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8. Discussion of Changes to the BFC Constitution (15 minutes) (Professors James Capshew and Lisa Pratt) [FIRST READING]

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/B15-2009.pdf
*Faculty who are not members of the Faculty Council and who wish to address questions to Provost Hanson or Professor Terry should submit their questions to the Faculty Council Office. Our documents are available at: http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/. To send e-mail to the Faculty Council Office: bfcoff@indiana.edu
Minutes

AGENDA ITEM #1 APPROVAL OF MINUTES

HANSON:  There may be some people coming later.  Can you hear me alright without a microphone?  No, but you don’t care? (laughter)  First item of business is the approval of minutes of the meeting of November 18th.  Motion?  One, two, seconded, all in favor? Say aye.  [Aye]  Opposed?  Second item—Agenda Committee business, Herb?
AGENDA ITEM #2--AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS

TERRY:  Well thank you, we got there quickly.  First of all I’m glad that you are here.  I’ve been to two meetings in the last couple of days.  Yesterday I went to the Martin Luther King Day Leadership Breakfast, and about a third of the people who would normally be there weren’t there, but for good reasons.  They were in Washington already.  I just returned from doing a little thing at the IUPU campus at Columbus.  That was over the inauguration and we got five people or six people instead twenty-five, so that the attendance we have today, on inauguration day, I’m grateful for.  I believe I have been told that President Obama is President Obama?  Right, okay?  Good.  I would have missed it otherwise. (laughter)  
Okay, first of all, in terms of the Agenda Committee business, well this is of course the start of a new semester and perhaps time to comment a bit on general activities of the Agenda Committee and the BFC and where we might go in the rest of the semester.  We originally had planned to have short committee reports at the end of this meeting from the committees to bring you up to date one what they’re doing and what might come forward this semester as we put the calendar together, the agenda together, it looked like that wouldn’t work for this meeting, but we will do that either through a memo that we may send you or through the next meeting.  
I’ve received, well let me just say one other thing, today we do have the two new Vice Provosts that we talked about last year-- the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs and the Vice Provost for Undergraduate Education.  They have been named, as you know.  And Tom is here and Sonya will be here shortly I assume.  I did follow through on what I said we would do when we had our meeting about this post last semester.  I sent to Tom and to Sonya the portions of the BFC transcript that dealt with our discussion of those things particularly that Provost Hanson had to say about them, and so we have put that in their hands and they know what transpired then.  We scheduled this discussion with them knowing, or hoping, that it is simply the start of a continuing and ongoing dialogue with these folks.  They are new in their office.  I think they are here to lay out, as best they understand some of the major challenges that they confront and to hear from us about major things we’d like them to deal with, or perceptions we have, but this is only the first of what I hope will be an ongoing discussion with them, either in the BFC or in committees.  The Agenda Committee has planned meetings with both Tom and with Sonya for the next few weeks.  We were going to meet with Tom tomorrow, but by mutual agreement we’ve decided that we’ll put that off for a couple of weeks.  When we do meet with Tom, we will take into account what has come through this meeting, but if any of you or any of the committee chairs have anything that you’d like us to address with him when we meet, please forward that to me, and we’ll include it.  Same thing goes with regard to Sonya.  So welcome to Tom and to Sonya, in absentia, glad you’ve been appointed.  
As some of you know, the university has been engaged in a master planning process initiated by President McRobbie for now some months.  The plan is nearing its end.  The plan will go before the Trustees for their approval at the next meeting.  I’ve received some e-mails which suggest that there are people who wish there were more of an opportunity for faculty discussion of the plan.  I do, too, but I should point out that, number one, the calendar for this has been set by the Provost, and number two, uh Provost, I’m sorry, by the President, sorry (laughter), wrong P.  
HANSON:  We’ve been doing the scheduling…
TERRY:  Yes, we’ve been doing the scheduling at the President’s behest. But in any event, the President is bound and determined that this will go to the trustees and is probably ready to go.  What I want to stress is that the process has included, at the Provost’s initiative in many ways, a reasonable amount of faculty input.  She created a number of task forces.  They had to work over last summer because of the schedule the process was on.  They did.  We did schedule one meeting for the faculty with the planners.  I know it was short notice.  That was partly due to the fact that the planner’s schedules were not determined at the last minute.  The important thing to remember, I think, about the plan is that while it may be in some points, written in fairly concrete terms, there will be ideas of where building might go or whatever.  That’s not the way these plans work out in practice.  
In practice, the plan is a document that will be repeatedly referred to for years, as we make specific decisions about where to go with the physical campus, and it’s a starting point.  I think there’s plenty of opportunity to comment on the plan in various ways, if you like, prior to the Trustees meeting.  I think the main thing is that implementing it will involve a lot of subsequent decisions and while it sets some basic guidelines for campus planning, there’s plenty of time to comment on it in the years to come when it is implemented.  I also think that when it’s finally released, I hope that most of you will find that it’s a pretty good plan.  I’ve been involved in this discussion, as have others in this room, and to be honest, I’ve been impressed with the way in which the planners listened to people on this campus, faculty and administrators, and designed something that I think you’ll conclude is consistent with our traditions.  So there will be plenty of time to comment on it as the implementation moves forward.  
Then there is the budget.  Unless you have been living on another planet, you know that the nation and the state face economic challenges, and those challenges flow down to us here at Indiana University.  The governor announced a 1% [cut] in the University’s [current] operating budget.  Between now and the end of the fiscal year, that really works out to 2 % of what time is left. The Provost has begun the process of sending down the line to the responsibility centers the need to find that money.  It’s difficult to find it at this time, but I trust that we’ll be able to do it without severe harm to anything that’s crucial to the achievement of our mission.  The more important thing is the budget process upcoming.  
What I want to assure you is that the leaders of the BFC and the UFC are doing what we can to track the administration’s participation and consideration of budgetary issues.  Obviously, there are many, many uncertainties.  At least this year, perhaps, more of those uncertainties will remain more uncertain until the very end of the budget process than has been true in other years.  This state’s last projection for its income for example, will come in just prior to the end of the General Assembly, and whether it’s good or bad will have a huge impact on what the General Assembly finally adopts.  If you’ve lived in Indiana for a while, you know that the budget will be decided in closing days or hours of the General Assembly, by half a dozen people--and hopefully, all we can do, all the university can do in all that time, is what every other state agency is doing, and that is to express as best it can, its needs and aspirations and its hopes.  It can be realistic about it. I think the university is being that, and then we just sort of sit back and wait and see what happens. 
 After that happens, after we know the major pieces that legislative appropriation, what we are likely to do for tuition income, then there will be the usual flurry of settling upon the university’s budget.  What I am urging the campus, particularly the Policy and Budgetary Affairs Committees of the schools and the College of Arts and Sciences to do is to think systematically about what our priorities as faculty might be if there are budgetary adjustments, and what are our values in making budgetary decisions.  I hope to be meeting soon, with the heads of the Policy Committees and the Budgetary Affairs Committees of the schools and of the College, and try to convey to them the idea that it would be a very good idea for them to work on those two issues, values and priorities, between now and the end of April.  And frankly, to do so in collaboration with the budget officers of their schools.  If that collaboration is as close as historically the collaboration has been between the Budgetary Affairs Committee of this Council, and the chief budget officer of the campus, we’ll be heard, and we’ll have some idea of what the budgetary officers are thinking and hopefully, in the latter part of April, the early part of May, the budget will come together and will reflect the priorities and values of the faculty.  Other than that, you know I urge you all to pay attention to the process.  You don’t have to lobby our local legislators too much, they tend to support IU. But if you have an opportunity to indicate that the university spends its money responsibly but needs the support of the state, don’t hesitate to do so. And if, as things go along, you hear something or whatever, some rumor about budgetary matters and you want to know if I know if it’s true or not, please send me an e-mail.  And I think that’s it.  
HANSON:  Thanks, Herb.  On the matter of the budget cuts, the hit to the Bloomington campus was just under two million dollars.  The President excluded certain categories of expenses from the cut, and for fairly obvious reasons. Utilities, insurance, debt service, these are all things, basically, that you can’t say you’re not going to pay, financial aid for students, because we’ve made commitments to students who’ve come in, and those are four years commitments, and student technology fees.  In figuring out then, how to allocate the rest of the cut, we looked at some possible arrays.  Basically with each unit of the academic units, and the support units taking their remainder, you know, given the general expenses they generally have, this is based on expenses for the various units.  In the end I also made a decision to fund out of my office library materials so that that’s not taking a hit on the budget cuts, but that hit isn’t being distributed to other units, so that’s where we stand on that now.  The particular level of cuts has been communicated to the academic deans for their schools, and I believe the non-academic support units are getting their accounts of how much they have to cut for the rest of the year, too, and again, these are cuts in our operating budget for the rest of the year, they are not so far, base cuts.  Okay, but obviously everybody’s planning for some austerity.  Alright, any questions about the budget matters right now? A couple of questions came in antecedently; one had to do with the Student Life Task Force that I mentioned at a previous meeting.  I can tell you now that Geoff Sprinkle of the Kelley School has agreed to chair that task force.  We are in the process of requesting the participation of other members who’ve either volunteered for this in the past or had been nominated by the Council, or by the Professional Council.  Any other questions about that?  I believe I’ve answered Diane’s question?  Yeah?
AGENDA ITEM #3 QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD

DALLIS:  Do you have any sense of what was the charge?  
HANSON:  Well, we haven’t actually met to have the charge, but part of what’s at stake there, I mean I should mention in connection with that that in a way the Student VOICE Report is an important document for all kinds of reasons.  It’s a wonderful piece of work that the students did, the “Visions Of an Ideal College Environment.”  They make a huge number of recommendations that would be the business of a variety of offices to tend to.  The student life portion of this is complimentary to the work that the students did in the Student VOICE Report.  Partly we’re also involving staff and faculty in this task force, but we’re interested in the connections between co-curricular life—just private life, personal life—and academic life.  I mean part of it is to think about how the student’s life outside of class has an impact on their academic success, and frankly their happiness as students here.  This was prompted really by a set of comments that faculty had made to me about things that they saw as extra-curricular problems that were impinging on their classes, and some of them are very familiar to all of us, I mean some of them have to do with problems with student drinking and so on.  It’s also the case that because we are in the process of searching for new Vice Provosts for Student Affairs and Dean of Students, I thought it would be good time for a joint group of faculty, staff, and students to think a little bit about the things that are in the purview of the Dean of Students, because we’ll be losing a lot of institutional memory, and a particular approach to these matters that we’ve all relied on for a long time, so that’s what motivated it.  Well, any other questions or comments about that?  
I’ve had informal comments from a number of people about the no smoking policy.  I should tell you that we thought some things were going to happen over the break that didn’t quite happen, larger signs, some ash urns replaced so that people weren’t dropping their cigarette butts on the ground, but everybody knows this is still a work in progress.  We’re putting together, again, another committee headed by a student in public health and largely staffed, I think, by students, although it will include some other representation as well, because the students have a number of very good ideas about implementation that I think will be more gratefully received by much of the campus if they come from students frankly.  So we have some models of success from some other universities that have gone tobacco free that we can put before this committee, and there are some steps that Physical Plant needs to be taking, last week or next week or soon, that I think will be of some help, but we recognize this is still a problem for the campus.  
Other things to note, I will be trying to work with the Agenda Committee on getting those reviews going of the administration that are required at this point, or have been required in recent times, one for law, the Dean of the School of Law, the Dean of the School of Education, and the Affirmative Action Officer, and I hope we can announce the makeup of those committees very shortly.  So anything else? 
Oh, there was a question that came in about whether or not the campus is adequately addressing the issue of religious accommodations, and the question notes that I asked the Faculty Council to review the policy, and so this person is contacting us to see what the BFC has done, and I’ll let Herb take that.  
TERRY:  In response to Provost Hanson’s suggestion that it was perhaps time to take a look at the religious accommodations policy.  We did that. We referred the policy to our Educational Policies Committee.  When we did that, we actually asked them to consider whether we need broader policies on accommodations.  What should faculty members do when some student says, ‘I have a family health problem’ or ‘I have one myself’?  We ask the committee not only to look at whether the religious accommodations policy might need some changes or not, but to consider whether or not we could or should offer other guidelines, or other policies under other circumstances besides the accommodation of religion, where it might be useful to try and standardize the reactions of the faculty to student requests for various accommodations.  That is still being done by the Educational Policies Committee.  The letter writer says ‘the committee is interested in what our future plans are in tackling this issue; we hope it will come up from the committee soon.’  I will forward the student’s name and coordinates to the Educational Policies Committee so that they can contact her.  She represents the Commission on Multi-Cultural Understanding, and we’ll make sure that they’re heard from in the course of this review.  
HANSON:  Okay, any other comments or questions?  Well, then I am delighted to move to the next two items on the agenda.  I was very happy to be able to announce that Tom Gieryn and Sonya Stephens had agreed to come in as Vice Provosts, Tom for Faculty and Academic Affairs, and Sonya for Undergraduate Education.  They have just been on the job for a week or so, and so they’re getting the lay of the land and we’re still in the process of untangling some elements of the office that was once one and is now two.  But we are approaching this with a spirit of cooperation on all sides.  I think it’s going very smoothly, we’ve begun to do some of the things I had hoped we’d do, and that is to meet regularly, talk about issues that we have in common and try to solve these problems of responding as best we can to all of the campus needs together.  And with that, I’ll say again how happy I am that they have agreed to take on these tasks and I know that you would like to talk with them so I think that Sonya is up first (tape inaudible, some remarks lost) Would you want to say a few words first?
AGENDA ITEM #4 DISCUSSION WITH NEW VICE PROVOST FOR UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION

STEPHENS:  Sure.  Obviously as you’ve heard, we’re still very much in the transitional phase of this, but I think in that process, one of the things that has come out very clearly is that we’ve kind of torn the office down a perforated line.  We’ve been able to build strong alliances across the two offices already in terms of thinking and planning for the future, and certainly we’ve got some ideas already about how we’ll come together to do things for the future.  

So I’ll start off, if that’s what you’d like to do, by saying a few things about what I see as the major challenges and plans for this office.  I mean the first part really is to kind of build a very small team of people who are going to be committed to undergraduate education and who will work with all of those on the campus who have committed to undergraduate education—who are going to be energetic in advocating for learners and reaching out to the schools and their faculty to help implement new interdisciplinary initiatives, I hope.  
I think the office will want to work with student representatives, particularly with the BFC and its committees as well as with the schools, to move forward on one of the major issues for the campus which is going to be assessment.  I’m also beginning work with Barb Bichelmeyer and Russ Hanson on General Education, so we’ll be moving forward with that.  I think one of the other things that needs to be said in relation to that is that we’re already thinking about how the offices that currently support undergraduate learning on the campus will need to gear up for the new challenges that will be brought up by General Education, and we’re thinking about that too.  We’re continuing to enhance articulation transferring teachers; I think that will be one of our big challenges.  We’ll be reviewing and enhancing the role of the University Division, I’m sure.  
And I think one of the early things that if you haven’t looked at yet I would sort of urge you to do so, I think one of the first challenges we have is to communicate exactly who we are and what we’re doing, and one of the first steps in doing that is beginning to create a website which shows the various activities that come under this office currently, and we’ll be adding more to that as we go along.  But my hope is that that new website will be a portal for faculty, staff and mostly for undergraduate students to the many opportunities that exist on the campus.  So we’ll be developing the website, and then included in that will be things like pages on General Education, but also, I hope, already that the course descriptions are located there whereas previously they were in the Dean of the Faculties office, and we’re thinking about how that can be enhanced in line with some of the suggestions in the VOICE Report, for example.  And I think that beyond those major lines, the other thing is just to kind of identify some key issues that might be investigated by discrete committees looking at certain aspects of undergraduate education, say things like the first year experience, research in the undergraduate curriculum, service learning opportunities, living-learning communities, student academic support services and what they do, and advising across the curricular in the schools.  So, that’s just the kind of short list, if you like, of immediate tasks that we hope to approach.  
HANSON:  Any questions for Sonya additionally?  
BIELASIAK:  I’m curious about the last point you just made, on the development of undergraduate curriculum.  What is to be the role of your office as you see it in relation to the development of curriculum in the schools and the departments?  Additionally, I think curriculum has been the prerogative of individual units, is there then a role that your office sees in the substantive development of undergraduate education, or how do you see that as a relationship?
STEPHENS:  I think, I mean, in the first sense that this office exists to facilitate the schools, not own the faculty and the schools. It doesn’t exist to compete with them, or to any extent sort of take ownership of things that are traditionally owned by the faculty and the schools.  But there are some things that we’ve envisaged that don’t actually belong in any one school.  An issue, I think with (tape inaudible, some remarks lost) certification issues so that where various schools can come together, and it’s simply just a place where students can find them, in the first instance, so it’s really about getting interested faculty together and facilitating that kind of interdisciplinarity, but without in any sense attempting to compete with the schools in owning the curriculum, that’s not the intention at all. 
HANSON:  In addition, of course, Gen Ed is owned by the campus.
STEPHENS:  Right, so… 
HANSON:  That’s a huge function here.
STEPHENS:  Other questions?
FIELDS: No questions, I just wanted to say again, my thanks to the Provost and to you, Vice Provost Stephens.  IUSA enjoyed immensely the process, participating in the selection and as an undergraduate, I am very excited to see the new provisions being made for the undergraduate community.  
HANSON:  Thank you, Luke.  Actually, I should say thanks, too, because quite a number of people from various categories participated in these processes, and sent me an awful lot of comments that were very thoughtful, very helpful.  I meant to send all of you a thank you note, assuming some of you are among those people, but I actually had them compiled for me and I didn’t always know where everybody, where the things were coming from.  They were sending e-mails to my office, but it was over thirty pages of single spaced comments from the final campus interviews and it showed how invested the campus was in participating in the process, and people made very thoughtful, constructive remarks, so thank you, to all of you.  Anything else for Sonya right now?  
TERRY:  I have a suggestion. You know, one of the things that you mentioned, as the Provost mentioned, there were final interviews and quite a number of members of this Council, and former members of this Council, participated in those.  And one of the things that all of the finalists for the Vice Provost for Undergraduate Education emphasized was that you had to get a handle, not just on formal undergraduate educational experiences, classes and this sort of thing, but also, as Sonya mentioned, on informal things, on residential learning and all of this sort of thing.  I hope that as the process continues, of refining or defining the Vice Provost for Student Affairs goes forward, that there will be a good and robust relationship between your office and that one.  The Dean of Students has a lot of influence on student life which in turn has a lot of influence on undergraduate education, and I hope that will come about. 
Second, I would like to hope that you will continue and pick up something that Luke has brought to this Council repeatedly, and that Brad over there is trying to deal with in his UITS strategic report, and that is, defined broadly I think, a kind of access and affordability of access to instructional materials and intellectual property.  Certainly, students are very concerned about the costs of textbooks and this sort of thing.  We’ve made a minor effort to try and help out this year, I don’t know what its effect was, but we tried.  I did more than perhaps I’ve done in past years to take a look at what the textbooks were going to cost the students in my classes and they are astonishingly expensive compared to what they cost me, I think, actually as sort of at percentage of my total educational cost when I was an undergraduate.  So I hope we’ll take a look at that.  There are some very innovative thoughts in the strategic reports from UITS about how the campus or the entire University might go about using information technology to provide alternative access to information beyond traditional texts.  And I think we want to work to get the instructional materials that students need in order to learn, in their hands and in an efficient and cost effective fashion, and somebody’s got to take ownership of that, and it falls many places but I hope you pay some attention to it.  
On assessment, I think we are all aware that the campus has got to do something about assessment.  The higher education commission, our accreditors, will be coming back in about 16 or 17 months now I think, and asking us what we’re doing about assessment. The Indiana Commission for Higher Education is interested in what all educational institutions in the state are doing about assessment, and I can tell you that the Agenda Committee and I have had conversations with the Provost and with Sonya about how we might structure a system for studying assessment that would have lots of faculty input, but also would do something that I think we are in a position to do:  draw upon faculty expertise in assessment on this campus, so that we end up not just sort of complying with people’s ideas that we should do some assessment, but actually doing something that we can find is useful and cost effective and matches the conditions and historical experiences of this campus.  We’re not quite prepared to go forward today with what we’re going to do, but there is something in the works that I think will address those assessment questions in a good way, and will help us in an expeditious fashion study and develop assessment systems that match us.  And I hope we’ll be working on that collaboratively over the next few months and weeks.  
HANSON:  Thanks, and we may still be formulating questions, but let’s hear from Tom, as well.  
AGENDA ITEM #5 DISCUSSION WITH NEW VICE PROVOST FOR FACULTY AND ACADEMIC AFFAIRS

GIERYN:  First, let me say that it’s a real pleasure to be back on the BFC.  In my thirty years at IU, I’ve been elected twice, but this is the first meeting I’ve been to with a tie. (laughter)  I will just begin with a list of sort of the responsibilities of the office and I’ll get to that, but I think it’s important to begin with a bit of a reassurance.  The Dean of Faculties position, now re-named Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs, part of it, the part that Sonya didn’t cover, has always been a voice for faculty governance within the administration, and I don’t see the change in title changing that historic function.  I think that faculty governance through my office works in at least two ways.  
One is that, as Herb indicated, the channel is open for me to discuss with campus leaders from the faculty those issues that are important to you and to hear those issues, to bring them up in meetings with Karen and others; I meet also with the Academic Associate Deans from all the schools.  It’s important for me to know what faculty on the campus consider to be the most important issues to work on, and I see that as one of my roles in this new job.  The other expression of faculty interest, of faculty governance, is through my role as the steward for the Academic Handbook and the Bloomington Academic Guide, and perish the thought that you would all run off and read that.  We consult those documents more than we read them, but the important thing is they are an expression of faculty governance.  Most of what’s in there, a lot of what is in there, came from decades of BFC policy work.  It’s important that somebody watch over what is actually being done to see whether or not those policies are being conformed to, and that is also my job.  So in those two ways, at least, I think the position that I just moved into has a very important role to play in faculty governance on this campus.  
In terms of what I actually do, I was tempted to simply say, “whatever is left” and let you guess but I’ll be more explicit.  In saying that we provide campus level review for promotion and tenure, that is easy and many of you think, ‘oh that’s really just a rubber stamp,’ and it is not, I assure you, and it is yet another expression of faculty governance.  I’m looking at the lists of the Promotion Advisory Committee and the Tenure Advisory Committee; some of you are on those committees.  These are faculty committees. They are chaired by Kate Rowold from Apparel Merchandising for  the promotion case, and Greg Udell from the Kelley School in the Tenure Committee.  Those are faculty committees reviewing promotion and tenure cases from throughout the campus.  It’s a very important level of review.  
My office is deeply involved in faculty development.  We run workshops and orientations, we provide advice to individual faculty members, new faculty orientations in particular, mentoring for promotion and tenure. Those are an important part of our responsibilities.  And we are, as you might expect, when I say we I’m thinking terms mainly of Mike Wade and Jane McLeod, my two Associate Vice Provosts; Susan McCammon, the inestimable Susan McCammon, who knows the Academic Handbook and Bloomington Academic Guide by heart, we work on all of these things together.  My office handles dispute resolutions involving Academic Appointees, grievances and mediation.  We’re in charge of all academic appointments, so the assignment of titles and positions in all of the schools must be approved through my office.  One of the most exciting parts of the job is really the responsibility to develop, campus wide, nurturing the sense of intellectual climate on campus and it would be remiss of me not to mention that tonight despite heavy competition from inaugural activities that we have the penultimate Patten Lecture, Werner Sollers speaking tonight in Chemistry 122 at 7:30. The Patten Foundation series has run out of my office, and that’s always fun, but there are other activities like that.  The Horizons of Knowledge, many of you have hit up my office for money and that’s great, Horizons of Knowledge, multi-disciplinary ventures funds, the Outstanding Junior Faculty Award, other honors such as the Sonneborn Award and the Chancellor’s Professorship.  
A couple of things that you can help me with, beside providing issues and bringing to me your problems, if you have them, we as Sonya pointed out, have changed only the kind of heading of the websites.  We really haven’t gone in and figured out how to organize these websites.  In my particular case, you guys use that website a lot, we know from the number of hits, for forms, for information about competitions, applications for sabbaticals and all sorts of housing information.  We need to know, from you, what works and what’s not working.  Right now it’s safe to say it’s a bit of a mess, so we need some suggestions.  Finally some of the initiatives that I’ve already begun working on and am excited to work on, ongoing projects, exploration with Mike Wade of research scientists and post docs on this campus; what are the expectations of these appointments, how can we provide some kind of career development, how they differ across the schools, that’s one project.  We have another project on contingent faculty generally, non tenure track, lecturers, ranks and so forth.  Some of you have had experience with the Faculty Annual Report, I hope they’ve been good experiences, they haven’t uniformly been good but we’re learning. We hope to roll-out this; this is a web based fill in the blank type of form that will replace the old paper and CD versions of the faculty summary report.  We hope next year at this time you will all be doing that process of submitting your annual report on this new system, that’s a big step forward.  Finally, I’m working actively with DEMA [Office of the Vice President for Diversity, Equity, and Multicultural Affairs] on issues of faculty diversity, examining data on the success of strategic hiring, and looking at ways that we can better diversify the faculty.  So a lot to be done.  
HANSON:  Questions for Tom?  Comments for Tom? 
TERRY:  While we think of questions, I’ll make a comment.  Couple comments, first of all Tom, welcome to the Council, except we haven’t yet amended the bylaws so you can vote, but there’s nothing to vote on today anyway.  The main point is that the constitution says that the President and the Provost, I’m not sure it really says “Provost,” it may say “Chancellor,” but anyway, the President and Provost and such additional administrative officers as may be designated in the Council’s bylaws shall be the voting members of the Council.  At present, that says Dean of Faculties, which we know longer have, so we will be bringing to you a proposal to change the bylaws probably just for the remainder of this year, because we may actually consider some other changes in Council membership very soon so that our suggestion from the Agenda Committee will be that you invite both Sonya and Tom to serve as voting members of the Council.  I would note, Tom mentioned the Academic Handbook, there is a new version of the Academic Handbook--it’s up on their site, and I believe for administrators who have a need to know of paper copies, there will be some soon.  Jane McCloud who put that together, worked with a number of us to do what we could to update it to reflect some of the administrative changes in the campus. I believe in appropriate and unarguable places, it now says “Provost.”  We covered ourselves, there is a paragraph in the new thing that says the real official version is the online version, that changes may occur they will be posted on the online version, and then periodically, or at least for the foreseeable future, there will be an occasional printed version and its current as of the time of its publication, but changes may occur.  But take a look at it.  Jane did a wonderful job on that.  
Finally, just a little bit of a heads up-at the next meeting of the University Faculty Council, there will be a discussion of a document that has been developed, over the last year or so about promotion and tenure procedures.  The document primarily was designed to deal with promotion and tenure procedures affecting the regional campuses and their interaction with the Chancellor at IUPUI to whom they report, for purposes of promotion and tenure cases.  It was not intended to make any major changes in what we do here with promotion and tenure procedures, and I don’t think it does, but it will be up for discussion, and Craig is it scheduled to be a voting item?  
DETHLOFF:  No.
TERRY:  I don’t think it is. I think it’s up for initial discussion, so if you normally ignore the materials from the University Faculty Council, don’t do that this time, take a look at that document and see what you think of it.  
GIERYN:  On the Academic Handbook, Jane McCloud is clearly a glutton for punishment, she is now undertaking a revision of the Bloomington Academic Guide, and in fact, she’s informed me that she is almost finished with that job so you’ll see effects.  Copies of the print version of the Academic Handbook will be going out just as soon as we can get the letter signed by me, I guess, so soon. 
HANSON:  Anything else?  Do you want to comment at all on the P and T thing, Tom, or…?  
GIERYN:   Say?

HANSON:  I said, did you want to comment at all on the P and T document that’s going to the UFC?
GIERYN:  No, except to say that one response to the discussion is that we’d like to get a better sense of what practices are on the Bloomington campus so that we’re reviewing the unit’s documents on matters of attendance at meetings for votes and things like that.  We’re doing a bit of fact finding and we’ll pull that together within the next week or so.  
HANSON:  Most of that document doesn’t suggest any changes that have any bearing on this campus but there are a few issues that still need to be looked at at kind of a unit level, base unit level.  Other questions or comments?  Any…?
BIELASIAK:  Forgive my ignorance but can you just say a little bit about the logistics of the split in the two offices, the physical space, where do we find you people now? (laughter)  Who has the Xerox machine, who’s getting a new one I guess, I don’t know?  
STEPHENS:  How long do you have?

GIERYN:  Jack, that may be the toughest question all day!  My office has more or less stayed in Bryan Hall, so my office is 105.  It’s Jeanne’s office; you go in on the right and if you need to reach me, my last name is the preferred e-mail address, or Cyndi Connelley, who can arrange meetings if necessary.  The website, though, if you go to the old Dean Fac website, it will send you, it will give you a choice, Sonya or me and you click on one or the other and you go to one of our new websites and it has all the information.  So where are you?
STEPHENS:  I’m in Maxwell in the suite of offices that used to be University Division administration.  So Maxwell 100.  And I think it will be true to say that nothing has come with me to Maxwell, and so we’re moving right along and I think it’s already looking as if it’s coming together.  There’ll be some more equipment in the next couple of weeks, I hope, and then I think the office will be really up and running. I mean we’re already up and running, and you know we’re answering the phone and we do have some paperclips now, and I mean we’re really functioning exactly as we were previously, many of the units that have come under that office now.  I think one of the problems is being in a way, and I think we were talking about this a little bit earlier, we feel that we need to get the message out to faculty particularly, about exactly what we’re doing and how it’s split, and I think we’ll be trying to formulate something very clear that we could send out.  
GIERYN:  We just had a meeting earlier this afternoon and I think this is the expression of the cooperation that both Karen and Sonya mentioned.  This was a meeting with Katie…
STEPHENS: Kearns.
GIERYN:  Kearns, about AI training and we decided that we couldn’t divide the topic and that in a sense AI training will work through both of our offices.  It’ll be easy to contact Katie, but in terms administratively, the reports that she prepares on what units are doing with respect to AI training will come to both Sonya and me because they involve undergraduate education as well as the development of academic appointees, so we’re not going to split everything and I think the cooperation has been terrific, and will continue.  
HANSON:   I just had a meeting with Tom Swafford just before we came here.  They’re working on a sign right now for Sonya.  They said he was painting it right as we were meeting so. 
WHISTON:  Don’t you have a Xerox machine?
STEPHENS:  No!
HANSON:  Other questions or comments?  This issue about getting out the information to the campus is a serious one though.  I had prepared a letter to send to all faculty, but they’ll be a time when they’ll have to be kind of getting out publicity in a variety of ways so people can get expeditiously to each side of the group.  But again we’ll be meeting quite regularly, so no matter what, things will be transmissible.  Other questions or comments?  Any other discussion?  Okay, do you want to take a break now before we talk about changes in the retirement plans, a short break, five minutes, and then we’ll move on?  
TERRY:  The retirement plans affect all of you who are not on the 18/20, so you might want to stay.  
BRIEF RECESS

AGENDA ITEM #6 DISCUSSION OF CHANGES IN IU RETIREMENT PLANS.

HANSON:  Next item of business, we are grateful to Dan Rives for coming to us today to talk about some proposed changes in the IU retirement plans. Dan?
RIVES:  Thank you, good of you to have me here.  May I introduce Cristy Wheeler.  Cristy is the university Director of Retirement Programs for the university.  She joined us, how many months has it been?
WHEELER:  February of ’08.
RIVES:  February.  So almost a year now.  She is a two-time graduate of IU.  I think the business school and economics.  No, that would be the College.  And then from the IU law school.  She is an attorney and formerly the Executive Director of the State Teachers’ Retirement Plan.  So, we’re really glad to have her here, and as you get to work with her and know her, you’ll also be glad.  
I have a topic in addition to the Academic Handbook, I think. (laughter)  So I want to share with you our plans to provide another benefit plan option for tenured faculty.  And I heard 18/20 mentioned a moment ago, I need to clarify up front this would not be for 18/20 participants—it actually is an option for those who are not eligible for 18/20.  Can everybody hear me okay?  Very good.  
And so what I’m going to talk briefly about is an amendment to the IU retirement plan.  For our faculty and professional staff at the university, we have a defined contribution retirement plan.  You put money in a retirement account and you mange it either at Fidelity or TIAA-CREF.  And normally you can’t take that money out until you leave the university, until you separate or retire.  And I say normally, there is an exception the IRS allows employers, it’s not-for-profit governmental employers like we are, to have a phased retirement plan.  And late last year we went to our Trustees and we amended the IU retirement plan to allow this option.  And essentially it’s an option, I’ll give you the general material and then I’ll get more specific and then I will be putting together a very detailed communication to our tenured faculty and to department heads and Deans, shortly.  But essentially the exception to being able to take money out until you leave is if one specifies they are going to retire, and they are of a normal retirement age, and for that transition period, we like to think of it as a transition period, one could also take a reduced work effort and then actually draw from their base retirement plan, if they wanted.  So, it’s very much of an option on different levels.  
The word ‘phased retirement’ is used by some organizations to talk about full pay but reduced effort, and at Indiana University, that’s not what we’re talking about.  (laughter)  At Indiana University, we’re talking about (laughter), what’s so funny?  (more laughter)  I’m over benefits, so benefit plans we’re not talking about that kind of phased retirement.  We’re talking about amending the IU retirement plan so you could actually take a leave, a partial leave -- thusly the reduced effort -- for a given period of time with a specific retirement date and during that period of time you would still be a full-time employee, but on partial leave -- thusly continue health care.  I think that’s one of the options that, as the Provost and Chancellors challenge me to look for more options in our benefits plans, that could be made available with no additional costs, by the way.  So during this phased retirement period, an individual would be on a partial leave of absence and I can see us working a lot with the Academic Affairs office.  And they would be treated—they are—still in a full-time position, so to get the full array of medical and dental and all the benefits afforded to all full-time employees.  And there would be a specific retirement date and during that period, if they wanted, they could take money out of their base retirement account.  So at the end of last year, we did amend the IU retirement plan to allow for this type of phased retirement plan and we are going to roll it out this coming year.  As we roll it out, there may very well be feedback from you and the benefits committee that Jim Perry chairs, and then we could tweak this and modify it as we go forward.  So essentially, I want to share with you more details of what we’re going to call Phased Retirement at Indiana University.  
I have mentioned the term, used the term, tenured faculty, and I’m sure this will be notable to others.  But this program is intended to be available as an option for tenured faculty at Indiana University, for those who are at least 65 years of age, and have completed at least ten years of service.  And I have to keep it with some parameters like the 65 years of age, to get within the safe harbors of the IRS regulations.  And this “reduced effort,” we would specify as being variable between 20% and 50%.  And that variability is determined between the faculty member and her or his chair and Dean.  We want to keep it as flexible as possible.  I have to say that when I first started putting this together, it was just a 50% leave without pay.  And actually it was the Provost and others who said, ‘Dan, we want it even more flexible than that,’ and so we said ‘Well, we can do 50%.’  If you start going beyond that, then you really look more like a retiree verses an active employee.  And if you go below 20% you’re looking a whole lot less like Phased retirement and like something else.  So we got to keep it within some range.  And to be completely variable for the period of time of phased retirement, which we’re looking at as no shorter than 12 months, but no longer than 36 months.  So, between a 12 month period and a 36 month period, a tenured faculty member who would elect this would get leave without pay—the reduced effort and they would be able to transition into retirement and be able to draw down their base retirement account if they wanted to replace that salary they would not otherwise be receiving.  And during that period, that individual would still be in a full-time position and thusly get full-time benefits like any other full-time employee.  I don’t necessarily like the word win-win, but this is a new option for tenured faculty members.  And if they wanted to elect it, I’ve given you some of the broad specifications for it.  
Now, there is the rule of having a retirement date.  And, so, the tenured faculty member gets the option of transitioning into retirement or easing into retirement, and the university gets a specific retirement date.  And we would allow that distribution from the retirement plan, as requested.  That’s strictly an option too, by the way.   So we’re going to call this Phased Retirement for Indiana University and I’ve already amended the IU retirement plan—that was done in December of last year, the Trustees approved that amendment.  And we will now be putting this together in a document that can go out to all tenured faculty, chairs, and deans for their tool kit.  And I’d like to get it in the Academic Handbook.  Until I heard your discussion just a moment ago, I hadn’t recalled that that would be a good thing to do.  Hopefully it’s not gone to the press.  (laughter)  
TERRY: It will be in the electronic version.
RIVES:  The electronic version.  And again, I think this is a new option without new cost for the university.  In fact, from a Dean’s perspective, it’s the reduced effort, that leave without pay, results in some salary savings that she or he could then reallocate to other purposes.  But we’d like to put this in place, we think it’s a good thing, a new option for our faculty.
HANSON:  Thanks, Dan.  Any questions for Dan?  
HORNE:  I have a question.  Is this something, if you are, I assume there would be certain criteria, like you must apply by February 1st for the next year or something like that, but assuming your candidate whose tenured, 65 years old, meets all the requirements, is this something that the Dean of the school is then compelled to do?  Or is it something that is always going to be, you know, ‘if we have room,’ ‘if we can work out the personnel for it?’
RIVES:  That’s a very good question.  So, the question is, I think the question is, one, it’s a question about timing and we didn’t have any procedure for timing.  Once it’s available then it would be up to the faculty member and the chair and the dean to work out the logistics.  It is an option for those who are eligible.  You speak a bit to the word ‘entitlement,’ if you look at other rules—like age discrimination employment acts and other rules—I can’t make it strictly that it’s a Dean’s option.  It’s an option for the plan. So, conceptually, a faculty member who wishes to pursue this arrangement, if they get that leave without pay from the chair and the Dean, they would work out the logistics as to when it would become effective, at the beginning of the next semester or the semester after that or so forth.  So we wanted to keep it as flexible as possible so we didn’t really construct it with a lot of the business rules in the front end.  We’d want the Dean and the department chairs to work those out as best they could.
HORNE:  No, I guess I’m not asking so much about those details, but I would like to know, conceptually, as you say, is it something that if the faculty—there are a certain set of criteria—and if the faculty meets them, that this is an option. Or, you know I, for instance, taught at a college before where there was something in the handbook about applying for a three credit load reduction in your teaching load to write your dissertation or to complete a book or something like that.  But there was a little caveat that, if conditions allowed.  And conditions never allowed.  (laughter)  So there was no reason to have that.  And so that’s my question:  a faculty member meets the conditions and therefore this is their option or does the Dean have the option of saying ‘I’m sorry, I can’t quite figure out how we fill out that class that you were teaching,’ or something.
RIVES:  Well, I can answer it this way.  And I’ll answer it with two points.  We are amending a retirement plan and a benefit plan, so those are typically done, and they are done, without those other criteria, if the conditions are right and so forth.  It is an option for those who meet the eligibility criteria.  My second response is that the option was requested by the Provost, Chancellors, and Deans.  So the Deans are very much looking for options to support the faculty.  I apologize if you’re looking for something other than that.  Maybe I could get some help by others.  (laughter)

HORNE:  That’s exactly the information I wanted to know, thank you. 
HANSON:  I mean the idea is that this will allow planning from both the administration side and the faculty side about retirement.  After all, the person who was—the person has to be at least 65 years old.  They could say, ‘you won’t let me take it?  I’m walking.’  They could simply retire if they wanted.  This is something that otherwise will allow for planning, also for a date certain then for retirement for someone who wants to ease into it.  But, presumably that could be worked out amicably and with the needs of the faculty member and the needs of the unit in mind.  But in a way the faculty member always holds the trump card there, being able to retire if he or she wishes.  
RIVES:  I will add that, and I mean Jeff said it earlier, but let me be serious about this.  We cannot amend the plan for the 18/20 cohort group, those who are potentially eligible.  And because of that this would not apply to that population and so it only applies to those who are non-eligible for 18/20 benefits.  Now it’s slightly complex because we have some faculty who are eligible for 18/20 today, or as that approach 64 and 65, but they may work past that time frame.  And so they go past 70, as an example.  So they’re still in that—they were formerly in that cohort group, they are no longer in that population, they would be eligible for this particular benefit.  I just thought I’d clarify that.
MCCORMICK:   Is there any estimate of how many faculty this would affect.  I’m guessing looking at the eligibility criteria that many of them who would meet the eligibility now are actually under the 18/20.
RIVES:  Correct.  And though as the faculty that were hired starting January 1, 1989—that was the first class that did not qualify for 18/20—you can begin to see that that class of faculty will be approaching 60 and 65 in the not too distant future.  So it will be an increasing population.  A similar plan, a model that resembles this the closest, is maybe in North Carolina.  I believe they, after some period, somewhere in the neighborhood of 4 to 6 % of the faculty who were of the qualifying age actually entered their particular program.  And so maybe as our faculty get to 65, non 18/20 eligible, we can use that a somewhat of a guideline.
GROTH:  Is there any, do you envision any, guidelines for the Deans in terms of allocating the percentages?  I would imagine that kind of gets to the idea of, are you eligible or not?  You have one Dean that says ‘we’ll let you out of that on class and you’ll be at 50%,’ another Dean might say ‘we’ll let you out of that one class and you’ll be at 20%.’  Is there, are there, guidelines envisioned for this?  Or is that not an element of the plan?
RIVES:  Excellent question.  And I think perhaps others are taking note. (laughter)  It sounds like some guidelines, maybe even Academic Affairs -- but, no, from a human resources and benefit plan perspective, it’s not our intention to address guidelines to Deans on that nature.  And though we would envision it, and do envision it, and I use the word variable, and so we’re in the inverse of that as well.  And we want to keep our program from my perspective, and our office perspective, flexible.  

HANSON:   And then, too, since the various units have various standard workloads in terms of classes and so on, it doesn’t make sense to standardize it in HR.
(Tape inaudible, some remarks lost.)  Tom’s taking notes. (laughter) Other questions?  Lisa?
PRATT:  Could you clarify just a little bit, once the proportional reduction is established is that then as a formula applied to, for instance, the percentage of your health care benefits that is being paid by the University, so everything scales? It becomes rather critical what that number is, because everything scales with it from health care and contributions to the retirement account and things like that. 
RIVES:  Excellent question.  And for medical, dental, and so forth there is no change, no proportionality, if you will, based on the partial leave without pay.  Now the one exception to that would be the amount of new money going into the retirement plan, which is today based on actual base salary.  So, anytime, even if it’s a sabbatical or reduced salary, anytime there’s an increase or decrease in base salary, there’s a change in the amount of new money going into the base retirement plan.  So if there was a 50% leave-without-pay, then it’d be 50% of the base.  But we have designed those so as not to provide barriers to faculty to enter into this transition period, so...
PRATT: I’d say it’s not only not a barrier, it’s a rather attractive inducement—I mean, I’m surprised, frankly, that we can do that.
RIVES:  Well, the university already budgeted at full base salary.  So, it’s not a new cost.  If there’s any cost savings, it’s in the reduction base salary.
PERRY:  Just a comment, it seems to me that the question related to whether one’s eligible but what discretion resides with the Deans, I think, is an important one.    And it could be an area where the new Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs has an opportunity to do a lot of mediating.  I’m thinking though, based on the questions here, it might be very useful to have some strong guidance regarding expectations.  I know, Dan, you’re reluctant to sort of go beyond saying the retirement plan has been amended.  But I think part of the spirit here is to get a meeting of the minds between the academic unit and the faculty member to permit somebody to gradually withdraw over a fixed period of time, but you know I still see some room for mischief here, and it would be useful I think from our Vice Provost or from the Provost that we have sort of a clear indication of what the spirit is here, so that the Deans would implement it in that spirit.
RIVES:  Provost Hanson, would that be appropriate for us to work with Tom and come up with some recommendations for guidelines of that nature?
HANSON:  Yeah, again the major issue here is just the variability of sort of standard assignments in the various units.  But guidelines could be promulgated that take note of that fact.  I think that would be great if you folks would take that on.
TERRY:  I’d like to add I hope you’ll work with Jim on the Fringe Benefits Committee on that one, too.  This plan was vetted with them, emerged in part out of discussions with the Fringe Benefits Committee over a couple of years, I think.  And I trust Tom to represent the Faculty’s will, but so does the Committee and I hope it will come forward.  If I can ask a question as long as you’re here, in the last few weeks or months I received queries from faculty, in most cases I would say 18/20 faculty, but not always, who are considering delaying their planned retirement because of the state of the state of the stock market, their TIAA-CREF or Fidelity investments and so forth.  Do you have any sense of what’s going to happen with anticipated retirements next year?  Are you seeing a likely decline?  And what would you advise faculty to do right now if they want to make some projections about what their various payouts would be under various plans?
RIVES:  Herb, may I, if I will, go to that, but could we see if there’s any final questions on phased retirement and 18/20.
TERRY: Sure.
RIVES:  I don’t want to get the two mixed up.
HANSON:  Any other questions or comments on that? Thank you.
RIVES:  Herb’s question is excellent, that’s why Cristy is here, but let me clear up a misunderstanding that sometimes is out there.  18/20 is not necessarily—the one benefit is not necessarily the average of the last five years salary.  That’s strictly a cap, that’s the ceiling.  And behind the scenes is a calculation that’s a hypothetical annuity is being calculated and that annuity is based on a stream of contributions to a retirement account, which is your actual contributions, but not going to the investments you  chose, but hypothetically going to CREF stock by 50% of the allocation.  And the other 50% to the TIAA fixed annuity.  And for many years in the past the two together have generated an account balance that was converted to an annuity that, quite honestly, the trustees back in ‘88 put the cap on there.  Because pre-’88 individuals were getting more than their final salary, thusly the cap.  Well, today, when CREF stock has lost value by 35 to 40% and it was a question for Cristy, and she’s nodding yes, and you don’t want to go look at the either the Dow or the Nasdaq today by the way, which sort of tells you what happened, or what is happening.  But that calculation is now turning out to be less for many individuals than their final average salary.  So we are hearing from more and more faculty of disappointments so they’re going to the calculations.  The class of faculty that will have the biggest impact for those that would be retiring this May and June - July.  So I think it remains to be seen exactly how many faculty, who would otherwise have left at 64 postpone their retirement to 65 because of what I’m describing.  I don’t think we know exactly yet.
WHEELER:  No, I mean, I was talking with Kathie Kelsey this morning who administers the plan and she tells me that we still have a very similar amount of people planning to retire under 18/20 as we did before.  What we don’t know is how many would have, but are not, are choosing not to because of this rationale.  You know, we hear, from time to time, somebody will actually mention that they are thinking about that. They’re typically those who are first-time eligible at 64 and they’re simply looking at waiting ‘til 65.  We’ve not heard of anyone at 65 saying, ‘well, now I’m looking at a different type of situation.’  Certainly, we encourage individuals to contact Kathie, she can do updates of the calculation.   She can also walk through what factors tend to influence it more or less.  For instance, more service tends to help to negate that factor.  So it’s not a foregone conclusion that for everyone the amount is dramatically affected.  It’s very much based on a personal circumstance and we’re happy at any time to give you a sense of where things are.  Obviously, the longer it goes the more impact it has, and I don’t think any of us are any smarter than anyone else to help predict that.  So that’s where we are today.
RIVES:  When we do the final calculation for 18/20, we’ll use the CREF values at the end of the prior month.  So if someone is leaving on June 1, we’ll use the end of May or somewhere thereabouts.  So I do think there’s a possibility, Herb,  that we may see some individuals who maybe have applied and have gotten estimates, and may even said to their chairs and Deans, ‘I may leave at the end of May,’ but they could change their minds.  And if you wait until 65, if you wait another year, you would still get the full 60 months worth of benefits.  Even at 65, so, I think it’s a real possibility that we don’t know right now what that number will look like.
PERRY:  Last Friday, Cristy did a presentation on retirement for about, I think there were about, 15 faculty, we had several of the people here and a number of people from the Fringe Benefits Committee.  Maybe, Cristy, you can talk a little bit about what the plan is so people here will be aware when the emails or whatever communications come through because the issues of 18/20, phased retirement, and the whole landscape, I think, are something that these presentations that HR is going to be doing is intended to sort of help folks think about.  One of the things I did immediately after the presentation was I contacted Kathie about my 18/20.  (laughter)  Thinking about 64, 65, but maybe if you could just say a few words so it won’t come as a complete surprise.
WHEELER:  Sure, we have put together a retirement planning kind of a discussion that we want to roll out on the Bloomington campus first and throughout the university and we’ll roll out to faculty, I believe, is really first on our list to do that.  And we’ll make it very accessible, try to come to you, offer sessions at times that would be good for you, encourage having spouses come as well, or others in the household that would have value in hearing the information.  
So the focus of the retirement planning is really to do a couple of things.  One is, it’s always important to educate ourselves on what the plans at IU are.  Whether you’re new in your career or have been here a long time, there are often aspects of the retirement plans that are not clear to individuals or something you didn’t realize.  So we want to make sure people understand the plans and the attributes of the plans that are available today.  Also, give them—you know, what we hear more and more from people is consistent here with many other types of organizations, we’re not unique in this regard, is it’s very difficult and you hear many different opinions about what you should be saving for retirement and how do I feel that I am doing the right things, and that I will have financial security to retire when I want to.  So we talk a bit about the various models that are out there to make such determinations and the particular personal things that you have to look at to work on that, and especially about the different assets and things that we offer at the university such as personal counseling with TIAA-CREF and Fidelity to help do that.  And then we also touch upon a little bit of investment fundamentals because we have plans that are defined contribution plans that places a lot more responsibility on us managing those investments versus old traditional pension plans.  So we talk a little bit about understanding how we manage this money throughout our career and throughout our retirement.  And talk a little bit about those fundamentals.  So it’s to help individuals understand the IU plans and utilize them to their fullest for their own personal situation, understand how you go about figuring out what you need to save, putting together a plan, and then executing the plan with a good feeling about how you’re managing your investments. 
HANSON:  Any other questions or comments?   Thanks Dan and Cristy.  Next item, “Discussion of Changes to the BFC Constitution.”  
AGENDA ITEM #7 DISCUSSION OF CHANGES TO THE BFC CONSTITUTION.

CAPSHEW:  This item was on our plates last semester.  It’s mostly wordsmithing the constitution.  There have been several changes in the administration and to offices and so forth.  And so we’ve tried to include all that, those changes, in the nomenclature.  I’ll go through the whole thing, you know, briefly.  Article one defines faculty and others with privilege—that’s fairly straightforward.  The one big thing is the non-tenure track faculty appointments, are in section 1.3.  Then moving to article 2, there are a few minor changes.  We include General Education under 2.A.3 and then define the Bloomington Academic Calendar rather than the General Academic Calendar.  Moving along, there are no substantial changes in the rest of that section.  Then we also are trying to regularize the terms we use for ballots, paper or electronic ballot.  I think we still have a couple problems with that, I’ve just noticed, so we’ll work on that.  
We moved the definitions of the officers that were in a different section to article 3, officers.  And these are exactly what we had in article 4.  In article 4 we added meeting of the faculty and trying to define general faculty meetings.  And then article 5, meetings of the Bloomington Faculty Council.  Again these are wordsmithing changes.   Section 5.5 is now moved into the article 3.  Then the membership section 5 is the same.  
A couple of things on article 6, the University Faculty Council just to specify that Faculty Council bylaws are going to be followed.  We omitted a little bit there, some words, in article 7 just to regularize it.  And then the last change is section 8.3 to regularize the administration of  voting and the Chief of Staff of the Faculty Office, Craig, currently, will give that to the President of the Faculty Council.  These are changes that we need to talk about in the ratifying at our next meeting.  The last time we had amended the constitution was over a year ago.  We do not include the revisions of the bylaws, we didn’t have that together, but I can give you a preview of that.  
With the new Vice Provosts and the split of the Dean of Faculties office, we are proposing to have a Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs, a Vice Provost for Undergraduate Education added to the voting members.  We are also suggesting that the Dean of Students and the Dean of Information Technology be added as voting members.  And then we’ve had some discussions about including the Athletic Director as a voting member.  And I think we can talk a little bit more about that.  And then finally, we only have one non-voting member who regularly attends, which is the ROTC representative, and we are proposing to make that person a voting member.  So it will increase the membership of the Faculty Council by a few voting members.  So with that, unless Lisa has other things to add, we can talk about it.    
PRATT:  No, I think not.  We, I will point out that, we did struggle in some places with, especially the language that pertains to the new non tenure track appointments, and we think we have it right, but if somebody reads into this a nuance that we’ve missed, please let us know, because we spent a lot of time trying to figure out exactly how this should be phrased, and we’re not voting yet, and we’re really looking for individuals who have some insight into this to let us know.  
PERRY:  (inaudible)   
CAPSHEW:  Yes? 

BURNS: On 1 .4 you’ve amended it so it sounds to me like you mean the lecturers to now be under 1 .3 as having a representative?

CAPSHEW: That’s my understanding, yes.

BURNS:  Later on in 5.5 C you still have a reference to 1.4 for lecturers.
CAPSHEW: Okay.
TERRY:  Jim, how would you prefer the comments come to you?
CAPSHEW:  I mean I can take notes, but I’m happy to receive them via e-mail.  If people want to take a further look and we can include comments that are appropriate.  
TERRY:  So, please send your comments to Jim, or if you send them to Craig, Craig will forward them along to Jim and Lisa.  
CAPSHEW:  I’m wondering, would you like to talk about the rationale for the Athletic Director as a voting member, just to get that out on the table.  
TERRY:  I’m prepared to do that I guess, since in part, I’m one of the people urging it.  For some years, I have been your representative on the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics, COIA, a group that IU joined and in fact actually initiated the formation of a number or years ago.  COIA is made up of representatives from faculty governance units of what used to be called division IA athletic programs.  It’s now a slightly different name, bowl eligible or something like that, athletic programs, and COIA has existed in order to try to promote a vision of intercollegiate athletics that, well actually, is kind of consistent with some of the reforms in the intercollegiate athletics that our former President Myles Brand has been trying to make at the NCAA.  One of the major points that COIA has in mind is the separation between athletic programs and academic programs is not a good thing for either the athletic programs or the institutions, and so as we began with a discussion of who to include, it occurred to me that we should at least discuss, and it’s subject to being talked out, but I would suggest we actually consider including the Athletic Director as a member of this Council.  
Those who have been on this Council for some time know that occasionally athletic directors have come to us making various requests, for example, priority registration for student athletes.  I would like to see the athletic program more intimately involved in our discussions and making them a member of the Council is one way of getting them to do that.  Do I expect our Athletic Director to show up at every meeting? No, but like anybody else, the Athletic Director could send a substitute and I would expect the Athletic Director to send an associate director or something like that.  I think it promotes a unification between athletic programs and the rest of the academic functions that the university, if we pay some attention to the athletic program and director in this Council. The Athletic Director, probably, will never hold faculty rank, although it’s not unimaginable that at some point, and Athletic Director might also hold academic rank, just as occasionally in our past, some coaches have held various kinds of academic ranks.  We could decide to name them all academic specialists, but I think it would be useful, in the interim, when I first began to talk about this, President McRobbie decided that our new Athletic Director will also be named vice president of the university, and whether you think that’s a good idea or not, it’s been done. I think if we could involve the Athletic Director in our discussions, it would be helpful to us and helpful to the athletic program, and most importantly, help bridge a gap that COIA which we have joined, and supported for a number or years, says we should do everything we can to bridge and, I think, to widen. 
By the way, in case you have not heard it, former President Brand, who has been the head of the NCAA announced, I think, yesterday at the NCAA meetings that he is suffering from pancreatic cancer and that his prognosis is not good, so if any of you feel like doing anything, or saying anything to our former president, please consider that you might want to do that.  
This is a bylaws change, and at least initially, what we will be bringing back to for a second reading and hopefully for adoption, is the changes in the constitution, and this is following through on something I think I announced in the first meeting.  We have all kinds of policies, all kinds of bylaws, all kind of provisions in our constitution that don’t reflect in many ways, recent changes in the administrative structure of the university, and this is kind of a start in not only addressing that, but to some extent, heading it off in the future.  I think some of the changes in here, hopefully, indicate that maybe the next time there is a change in the administrative structure of the university we won’t have to go back and make quite as many changes in the constitution as we have had to make in the past.  There will be time for a discussion of who to add to the Bloomington Faculty Council, and if the will of the Council is not to add some of the people that are recommended then that’s fine, but I’d like to see us begin a discussion of that when we get to the bylaws.  And the request for adding somebody from IT actually came from Brad who has been loyal in coming here and this sort of thing, and I think it would be appropriate to include that office.  That office simply did not exist the last time we went around listing administrative members of the Council, anymore than the offices that Tom and Sonya now hold existed.  
HANSON:  Are there questions or comments?  
MEGLEMRE:  I have a question. I’m not certain if under section 5.5 you are referring specifically to the Graduate Student Organization, or if you’re trying to refer to it by name, because if you’re referring to it by name, which I would prefer, it’s the Graduate and Professional Student Organization, but if you’re just referring to it generally, the Graduate Student Organization of course, accomplishes that, we being the Graduate Student Organization, but if you’d like the title, I would offer that a different name then.  And then a second small detail would just be that the section immediately below that is still number 5.7 and it should of course be 5.6.   
CAPSHEW:  Yeah, I think we are trying to have functional names for certain things and I think the Graduate Student Organization was an example of that.  
MEGLEMRE:  Certainly, I just wanted-----  

CAPSHEW:  Yes.
DILTS: Just, I guess as a comment, or a question; in section 2.2, where you have the first line of reference to a mail ballot and you’ve dropped the word, “mail.”
CAPSHEW:  Oh yeah, we’re going to have to regularize that, thank you.

DILTS:  That’s my question because in 5.4, you refer again to a mail ballot…
CAPSHEW:  Right, yes.
DILTS:  …without dropping the word.
CAPSHEW:  Yeah I saw that.
DILTS:  And then in section 2.3 you drop the word, “mail” and you call it a “paper or electronic ballot.”  So I just suggest that it be regularized.  

CAPSHEW:  We will regularize that.  Thank you.
HANSON:  (some comments inaudible) worried about what the phrase means, “shall have the privilege of full participation in Faculty Council activities?”  
CAPSHEW:  Sounds like the, you know, the sort of pompous words we use, I don’t know.  (laughter)
HANSON:  Well, I’m actually also wondering about it in conjunction with section 1.4, you know, what is an administrative officer?  

CAPSHEW:   So, what are you thinking?
HANSON:  Well, you say “associate faculty consisting of administrative officers at the Bloomington campus who do not hold an academic rank.” Of whom are we speaking there?
CAPSHEW:  Yeah, that’s a good question, and that is something that, my understanding, isn’t there some list of academic officers?  

HANSON:  Not a current one, I mean, I don’t know.  

CAPSHEW:  Lisa, did you…

PRATT:  No, I think we, we talked about it and convinced ourselves that there was a list, but in fact (laughter) it sounds like there might not be a list.
CAPSHEW:  I can look.  
PRATT:  Would you do that?

HANSON:  What kind of a list were you thinking of, so we know where to look?  (laughter) You mean the ones that are listed like under administrative reviews, that kind of thing?  

CAPSHEW: You know my feeling is that, at least in the olden days, when they would have a register of the faculty, they would have a list of the administrative officers of the campus.  

PRATT:  Yeah.
CAPSHEW:  It doesn’t go down very far, it doesn’t go down to the school level or anything…
PRATT:  Right.
CAPSHEW:  …but they are, you know, officers, and so I thought there was some equivalent electronic version of that list.
PRATT:  I don’t think there is, and the language that’s there would suggest assistant deans and -- people.

CAPSHEW:  We can work on that, yeah.  
PRATT:  Yeah, we certainly need to clarify that, because if that does not exist, then in fact, this entire section comes into question.  
GIERYN:  What was the answer to your question about full participation?
CAPSHEW:  Well, that’s the language that has been used, and you know, ‘all the rights and privileges thereby appertaining.’  You know, it’s like, it’s, this language and I don’t, it’s full, I mean, maybe we shouldn’t say “full” I don’t know.  

HANSON:  Well, I mean it does tie into the issue of voting privileges, privileges of representation.  
PRATT:  Nomination, I mean, we just assumed it means you are allowed to participate in the process, and of course that also ties in with the bylaws, not just with the constitution, so it’s…

PERRY:  In terms of representation, I’d like to follow on it further, non-tenure track, faculty are, as I read this, there are representatives for each of the three groups; researcher, lecturer, and clinical, but they couldn’t represent a unit.  Am I correct in that?

CAPSHEW:  I’m sorry, I don’t…
PERRY:  Let’s say that a clinical could represent the clinicals with one of these three position, voting positions on the Faculty Council, but they couldn’t represent SPEA.

CAPSHEW:  They would represent the clinicals, I would think.

PERRY:  So full participation means something different than for the non-tenure track than it does for the tenure track.

CAPSHEW:  I see.
PERRY:  So it would be, rather than using the same language, it might be useful to substitute something else or maybe take it out.  
PRATT: Well I thought that was all pretty well clarified under members and membership, that you’re representing these units, and in some cases the units follow academic or curricular lines and in other cases the units follow appointment titles which, as we all know who have been here for a while, was a compromise to try to figure out how to incorporate non-tenure track faculty into the community of decision makers, so I think there is a little bit of an offset here but to me it still makes sense that we’re transitioning from an almost entirely tenure track faculty to a faculty that more and more contains varying, wildly varying, proportions of non-tenure track, and at some point, I suppose we might have to really reconsider whether or not you would in some other way gather together the voting units to reflect natural arrangements that would include non-tenure track in with tenure track in terms of representing those academic units. So it’s a good point I’m just not convinced that we’re there yet in terms of the numbers. 
WATSON:  I just want to say it seems to me that it’s very equivalent to what the at large members do.  They’re not representing a unit, I think, but are representing just the campus as a whole, so it seems to me there are several appointments not tied to units and that’s not very fair.  
MEGLEMRE:  I suppose, on that same, why don’t the librarians get full participation of our conference?

HANSON:  I think that is one of the things that is peculiar.  They get it through 1.1 but then it really does, you know, sort of, how do the rest of them function?

MCCORMICK: Can I ask for clarification, just in terms of, I’m sorry to hammer on this line, what this phrase meant, but I mean, I’ve been reading as carefully as I can on “Members,” while there is a reference at the very end of what’s 5.5 on non-voting members, there is no place, and maybe I’m not reading correctly, where it designates voting privilege, and if on the first page everybody has voting privileges as best as I can tell, and there’s no subsequent distinction that says elected representatives to the Faculty Council have voting rights.  It doesn’t appear that, I mean, regular representatives, but there’s no distinction between everybody identified on page one. 

PERRY:  This may not be a solution to that, but what if it said something to the effect that you shall have the privilege of participation in Faculty Council activities as specified in this document?  I mean that way we can talk about participation, but also to the extent the document makes distinctions, the language would not be inconsistent with those distinctions and it would also be fairly amorphous.  
PRATT:  I think we’re going to have to go back and work on that language a little more, Jim and I.  It was a problem we didn’t think about as we worked our way through this.  We were having enough problems with other aspects of it, and I also thought it might come up for discussion under section 4.1, we have taken out the mandatory one annual regular meeting of the faculty, and simply defined only special meetings because none of us in our memory, were aware that we had been having an annual regular meeting, so we thought it was problematic, but if in fact, there was someone who wanted to bring to the floor a discussion of the value of an annual meeting, this would be the moment to bring that forward for discussion, because we’re about to take it out.  

HANSON:  That bill, as I recall, was a revision that went through by e-mail and previously where it says President, it had said Chancellor, and it was regarded as the meeting at which the budget report was given and or a State of the Campus Address
PRATT:  Ooohh, thank you.  
HANSON: I mean, I think if you look back on the text and earlier things, that’s where that came from.  So, it was something that took place in some way, it’s just been morphed.  Other questions or comments before mandatory adjournment?
EISENBERG: At this point, I need to take the floor.  I’m sorry to (comments inaudible) but there is reference to the Dean of Faculties office in 5.5 D.  Of course, that needs to be changed, so just exactly how, I leave to other folks to determine.  
HANSON:  Right.  Okay, we’ve reached mandatory adjournment and people are putting on their coats, so let’s find the gavel.  
Meeting adjourned: 5:30PM
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