure or encourage but we’re going to get something from Tom and hope that it resolves 
that question or at least most of it.  I think clearly this is going to be something that we may want to 
hear from UFC members about having heard from the agenda committee.  It is a difficult problem.  John 
do you have anything to add to that, or any member of the Agenda Committee have to add to that.  Is 
that an accurate description? 
 
APPLEGATE:  That’s a good description.   
 
TERRY: Yeah, that’s all I wanted to do.  Any member of the Agenda Committee want to add to that 
description.  Okay, and then we turn to what is now Part C of Circular u 6 2009.  This is the part of the 
circular that reflects the memo that the President sent out earlier to the Chancellors governing the 
timing of the reporting of the outcome of Executive Review back to candidates for promotion or tenure 
and on that one I can say that two things actually emerged as points of contention.  As those who were 
on the UFC more than a year ago remember.  This issue began when a document was brought to the 
UFC from Chancellor B--- and David M--- that tried to specify how dossier should be presented to the 
IUPUI to the Vice-President since the regionals now sent their cases through him.  That document was 
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very detailed about what should be included in the dossier and what should not and it was a contentious 
issue within the UFC.  That led, if I remember correctly, the President to actually suggest that we should 
set up a task force consisting of administrators and members of the UFC faculty affairs committee to try 
and study that issue of procedures to be used by promotion and tenure cases across the system is what 
it got converted into and that task force met and the result was the draft of that report that, or the 
version of that report that you received earlier and on which U6 2009 is based. It’s clear that members 
of the task force and members of the UFC agenda committee believed that the President taking the 
memo with all of the detail in the dossier off the table in the UFC meant that I wasn’t operative anymore 
and intended that the work of the task force supplant it.  At least one regional campus has been the 
recipient of a memo that looks very much like that memo and that’s been used to prepare dossier from 
that campus going to Indianapolis.  The issue is intertwined with circular U6 2009 because of what it 
says in Part C, section2 where executive review refers to promotion and tenure dossier by the provost, 
chancellor and executive vice-president and the President.  The campus is very concerned that the 
executive review if it is adopted at all as a procedure to be used here has access to the entire dossier 
and not just this document, this summary of it, prepared according to the memo that they received this 
year. What we have decided in the Agenda Committee, at the urging of John Applegate is that these are 
separate issues and we will, either in this preamble that we’re writing or in a footnote or certainly in the 
discussion of the document when it comes next before the UFC, make it clear that this document is not 
intended to define what this dossier at the level of executive review includes and that at the very least, 
when it gets to that level, everything is available for review if it is needed so we will spate the issues one 
way or another through the preamble or the discussion or a footnote.   So, I think that issue is resolved 
but that does not address the basic question of executive review and I think the best description that we 
can make of where that issue stands is one that came up at the very latter part of the Agenda 
committee meeting and that is that there is a difference of opinion between the President and some of 
the campuses.  Bloomington and IUPUI don’t seem to have too much trouble with it, but there’s a 
difference of opinion between the President and the regional campuses over the quality of a tenure 
decision that results if there is an independent chancellor’s decisions conveyed at the point proximate to 
the point at which it is made to the candidate or if instead, as the President had proposed, there is an 
executive review; the results of that later in the process conveyed to the candidate through the 
chancellor is the quality of that decision judgment.  The President believes that the best decision will 
result and the fairest decision for the candidates will result from the frank discussion within the 
executive review group of what would obviously be a questionable case.  The regional campuses 
characterized as a step back in their own autonomy and they would like their campuses principle 
administrator to make and communicate to the candidates an independent assessment of the 
candidate’s fitness for promotion or tenure.  It’s not clear that we have a way to resolved this except 
perhaps  eventually a vote at the UFC, but we are still looking for a way to resolve it and hope that 
maybe something can emerge from today’s  discussion.  Is there anyone who wants to add to that 
summary?  Okay, so I ask you to hold that in your mind because the agenda has put this as item seven, 
and we will proceed to item five in the agenda.  I’m sorry but you won’t be able to ask questions…oh I’m 
sorry, Simon, do you have anything to add?   
 
ATKSINSON:  I’m sorry I don’t think so, no.   
 
TERRY:  I’m sorry I didn’t recognize you.  You’re easier to recognize when you’re sitting here, it’s harder 
to remember you’re there on the phone.  So, we move to item five.  Do any of you have questions or 
comments for either Simon or for myself?   
 
COX:  Can I raise a matter with respect to the document itself?   
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TERRY:  Yeah, I suppose.  There is no restriction on the question and comment period.  I would propose 
that we’re going to discuss it at item seven. 
 
COX:  I have questions under B, B1.  When I was reading the first sentence; dossier’s for faculty begin 
considered, was that supposed to be being?   
 
TERRY:  That is supposed to be being.  I think John conceded that that was a typo that emerged in there.  
We will correct it if that sentence remains in circular U6 2009.  Thank you. 
 
COX:  The second question that I had, and it’s just a matter for my own elucidation I guess.  In --- 
“exception to these principles.”  Can you explain why the word “guidelines” was changed to principles?  
And the reason it caught my eye was because in the next numbered paragraph, we go back to using the 
word guidelines and it appears to be talking about the same thing.   
 
TERRY:  I don’t think we discussed that in the Agenda Committee.   
 
APPLEGATE:  Herb, this is John Applegate.  As I recall it, the reason was because I think some campuses 
described their P and T rules as guidelines, and the idea was to distinguish the material in this document 
from the procedures and rules that the campuses write, and I think that was the reason for it.  I may be 
reconstructing that right there but I think that was the reason.   
 
TERRY:  I think it was and I think it’s something though that we can return to on point seven, or through 
e-mail discussion.  It’s not our intent to be confusing; it was our intent to comply with, track campus 
descriptions of themselves.   
 
COX:  Thank you.   
 
TERRY:  Let me ask you if you would do something and if everyone else on the phone system would do 
so.  In order for us to prepare the minutes, it would help if those of you who are on the phones will 
identify yourselves.   
 
COX:  Oh, this is Jan Cox.   
 
TERRY:   Thank you Jan.  I guess I may as well do this as a poll; are there others out there? (poll) 
 
Okay, while we may be able to recognize your voices, if you do comment in the remainder of the 
meeting today, it would be helpful it you’d at least give your name so that the minutes can be correct.  
Are there other questions for either Simon or me?  Or anything you want me to send electronically to 
the President since electronically, you can be connected to any meeting?   Alright.  That brings us to 
item 6, which is proposed changes to Indiana University Code of Student Rights, Responsibilities and 
Conduct.  And, Diane is here and going to a microphone and she will introduce that document.  It is in 
front of you, it’s U circular U 5 2009.  Diane?   
  
DALLIS:  Hello again.  The last time I was here I came forward with two proposed changes for the Code 
of Student Rights, Responsibilities and Conduct, which is a University wide document from the 
University Faculty Council Student Affairs Committee.  One of the changes is the addition of the words 
gender identity” to the anti-discrimination language in the document and there’s another one, that if 
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you will turn to page 14 of U5 2009; lines 498 through 500; I’ll give everybody just a second to (flip 
tape)…proposed change to a sentence in part 3 of the code which is the Procedures for the 
Implementation of the Code.  On line 498 through 500, there was a sentence that we proposed to have 
changed and I would actually like to put forward a motion to withdrew that proposal and I would need 
to have it seconded…Okay, thank you.  Anybody else? 
 
TERRY:  Assuming we had a motion to do so? 
 
DALLIS:  I can’t make a motion? 
 
DETHLOFF:  (inaudible) 
 
TERRY:  Okay, Craig informs us that’s fine. 
 
 DALLIS:  Okay, so with that said, I want to point you to the same document and if you would go to page 
three, this is one of I think, two references to changes where we’ve added the concept of gender 
identity to be added to the anti-discrimination language of the code to reflect the diversity of our IU 
student population and the last time I was here I shared some general definitions of the concepts in this 
code to help clarify why we would want to add these words, and just a side note, this update in the 
language is found in both State and Local City government that we have found, that the committee has 
found.  So, I’ll explain that; Gender identity is a person’s own sense of identification as male or female 
and that’s why we’re asking for that phrase to be included.  To clarify, we want to include gender as well 
because gender is intended to emphasize the social and cultural, as opposed to the biological distinction 
between the sexes.  It is in fact a different concept than gender identity and we want both to remain in 
this code.  Sex is one of the two categories of living things that make us male or female, it’s biological 
completely.  And then, sexual orientation is broadly defined as the fact of being heterosexual, bi-sexual, 
or homosexual.  So, we’re adding, or we’re asking to add gender identity to the code.  That’s what I 
would like to have the council approve or vote on.   
 
TERRY:  Okay, this is suitable for discussion.   
 
ATKINSON:  Hi, can I just clarify for those of us on the phone? 
 
DALLIS:  Yes. 
 
ATKINSON:  On page 14, the proposal is to not make the change in yellow? 
 
TERRY:  Or in ones 498 through 500, there not all in the same color. 
 
ATKINSON:  The other thing I’d like to bring up is that we had a discussion at the last UFC meeting about 
the sentence deleted in the document, so it’s line ---6 to 497, that was something that was inserted 
without UFC  approval in the current policy.  Correct?   
 
DALLIS: That is correct.   
 
TERRY:  So is your question Simon… 
 
DALLIS:  It was approved by the trustees 
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TERRY:  So, is your question Simon is that also to be deleted? 
 
DALLIS:  No, that’s not what I’m asking.  We were asking for a change to that sentence and I am 
withdrawing my request to change that sentence and I have no other stake in that sentence. 
 
TERRY:  So, that sentence would remain? 
 
DALLIS:  It was approved by the trustees, I would imagine that we can’t just remove it today.    
 
ATKINSON:  I think that the UFC can make; UFC is proposing changes to this document to the trustees, 
correct? 
 
DALLIS:  The Student Affairs Committee is proposing the changes of adding the concept of gender 
identity to this document, that’s what’s happening today.   
 
ATKINSON:  Right, and you’re not asking to adopt those changes and, the UFC adopting those changes 
will not change the policy, it’s a trustee policy so they will have to act on whatever the UFC--- 
 
If I understand yes, the UFC will have to approve any changes that the UFC 
 
TERRY:  The trustees 
 
DALLIS:  I’m sorry, the trustees 
 
TERRY:  Right, so it would be our intent to take the document to the trustees through the President.   
 
ATKINSON:  Alright 
 
POMPER:  I’d like to make a motion to change the document by striking the already stricken sentence on 
page 496, 497 so that the document that will come forward to board of trustees will exclude that 
sentence.   
 
ATKINSON:  I second that 
 
TERRY:  Okay.  We are now discussing a motion that has been moved and seconded.  As I understand it, 
the resulting document if approved, that paragraph would begin with line 493, it would end with the 
word proceeding in line 496, and then It would take it up again beginning in line 501.  Is that correct?  
Okay.  So, is there a discussion of the motion to amend?  Would either of the people who’ve moved and 
seconded like to explain why they moved and seconded.  We will have to explain it to the trustees.   
 
POMPER: May I?   
 
ATKINSON:  Yes, please go ahead Marcus.   
 
POMPER:  The reason why I’m proposing to remove the sentence is that first of all this body never 
approved the sentence to begin with, and it was inserted by the Board of Trustees without consulting 
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us.  And secondly the sentence as it stands appears to not make much sense when compared with the 
previous paragraph.   
 
ATKINSON:  I’d like to, I agree and there was also discussion at the previous meeting that the very 
conscious decision was made not to have the advisor speak at the proceedings because the intention is 
to keep the proceedings as informal as possible and in some ways to have this be an educational process 
for the student involved rather than a confrontational, legalistic process.  
 
TERRY:  For the benefit of the council  
 
ATKINSON:  That was an intentional decision made by the UFC when it wrote this policy previously.   
 
TERRY:  For the benefit of the council I will add to Simon’s observation.  I was involved in this not only 
through the BFC and the UFC the last time around, but for some reason I attended that meeting of the 
Board of Trustees.  And, basically at Bloomington and then again at the UFC, student members of the 
committees that considered this and student members of the BFC wanted the document to say that 
advisors could speak for students.  The BFC and the UFC, as is reflected in lines 495 and 6, rejected that 
view and it was rejected for the reasons that Simon has sighted, that this is not a judicial proceeding 
exactly.  It’s an informal proceeding designed to be educational and non confrontational and many of 
the people who had participated in committees where advisors attempted to speak, found it disruptive 
to that informal process. It was also pointed out at that time that even if an advisor was permitted to 
speak; the presiding officer at that committee would still have some ability to rein them in.  
Nonetheless, the BFC and the UFC both decided not to do what the students, pretty consistently 
wanted.  Being good strategists, the students took their concerns to the student member of the Board of 
Trustees and it was the student member of the Board of Trustees who encouraged his colleagues to add 
this sentence at the Trustees meeting and that is how it originated.  My guess would be that if we 
deleted this sentence now, perhaps the same strategy would occur, but we would also see it coming and 
at least in my role as a spokesperson for this body to the trustees, I would attempt to dissuade them 
from putting the sentence back in.  So that was the additional comment that I would make relative to 
the motion to amend. Are there other comments?  Are you prepared-this is a second reading-are you 
prepared to vote on the motion to amend?   
 
APPLEGATE:  Herb--- so the net of this is that we’re deleting the sentence on 496 and 497, but then the 
sentence in 498 and 500 is not in, that’s just out?   
 
TERRY:  That would be correct.  As I said, for the clarification of everyone, if this amendment is adopted, 
the text would end with the word “proceeding” in line 496 and it would pick up again with the word a 
 
APPLEGATE:  That’s not what I heard so… 
 
TERRY:  And if the student’s wanted the advisor back in they would have to attempt to get the trustees 
to insert it again and I would remind the trustees that they would be doing that without consultation 
with us.  Are you prepared to vote on the amendment? There are at least a few nods.  Would all those in 
favor of the amendments signify by saying aye?  (aye)  Opposed?  There’s one opposed. I have one 
abstention in this room, are there any on the phone?  So, we’re back to the main motion then.   
 
ONE OPPOSED (ERIKA DOWELL) ONE ABSTENTION (DIANE DALLIS) 
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TERRY: The motion is to amend the Code of Student Rights and Responsibilities basically as described on 
page 3, I think.  Diane, is that it?   
 
DALLIS:  Yes 
 
TERRY:  Let me ask a question because we’re encountering this in Bloomington.  Did the committee 
confirm that line 175 through 178 and 181 are at least current?  These are the lines that list the various 
campuses and their URL’s. 
 
DALLIS:  What was your question?   
 
TERRY:  Did you confirm that lines 175 through 181 are current?   
 
DALLIS:  No  
 
TERRY:  May I ask if this passes, leave to check that out before we take it further.  Diane?   
 
DALLIS:  That’s fine. 
 
TERRY: We have a bunch of policies in Bloomington that are out of date because names or titles or 
whatever changed.   
 
DALLIS:  I’m hesitant to do this-there are also sections within the code that refer to offices that no 
longer exist as well and we might want to consider that.  It’s really a matter of being accurate rather 
than, I mean, it’s  
 
TERRY:  In your opinion it’s a matter of nomenclature? 
 
DALLIS:  Yes, because we don’t have some of the offices any longer that it refers to in the code and let 
me see if I can find-I remember that Provost Hanson sent a message yesterday regarding this.   
 
TERRY:  What would happen Diane, if we subjected this to a second reading at the next UFC meeting? 
 
DALLIS:  Where is the next UFC meeting? 
 
TERRY:  I believe, do you know Simon 
 
ATKINSON:  -----I think it’s… 
 
DALLIS:  That sounds great 
 
TERRY:  It’s in Bloomington on April 28th.   
 
TERRY:  Alright, so I think we will table.  Is there any discussion that we should take into account?  
Diane?   
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DALLIS:  I do hate to put off the vote on gender identity if there is so concern regarding that proposal.  If 
that’s avoidable, I would like to avoid tabling it.  It seems to be not a great issue of concern for the 
Faculty Council… 
 
TERRY:  So, are you moving to separate the motion and simply vote for now on page 3, lines 75, 76 and 
106? 
 
DALLIS:  Yes 
 
TERRY:  Is there a second to that motion?  Our acting parliamentarian here says that the motion to 
divide does not require a second.  Basically, we’re going to vote to insert these two changes to insert 
gender identity and then bring back for a final reading at the April meeting  this document containing 
those changes and I hope, containing the updating the document to fix the names of offices and 
websites and that stuff.  
 
SCHNEIDER:  (inaudible) 
 
TERRY: That’s passed.  That’s been adopted.   
 
HINNEFELD:  (inaudible)  
 
TERRY: We voted on that before we separated, so it would be included in the revised document so that 
language would disappear when it comes back. 
 
HINNEFELD:  I don’t see why we need to wait…(inaudible)  
 
TERRY: Because we can’t do it on the fly, we’d have to authorize the committee to make those changes 
after you’ve approved it.  
 
SCHNEIDER: (inaudible)  
 
TERRY:  And what committee do you want to delegate that task? 
 
SCHNEIDER:  inaudible  
 
DALLIS:  Student Affairs Committee. 
 
TERRY: May I ask if the Student Affairs Committee if it feels there are any doubts, consult with the 
Agenda Committee? 
 
DALLIS:  That’s right.  I will  
 
TERRY:  Okay, so we have a motion to pass this document as amended today.  Let’s see do we have to 
pick the motion to divide off?  
 
SCHNEIDER: (can’t tell if he speaks here)  
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DETHLOFF:  ---We’ll pass the gender identity and hold off the vote on the amendment.  Did everybody 
hear that?  Okay, what we did was we accepted your amendment, that’s fine, that’s in there.  But, then 
we had a motion to separate; that is, we’re not going to pass your amendment, we’re going to pass the 
sex and gender language.  We’re going to vote on your motion the next time.  That will be a second 
reading.  We’ve put your amendment in there.  
POMPER: May I propose that we vote on (inaudible) and the motion I made and (inaudible) 
 
DALLIS: I prefer that we not do that. I really have a concern, a single concern, of getting “gender 
identity” added.  That is what I hope to do.  If I can’t do that, that would…  
 
POMPER:  
 
DALLIS: Well I don’t want it to be separated or in any way bundled with another amendment if I can 
avoid it. 
 
FOOS:  amend this … so that … what we’re voting on was “gender identity” and … that  
 
UNKNOWN MALE SPEAKER: 
 
TERRY: Okay.  That was my question. 
 
DETHLOFF: So now it’s all on the table. 
 
TERRY: So now it’s all on the table, and the proposal has been… 
 
SCHNEIDER:  
 
DETHLOFF: So now there’s another motion to separate. 
 
ATKINSON:   
 
SCHNEIDER: 
 
TERRY: But there’s a motion to separate if it’s only about the “gender identity” is that right? 
 
DETHLOFF: That’s what he’s proposing. 
 
TERRY: Yeah. 
 
DALLIS: I think that… 
 
UNKNOWN FEMALE SPEAKER: 
 
SCHNEIDER: 
 
TERRY:  Okay, alright. We can separate.  We can vote on including “gender identity” and then we can 
move on.  I thought we had a vote on “gender identity,” but it won’t hurt to have another one.  All those 
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in favor of including “gender identity” as specified, please say “Aye.”  We’re voting on putting gender 
identity in on page three for certain.   
 
APPLEGATE:  Did everybody  
 
POMPER:  Could you elaborate? 
 
APPLEGATE: 
 
SCHNEIDER: 
 
TERRY:  It appears to me the best thing to do is make sure we know what’s on the floor and proceed.  
Joe?  
 
SCHNEIDER: Do we have a quorum?   
 
TERRY:  You’re asking if we have a quorum.  Alright, if you’ve asked, we must concede we do not which 
means this will have to come back.  But, is there a sense of this group that when this returns at 
Bloomington, we do or do not want her to try and bring it up to date in terms of changing offices and, 
yeah.  I think we should.  We got some raised eyebrows of the Bloomington Faculty Council the other 
day when we adopted something without fully updating it. The Provost didn’t think that was too 
consistent, so let’s charge you with doing that and we thank you for coming down, and your travel next 
time will be much shorter.  
 
SCHNEIDER:  (laugher) 
 
TERRY:  Okay. 
 
APPLEGATE:  Herb, would it be accurate then to, that this will be presented to the Board of Trustees for 
a first reading at their May meeting which I believe is after the UFC meeting?   
 
TERRY:  That’s May 7th and 8th.  Yeah, we can still get it there then I hope. 
 
APPLEGATE:  So, I’ll make sure they have a heads up that this is coming shortly. And it will require, I 
think, two readings, so it will be May and June.   
 
TERRY:  Alright, so we can’t adopt business, but we can continue, I hope, with our discussion of 
promotion and tenure and our discussion of the Academic Handbooks Revisions for Librarians even 
though we can’t act on them.  We weren’t intending to today anyway.  In many ways I think what I said 
as presiding officer’s business constitutes my introduction to this promotion and tenure document.  This 
has had a long gestation period.  It is a document that has come to this council again after a lot of work 
by a task force.  For those of you who haven’t been following its course, the decision a couple UFC 
meetings back was that Simon and I working with John, would try to produce yet another version that 
was a compromise between the two of us and the President, and that is what you have before you with 
Circular U 6 2009.  As I indicated in presiding officer’s business, the Agenda Committee is well aware of a 
number of concerns that both the regional campuses and Bloomington and IUPUI have with that draft 
and it will be our goal to, for John and Simon and I to put together another draft.  We will send it to the 
Agenda Committee hopefully for quick comment.  It may get out to you without the approval of the 
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Agenda Committee but we will send you something in hopes that we would feel comfortable acting 
upon it at the next UFC meeting.  If we aren’t or if somebody proposes to table, that’s what will happen.  
But, I think the issues are pretty well identified.  The real question will be whether we can come up with 
solutions to those issues that are either the best we can come up with given the differences of opinion 
or actually we can find some wonderful, magical compromise that everyone can agree on.  With that 
said, the entire document is open for discussion, although I think it might be useful if as we did in the 
Agenda Committee we kind of started at the top and let people who have questions or concerns or even 
praise if you think something is actually right, to raise them and we will be taking notes and we’ll also 
have the audio tape.  What other concerns are there with this besides the ones that I have; by the way if 
you are from one of the others campuses and you want to chime in on what I identified during the 
Presiding Officer’s business, please do that too.   
 
UNIDENTIFIED MALE VOICE:   
 
TERRY:  Okay let me comment on one think about that emerged in the Agenda Committee.  Near the 
end of the Agenda Committee’s discussion, there was a discussion about whether we should drop point 
C from the document or not and there are two points of view on that. One is that it is a contentious 
provision and if included in the document will lead some people to vote against it and might doom the 
entire document.  On the other hand, there is a view that the procedures as well as the standards for 
tenure and promotion are in the constitution within the legislative authority of the faculty and if these 
are the procedures that are going to be employed once the decision has reached the campus review 
committee, beyond that then we should put those into the academic guide/academic handbook and get 
them straight into the council.  So, I think that we will be discussing, the Agenda Committee and John 
and Simon and I will be discussing whether or not to leave C in the document or not and in that sense, 
it’s kind of bee referred in this meeting itself to the UFC for discussion so if you have thoughts about 
including or not including C, please chime in with those as well.   
 
 
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: inaudible 
 
TERRY:  This document came before the UFC a couple of meeting back.  The UFC authorized the Agenda 
Committee to have the co-secretaries work with the President’s office and in fact that’s been John and 
Simon and I.   
 
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:   
 
TERRY:  It comes from the three of us yeah.  And the reason actually, I had hoped we could vote on the 
document here.  The reason actually, and it hasn’t had as much debate as it should have on some of the 
campuses.  There wasn’t enough time for that so we anticipate they’ll be further campus discussion of 
this informed hopefully by today’s discussion as well which we will get the results of our to you as soon 
as possible.  
 
SCHNEIDER:  Just one other question.  Did the three of you or four of you who were on that group, have 
input from the regional campuses in any formal way?   
 
TERRY:  I would say that I certainly heard from regional campuses from both the Agenda Committee and 
in other ways, and what they preferred.  Simon, do you have anything to say on that.   
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ATKINSON:  I couldn’t hear.  
 
TERRY:  Simon couldn’t hear.  Can you repeat your question?    

 
SCHNEIDER:  My question was whether the regional campuses had any formal or informal input on this 
 
TERRY:  At the level of our deliberations.  Simon? 
 
ATKINSON:  Well, both I would say. 
 
APPLEGATE:   The ones I know of, I received just in terms of maybe informal discussion and we had 
communications from IU Southeast ------ on that subject as well.   
 
SCHNEIDER: Did they, for example, propose these two new things that are in here or did that come from 
another source?  
 
TERRY:  What two new things 
 
SCHNEDIER:  Item C for instance.   
 
TERRY:  Oh, Item C is a restatement of a memorandum that the President sent to the Chancellor’s and 
has been I believe, John you can correct me, or is expected to be employed by the Chancellor’s this 
round this year.  
 
APPLEGATE:  Yes. 
 
 
TERRY: So that’s the President’s expectation from his memorandum and we’re trying to put it into the 
Academic handbook if you want to do that.   
 
FOOS: This is the item that I think is particularly troubling to the regional campuses more than 
Bloomington and IUPUI.  Our campus senate has not had a chance to discuss this because of the timing 
but our Faculty Affairs Committee reviewed it and they had serious concerns as did the Faculty of South 
Bend and Southeast.   
 
TERRY: Let me explain that some of the things we know is that there are campus promotion and tenure 
policies that require a report from the campus Chancellor to the tenure and promotion candidate on the 
Chancellor’s assessment of the case and what recommendation the Chancellor is sending up the line, I 
presume they say actually to the President but it probably also means to the executive Vice-President 
Bans (?).  So, we knew that what the President had put into his memorandum was not consistent with 
the policies of some campuses.  We know that if some version of circular U6 2009 is adopted, there will 
have to be changes made at some of the campuses.  One campus, for example, has historically 
permitted non-tenured faculty members to vote on the committees so it appears to be only one campus 
that has done that.  Many of them have had different solutions to the problems of rank and if we can 
come up with some solution to that, some of them may have to change their procedures.  They will be 
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doing so in response not to a Presidential memorandum but in response to the actions of the Faculty 
exercising its legislative authority over the procedures for promotion and tenure. 
 
HINNEFELD:  If I may elaborate just briefly.  The specific concerns that led to that resolution by the IU 
South Bend academic senate fall into two categories.  We wanted in fact, the contentious part C of the 
memo, which is a change of practice at the regional campuses, and to change the practice does cause 
considerable concern that we ---.  The other concerns (tape ends; no third tape) 
 
TERRY: 
 
BJORNSON: 
 
TERRY: 
 
BJORNSON: 
 
TERRY: 
 
APPLEGATE:  Yeah, sure. 
 
TERRY: 
 
APPLEGATE: 
 
TERRY: 
 
APPLEGATE: 
 
TERRY: 
 
SCHNEIDER: 
 
APPLEGATE: 
 
SCHNEIDER: 
 
APPLEGATE: 
 
SCHNEIDER: 
 
TERRY: 
 
SCHNEIDER: 
 
TERRY: 
 
SCHNEIDER: 
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