MINUTES 
INDIANA UNIVERSITY 
BLOOMINGTON FACULTY COUNCIL 
NOVEMBER 4, 2003 
BALLANTINE HALL 008 
3:30 - 5:30 P.M. 
Summary of Actions Taken: 

Agenda: 
1. Approval of Minutes 

(October 7, 2003) 

(http://www.iub.edu/~bfc/docs/AY04/summaries/10-07-03.summary.htm) 

2. Agenda Committee Business 

(Professor David Daleke) 

3. Presiding Officer's Business 

(Chancellor Sharon Brehm) 

4. Discussion with President Adam W. Herbert (approximately 45 minutes) 

5. Question / Comment Period* (10 minutes) 

(Chancellor Sharon Brehm and Professor David Daleke) 

6. Statement on Diversity Proposal (approximately 20 minutes) 

(Kathy Gilbert, Chair, Diversity and Affirmative Action Committee) 

(http://www.iub.edu/~bfc/docs/AY04/circulars/B14-2004.htm) 

7. Report of the IU Athletics Committee (approximately 30 minutes) 

(Bruce Jaffee, 2002-2003 Chair, Athletics Committee, 

Dan Maki, 2003-2004 Chair, Athletics Committee, and 

Vice President Terry Clapacs) 

(http://www.iub.edu/~bfc/docs/AY04/circulars/B20-2004.htm) 

8. New Business 

ATTENDANCE: 
Members Present: Jeff Alberts, Moya Andrews, Sharon Brehm, John Slattery, Neil Theobald, Joyce Alexander, Bennet Brabson, Simon Brassell, Ann Bristow, Malcolm Brown, Bonnie Brownlee, Erik Bucy, David Daleke, Luis Davila, Paul Elliott, Patricia Foster, Ann Gellis, Kathleen Gilbert, Laura Ginger, Michael Hamburger, Kevin Hunt, Margaret Intons-Peterson, Elin Jacob, Elizabeth Johnson, Bradley Levinson, Deidre Lynch, Murray McGibbon, Theodore Miller, Kelly Mix, Richard Nash, Harold Ogren, James H. Patterson, Mary Popp, Eric Rasmusen, Amy Reynolds, Elyce Rotella, Barry Rubin, James Sherman, Sarita Soni, Rex Sprouse, Holly Stocking, Herbert Terry, Larry Thibos, Thomas Walsh, Mary Wennerstrom, William Wheeler, Gary Wiggins, Celestina Wroth, JoEllen Baldwin, Casey Cox, Grant McFann, Matthew Hottell, Kimberley James, Claudia Geist 

Members Absent: Dale McFadden, William DeKemper, Andrzej Zieminski 

Visitors: Steve Hinnefeld (Herald-Times); Julie Knost (Affirmative Action); Al Ruesink (Biology); Charlie Nelms (Vice President for Student Development and Diversity); Sara McNabb (President’s Office); Bruce Jaffee (Business Economics); James Wimbush 

AGENDA ITEM #1: APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
(Chancellor Sharon Brehm) 
BREHM: We are very fortunate to have President Herbert here with us today. I know he has a very busy schedule so we want to move along quickly in the first part of the program to make sure that he has a lot of opportunity to speak with us. This is a great turnout for him and we are very happy to have you here, Mr. President. We would like to start with the President of the BFC and Agenda Committee business. 

AGENDA ITEM #2: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS 
(Professor David Daleke) 
DALEKE: I would first like to welcome some of our guests and a new member to the BFC. First of all, welcome, President Herbert, to the Bloomington Faculty Council. We are very happy that you could be here today. We look forward to hearing about your plans for the future of the university. We appreciate the time you have taken to come and talk to us today. I think you’ll find the Bloomington Faculty Council is a lively and engaging group (laughter) and I look forward to a very interesting discussion later on today. 

I would also like to acknowledge a few of our guests. Vice President Nelms is here. It’s always a pleasure to have you. Later on today, Vice President Clapacs will be here, and with Dan Maki and Bruce Jaffee, he will be presenting the Athletics Committee report. I’d also like to acknowledge a new member of the BFC, who is our new Dean of Graduate Studies, John Slattery. As you know, he was recently hired into this position. He was a professor of Pharmaseutics and a member of the Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Institute at the University of Washington in Seattle. There he was also the Associate Dean for Academic Programs at the Graduate School. He will hold appointments in the School of Medicine and also in the Department of Biology on this campus. Welcome to the faculty council. 

I’d like to make a couple of other additional comments about recent news. As you know, Chancellor Brehm announced last week her resignation effective December 31st. We will have an opportunity to thank her properly after our next meeting, and you will hear more about that in just a moment. I’ll keep my remarks short, but I’d like to say a few words. 

First of all, I’d like to thank the Chancellor personally for her service to the university during what, during the last few years, has often been very difficult times. Her responses to the Benton Mural situation and September 11 demonstrate her leadership and deep personal concern for the campus community, especially the students. The Strategic Planning Process, which she has spearheaded, has made a significant impact in the future direction of our campus academic mission and has redefined our goals. The Chancellor has been an unwavering supporter of diversity and so it is quite fitting that the campus diversity statement appears on our agenda today. She has also shown a strong commitment to faculty governance and for that we are deeply appreciative. Finally, I would like to personally thank her for helping me in my transition to my position as BFC 

President. 

November 18th will be our last meeting with the Chancellor. We will have a short agenda and at about 4:30 we will adjourn and everyone is invited to a reception to be held in her honor at the IU Art Museum. More details will follow by email, but I hope that everyone will mark their calendars for this very important event. 

On today’s agenda, as you have noted, we have some minutes to approve. I have to announce that we are still working on the last year’s minutes and believe it or not, we will actually have some to approve at our next meeting. Those will be posted and emails will be sent, so please take a look at those minutes from last year. We have also reorganized our agenda a bit to accommodate President Herbert’s schedule. He has only until 4:15, so I will try to be as quick as I can through the rest of this business. The diversity statement will appear later on in the agenda today. It has been revised; it has returned to the floor. On the back side of that statement is the campus mission statement, only for reference, not for consideration for any further changes. (laughter) We will finish the meeting with our Athletics Committee report and I think I will let Bruce and Vice President Clapacs present that. 

Our future agendas, at least for the November 18th meeting, are relatively short. We will probably have a discussion on plagiarism software that will be coming out of our Educational Policies Committee and we will also hear a presentation from Heidi Gealt about the academic mission of the Art Museum. The December 2nd meeting, which is the last meeting of this semester, has no set agenda but you will be hearing more about that from the Agenda Committee. Finally, our meeting today will end at 5:30 sharp. For those of you who have not yet done so don’t forget to vote. 

AGENDA ITEM #3: PRESIDING OFFICER'S BUSINESS 
(Chancellor Sharon Brehm) 
BREHM: Thank you, David, for those kind words and for arranging this reception, which I just heard about an hour an a half ago. It really is wonderfully fitting in terms of the date because I am unable to be with you December 2nd because of a CIC seminar on scholarly communications which I have been working on for the last six months. The timing on this is working out very well. At our meeting on the 18th, I will make a few remarks about my views of the challenges and the opportunities that the campus faces. Right now all I want to do is give you two quick updates. 

The first is that the Mission and Values Statement has been forwarded to the President for his consideration. The second is that within the last few days I received the Assessment Report from the committee that was charged to examine the potential academic impact of a merger between Computer Science and the School of Informatics. Just to give you a little bit more detail, you may remember that SLIS may be involved in this but the way we have structured this is that the first consideration of the academic impact would be for Computer Science and Informatics because SLIS has always been, I think it is fair to say, 

more ambivalent about this merger. We wanted to let the two units that had more interest in it do the academic assessment. It is finished, and it has come to the President and I as it came to many, many other people on campus. If you did not get a copy and you want one, you can email Marty Seigel and he would be delighted to send you a copy. It is a very good report and I think you will enjoy reading it. That is the first step. The second step will then be to ask SLIS whether it wants to participate in an assessment. This is still a very preliminary stage and there won’t be any real decisions made about a merger until next semester, but I urge you to read that report. That is all that I have to say. Given the timing, we would like to turn the meeting over to President Herbert, and again, thank you for being here today. 

AGENDA ITEM #4: DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT ADAM W. HERBERT 
(President Adam Herbert) 
HERBERT: First let me thank all of you for your patience. Earlier today, someone asked me “what does a President do through the course of a day?” I started off this morning talking with a couple of our Trustees, signed about 26 or 27 letters, worked on three speeches, had a meeting with Bruce and Don about athletics, met with the chair of the Political Science department, just left a tour of Informatics, am here with you now, and at 4:30 I am due at SPEA for an event there. I also have a dinner meeting tonight. I assure you, I am not sitting back, doing nothing. As a matter of fact, Sara has calculated that I have now had over 500 meetings since I came here on the first of August. It has been an exciting time. I have had a chance to learn an awful lot about the university, and I recognize that there is a lot more that I need to understand in terms of the history, traditions, and culture of the university as well as meeting as many of my new colleagues as I possibly can. 

I wanted to share with you today a few comments about the next several weeks and months. I had expressed to Sharon before the Board of Trustees my appreciation and yours as well for her service to the university. I can tell you that although I think sometime that my schedule is impossible, I know how much time she devotes to the institution. You have already heard about some of the accomplishments and you will hear more over the course of the next few months, but I want you to know how much I appreciate her service and her commitment to help me position the university as we go forward. We are in the process of thinking through the first steps and my thinking goes something like this. It is critical to appoint someone to serve as Interim Vice-President and Chancellor. Over the weekend, I started identifying what I regard as being the essential characteristics of a person to serve as Interim Vice-President and Chancellor. I tried to develop some guidelines that make sense in this context and have thought a great deal about the timing. I want to share this with you and I appreciate any feedback you would give me with regard to the characteristics and the guidelines. The second thing I would like to ask is if you have any thoughts about people that you would share those with me. My email address is IUPres@indiana.edu and I would love to hear from you as we go through this process. 

One of the things Sharon called to my attention in our first meeting back in August with 

regards to the challenges facing the university is that there is a great deal of organizational ambiguity. I have met with all of the Chancellors and Vice Presidents and talked with them about their roles and responsibilities and have read extensively the documents related to our last accreditation visit. A number of our positions within the institutions are very ambiguously defined. One of the things that struck me was the observation by the accrediting committee that IU was characterized as an institution that was built around personalities, as opposed to a logical structure. The report went on to say that folks in the positions have been in them for a number of years, and those relationships were really guiding the university. Sometimes those relationships even transcended the organizational structure as it appeared on paper. They pointed out that over time this was going to be problematic. As people began to retire, the university was going to have to come to grips with the fact that they had to have a more coherent structure to guide its operations. I think that is indeed the case. As I look at what is going to happen over the course of the next seven or eight years, what is also clear is that there are several Vice-Presidents that are going to be retiring because of their age and so we have to pay attention to these issues. One of the things I am committed to doing is engaging in that process, looking very carefully at how we are organized to ensure that we are addressing all of the needs of the university in a systematic and responsible fashion. 

With regard to the Interim Vice-President and Chancellor position, my thought is this: we need to spend some time during the spring semester talking about where we are at the present time as a university and what our critical needs are and what the responsibilities for this office are. One of the things that I feel very strongly about is that we must have a Chief Academic Officer for the university who regards that as a major responsibility. The reality is that a position of this nature it is absolutely essential for any major research university in America. The question is how we address that need while also responding to the critical needs of this campus. It’s critical that we go through the conversations related to those matters and that we define the position in terms that are doable that also speak to our fundamental obligations as an academic enterprise. I also would tell you that as I went around and visited with all of the Chancellors and faculty on each of the campuses there was one point on which there was very consistent agreement. All of the campuses want to award a degree that says “Indiana University”. That is not Indiana University Kokomo or Richmond. That is Indiana University. It is my belief that in that context, the Chief Academic Officer of the University must be from this campus. In a sense, that becomes a starting point for me as I look at all of this because what happens on the other campuses has an impact here and the reality is that if it is an Indiana University degree, there must be some potential impact by this campus on what takes place on the others. I start from that vantage point, even in the context of looking at the interim position. 

Let me tell you what I regard at this point as being the ideal characteristics and I will come back and talk about the spring and elaborate on that a little further. The first characteristic I regard as being important is that the person we select in the interim must have the confidence of the faculty in Bloomington and preferably on the other campuses as well. I recognize that there may be some people that won’t know who the individual is 

but I think that faculty respect and confidence on this campus is absolutely essential. The second factor that I think if very important is knowledge of the history, the traditions, the culture, and also the organizational structure of IU. As a new President, there is still much that I need to learn, and so having someone in that role whole has an appreciation for the history of the institution and who understands some of the dynamics of it becomes especially important. 

The third characteristic I would like to see is someone who has been a successful senior-level administrator within the university. Success is important, as is the word “senior”. I see that as being someone who has had experience at the Dean level or above who has an understanding of the dynamics of the institution. It is very difficult to make some of the decisions that have to be made if you have not had the experience at the Dean’s level when dealing with some of these issues. I also think it is important that we have someone who has the ability to assist in developing the position description and also the roles and responsibilities statement of the next Vice-President and Chancellor. Again, that is an understanding of the dynamics of the university and fundamental principles of effective leadership. I want someone who has a commitment as well as the ability to work with the appropriate faculty governance bodies, who respects faculty governance, and who is committed to working within that context. 

The final thing is that we need someone who has leadership ability and the ability to facilitate faculty discussion on a number of very important academic policy issues. Some of these cut across all of the campuses, some are specific to this campus. This person must have the ability to facilitate that conversation. Let me give you an example of those policies. University Admission Policies is a big one. There are increasing concerns about admissions standards, both from the Commission on Higher Education and from within. This comes simultaneously as we see the emergence of a community college structure. Is it appropriate for Indiana University to have, on any of our campuses, an open admissions policy, notwithstanding the minimum standards that have been established? Is that something that we, as a faculty across all the campuses, feel is acceptable and appropriate? We need to engage in a discussion about that. As you know, we are initiating a study of the Graduate Studies program in the university; we are also looking at the School of Continuing Studies. One of my concerns in both of those contexts is that we must have faculty input with regard to these issues. We must also look strategically at these issues to ensure that we are positioning the university in the appropriate fashion. In the context of Graduate Studies, I would note that we have just hired a Dean from outside the university and we did that without first asking the question about the role of a Graduate Dean within this university. When I come in and I see that most of the academic units have Associate Deans of Graduate Studies, I am curious what the role of the Dean of the Graduate Studies program is to be. Of course, there are related questions concerning graduate programs on the various campuses, so it is an area that strikes me as warranting very serious faculty conversation. It is one that I think we simply must have and I am working with the UFC co-chairs to facilitate that and coordinate the members who will serve on that committee. Both of those areas are one that I think are especially important. 

Another issue that we will have to deal with which is driven from external sources but which we as faculty must address relates to the remedial courses we offer within the university. Should Indiana University offer remedial classes? Is that consistent with our mission as a university? Do we differentiate between what happens on this campus and what happens on others? One of the things that I think stands out is in the Commission’s report we is that we have a vastly larger number of remedial courses than other institutions in the state. Supposedly, we have very high admissions standards. Those two issues do not seem particularly similar in nature. We need to talk about those matters. 

I had conversations with a couple of gubernatorial candidates and I found it interesting that candidates for governor are zeroing in on IU offering courses in that category. What that tells me is that these are some potentially big political issues. The bottom line is that these matters are going to be talked about. The community college will drive some of the discussion, and some discussion will be political. You have read the comments I made about mission differentiation. I believe it is extremely important that we go through a systematic process of examining and developing a framework for the further growth and development of each of our campuses in a coherent fashion where we talk about an array of degree programs that will be offered, where we talk about whether housing will be available, and where we talk about the potential availability of graduate programs on those campuses. This becomes even more important because it is clear that what happens on the various campuses can and will have a very definite impact here, as the most recent example of the IRB in South Bend demonstrates. There are some problems there that we need to clean up here. Depending upon what happens there, there might be an impact on this campus regard to our ability to conduct research. We have to pay attention to this kind of matter. 

You heard a few moments ago a reference to the academic units. That is something that is extremely important. We have the next round of CTE funding, which is very important as well. We have another matter that the board and I are very concerned about which is faculty compensation. There are a number of dimensions to that; it is clear that we have a major compression problem and we need to deal with it and I want this person to assist in formulating some thoughts about that. I have several ideas that I want to put on the table in that regard as I look at things that we on this campus could or should be doing. I will get some numbers on those issues but I think that it is important that this officer share that kind of commitment. We are also in the preparations stage for a capital campaign for Bloomington and we are fine-tuning the elements of that. The new person will obviously play a major role in that. Those are just examples of the kind of issues that the Interim Vice-President and Chancellor will have to deal with. Let me just speak to two or three guidelines that I think are important. 

It is my belief that whoever holds this position on a permanent basis should currently hold or have previously held a faculty appointment on the Bloomington campus. There has been speculation about someone coming from outside of this family. I think that would be a mistake. Secondly, it is my belief that no potential candidate for the interim position should be a candidate for the permanent position. The third factor is that to the extent that we can, I would like to avoid the disruption of administrative operations of 

any of the academic units. It may be essential that we do that, but I think we have to be sensitive to the fact that there are some disruptive implications depending upon how we proceed on that. What I would envision is that during the spring term we would have a conversation related to our defining role and responsibilities of the position and developing a related position description for the role and then working with David we would define the search process and constitute a search committee. Then, during the spring term, we would initiate the search and select the new Vice-President and Chancellor. Depending upon whether or not that person comes from inside or outside that might have some bearing upon how soon the person could be available. My view is that we should not restrict this solely to outside candidates or inside candidates, but this is an area that we should talk about to be sure as to what the best course of action is at this point in time. 

Those are some of my initial observations and thoughts. I would hope that within the next two weeks we will have identified an interim person and again, I would appreciate any names that you might have for us to consider. I would then intend to talk with the two co-chairs of the UFC before developing a final recommendation to go the Board of Trustees. The Board of Trustees will hopefully have that recommendation in time for its December meeting. The interim person would hopefully begin serving on January first. 

Any comments you have about the characteristics for this person are greatly appreciated. Again, I want to work with you to best conduct the longer term search after we go through this interim step. Any observations or questions? 

BRABSON: As a person who has been working with the AAUP, we’ve had some discussions about the mechanisms for the choice of the interim person. It seems to me that you are inviting comments from this group and certainly from the Agenda Committee. How else are you reaching out to the faculty here at Indiana University to get information that would be valuable in picking this interim person? 

HERBERT: We are starting obviously with this body and with the University Faculty Council Agenda Committee later this week to begin the process of eliciting names. A lot depends upon how many names we get. I certainly intend to sit down with David and Mary once I get the names. I recognize that when you zero in on someone from this campus with this level of experience it is a small group of maybe 10 or 15 people. I’ll talk with both of them relative to the process going forward. We will also elicit feedback from other members of the university family. 

RASMUSEN: Have you thought about having two people, one for the VP position and one for the Chancellor, just in the interim? 

HERBERT: On the interim basis, I have not. Let me tell you what the quandary is on that. If we hire someone long-term for it, that has campus tax implications. The monies that come to the university essentially go to the campuses. There is some at the central level, but most of it goes to the campuses. What I would have to do is impose a tax and in this financial climate, I think that would be a serious mistake. The practical reality is 

that the budgets are such on the regional campuses that most of the money would have to come from Bloomington and from Indianapolis. In an environment where there exists a possibility of budget reductions, that would be imprudent. I don’t want to take a risk of pulling that kind of money out of our budgets to set up yet another administrative office if we can make this work in the context of the current structure. That is a question we address related to the new position as opposed to the interim. 

MCFANN: Mr. President, my only concern is that in your list of guidelines the only mention of students was in admissions policy and remedial courses. Chancellor Brehm did an exceptional job of reaching out to students and I just want to make certain that our interests are kept in the same regard as faculty interests when making an interim appointment. 

HERBERT: There is no question about that. It struck me that we have not focused enough attention on the academic enterprise and the student service dimensions of what we do as a university as we should. I feel very strongly about our responding to the needs of students and student input and though I was responding earlier in the context of faculty needs, Casey and I do talk regularly and I think that it is extremely important that we keep students in mind as we deal with this and other issues. Are there others? 

TERRY: I’m just a little concerned about your timing for the long-range position. If indeed we are going to go out and search and hire in the spring of 2004… 

HERBERT: We will start the search in the fall or 2004 with the view of having someone identified by late fall or early spring of 2005. The practical reality is that it is too late now to have someone by fall 2004. It would be a mistake for us to go out now without having had the chance to talk about what it is that we need. That is how a lot of institutions get in trouble. I want to have a very deliberate conversation that speaks to the future of the university and the campus. I regard this position as being one that really has a major role in shaping what happens at both levels. I would also tell you, by the way, that I believe that this position is the senior vice presidential position in the university. On most campuses it is clear that the Provost is the number two person and in this case this is clearly the academic leader for the entire university as well as on this campus. Frankly, I think that this position is an attractive one, but we have got to be clear as to exactly what that role is. I want to make sure that we have a chance to talk about that. It is not something that should be done in isolation with me alone deciding what it ought to be. It is really important for us to talk about it. 

BUCY: I’m just trying to understand the position a bit better myself. I’m appreciating some of the nuances of the title of Senior Vice President, which seems to help to clarify the standing of that person. I’m thinking also of the new Chancellor’s relationship to the chancellors of the other IU campuses. If this position is a Vice President for Academic Affairs for the entire system as well as the Bloomington campus and it includes the Chancellor component built in, how does this person’s role compare with or differ from the chancellors at the other campuses and how does that help guide the search process? 

HERBERT: The role is clearly different, as it should be. That is the type of discussion that we need to have. I don’t want to preempt the conversation on that. I do have some thoughts about that, but I think we ought to engage in some dialog about that. There are clearly some challenges, which Sharon and I have talked about. We’ve got to sort that out. There may be a need for greater support. The one thing that I do feel very strongly about is that the chief academic officer for the university ought to be an officer on this campus, for a whole host of reasons. So long as the degree is Indiana University as opposed to Indiana University East, South, or whatever it might be, we need to provide leadership from this campus. To allow that to happen changes the dynamic between the campuses and loses the focus of Indiana University as one institution. 

There are some other realities. The other is that the President of the university resides in Bloomington, and I personally regard Bloomington as my home. Having the President here also holds some implications. This campus has Vice Presidents, some of which assume responsibilities for functions on this campus and also for university wide functions. How does that play out in that context? We need to really look at all of those matters and not make any assumptions up front and find the ideal structure to respond to the needs of one university with eight campuses. I think we need to have a very candid dialog about that. It is interesting to me as I talk with our colleagues on all eight campuses that the dynamics are so fascinating. I must confess I had no idea about the complexity of this enterprise. I read a lot, but the feelings about other campuses, perceptions about who is doing what, and the concerns about parity between the campuses are all much more fascinating now that I am here. I still haven’t comprehended all of the nuances of that but ultimately some of that plays into this. People are paying attention to what is happening on each of the campuses and I have found out that what the President does on one campus is noticed by people on other campuses. It’s a fascinating dynamic. 

RUBIN: You partially answered the question I was going to pose, but there is another piece to it. Not only do the chancellors at Bloomington and IUPUI have system roles, and I think you would also reevaluate the role of the IUPUI Chancellor simultaneously; the reporting lines of the schools are very strange as well. For example, SPEA reports to the IUPUI Chancellor. Is a reevaluation of reporting lines on the table as well? 

HERBERT: I want to start off with this one first. (laughter) The one benefit of having a new person come in first is that it is a lot easier for me because I don’t know enough about these things to ask the right questions. I can tell you that I am asking questions. That question has not escaped me. (laughter) I don’t want to get into all of that right now. The one thing that I learned many years ago is that you have to be careful about having too many skirmishes on the battlefield at one time. The thing that is clear is that there are some folks who are very nervous about Bloomington driving what takes places on the other campuses. We’ve got to talk about a university-wide culture. We talk about independence, but in the process we lose incredible opportunities. The library is a classic example. We have the opportunity to use the economies of scale that are associated with a large university to help all of the libraries on all of our campuses, but this desire for almost total independence and a failure to take advantage of that is not only inefficient 

from a cost perspective, but it limits our capacity to enhance the quality of services that we provide to our students. 

We have got to look at all of this from another vantage point; another perspective. We need to think about this as one university, not a system. That is going to require some work. I realize that, but I don’t want to put those issues on the table right now. If we can start off with this, it will help to set a platform for going forward and then we can talk about core values. I need to spend time with the members of the University Faculty Council. I intend to visit all of the campuses to talk with faculty and staff. What we have got to do is build a real sense of community and I think that some of that has been lost for whatever reason over time, but we have got to come back together as a university family. We operate in a silo context; some of that is nurtured by our RCM methods, which may be good, but separate us somewhat. We are all in this together. 

What I worry about is that sometimes we lose the opportunities for interdisciplinary collaboration that is so important and that we may discourage opportunities for students to benefit from the richness of the academic climate that we have on this campus and throughout the university. The ideal thing for me is to have someone in this role who shares that kind of value system and who is committed as I am in trying to engage all of our colleagues in a discussion about the Indiana University that is going to be here 15 to 30 years from now, that is stronger than it is now. I do believe that there are some incredible opportunities for us working together with all of our campuses pursuing a common set of dreams but dealing with those in the context of the realities of the communities that we serve. I think those kinds of values are important for us to focus attention on. 

Again, I have not lost sight of that question and I probably have a few others which I shouldn’t mention today but I do ask questions and will continue to do that. There are a couple I know that may be interesting to some of our colleagues. I really appreciate the opportunity to be here and is you have any thoughts about this or if you think that I am missing something that we just haven’t had the chance to talk about, either let David know or send me an email message. I would really appreciate that. I’ll be working with David and Mary on a strategy for going forward with preparations for our discussions this spring. I did note somewhere that David said that this is a lively and engaging group. (laughter) I hope that you are going to be lively and engaging as we talk about all of these things going forward. I would also tell you that there are a number of issues that I would like to bring to you to discuss which range from what we do for students with learning disabilities to athletics, which goes back to how we best support our students. Are we as well committed to our students in our policies and practices as we indicate in our literature? I would love to engage you in a conversation about some of the things we can do. 

End of Side A, tape 1. Some conversation was lost. 
HERBERT: Thank you for your patience. I look forward to hearing from you. 

DALEKE: I just have one reminder. We can continue this discussion, not only informally, but also on January 20th, when the President returns for our BFC meeting where we can foster this type of discussion. President Herbert, thank you again for joining us. 

HERBERT: Also, if you have other issues that you think I need to be focusing on, please send me a note or call Sarah, but please don’t hesitate to give me some feedback; I really appreciate it very much. Thank you. (applause) 

AGENDA ITEM #5: QUESTION / COMMENT PERIOD 
(Chancellor Sharon Brehm and Professor David Daleke) 
BREHM: We will next go to the Question and Comment period and we do have a question that was submitted by our very own Bill Wheeler and it reads as follows: “Will Vice President Nelms continue to be a Vice Chancellor for the Bloomington campus? If not, will his responsibilities for Bloomington programs, such as the academic centers, be transferred to a Bloomington office, for example, the Bloomington Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs?” Vice President Nelms is with us today; we could ask him to comment to this. Charlie, would you like to comment to this or would you like me to? 

NELMS: I would like you to. (laughter) 

BREHM: If I say something wrong, you can correct me. (laughter) Currently, Vice President Nelms and I discussed an interim position, and Eduardo Rhodes has been appointed to the interim position and he will work with both Vice President Nelms and myself in that role. How long that interim role will last still needs to be discussed. There are other issues that need to be discussed and will be but right now what is important is that with Vice President Nelms assuming his additional duties in the student affairs arena, we have Eduardo already hard at work, most notably on the Women in Science initiative, which is moving along. The person permanently in that position will work with both the Vice President for Student Affairs and the Vice President for Academic Affairs and Chancellor of the Bloomington campus. Does that sound about right? 

Seeing no more questions from our subdued group, maybe we should move on. I thought the President described us as a lively and engaging group. (laughter) We do have some other important agenda items, so we need to move on. 

AGENDA ITEM #6: STATEMENT ON DIVERSITY PROPOSAL 
(Approximately 45 minutes) 
(Professor Kathy Gilbert, Chair, 
Diversity and Affirmative Action Committee) 
BREHM: We now have the updated Statement on Diversity Proposal. Thanks to Kathy Gilbert for coming to talk to us about it. 

GILBERT: What you have before you is the revised Statement on Diversity. It was 

taken back to the committee and we also had input from a variety of BFC members who massaged it and have now brought it back to you for additional discussion if necessary and then for a final vote. 

DAVILA: What brought about the decision to eliminate specificity? I know that in our last meeting there was suggestion that Gay and Lesbian be added. 

GILBERT: The technical term is the Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Policy of Indiana University. That does specify. We decided that instead we would move in the opposite direction with this and make it broader. One suggestion that was made is that they would be posted together. 

BUCY: I like the new version, which is broad and inclusive. It doesn’t exclude anybody by over-specifying. I would urge everybody to vote for it. The only issue that I would have is a small grammatical one. There seems to be too many “to’s” in the second to last sentence, but somebody else can fix that. 

GILBERT: How about we take out the second and third “to’s”? We only need one there. It would then read “We must also aim to reach out to and include all who comprise our diverse university community and foster a campus climate in which those diverse influences are respected and valued.” More to’s? 

BROWN: I have a question which may not be necessarily valid at this point. What is the mechanism if there is a sense that this diversity principle has been abridged? 

GILBERT: The thought is that this is an underlying statement of philosophy and not a policy statement. The Equal Opportunity statement is the policy and there are mechanisms in place if those are abridged. This is simply a statement of philosophy. 

BROWN: So a faculty member might choose to not abide by it without recourse. 

GILBERT: If it violates the Equal Opportunity statement, that is where any action, legal or otherwise, would take place. 

BROWN: It seems to me that this is just words if there is not some sense that the community would react in a fashion very directly and positively to correct the situation where the policy was being abridged. Otherwise it seems to me to be empty phrases. 

HUNT: I imagine that when we all come up for review this can be enforced locally under this document and globally if necessary with the Equal Opportunity policy. 

INTONS: I would like to hear what Julie Knost has to say about this. 

KNOST: I think you are right, Kevin. This can be effectively used in the review process. If you look at the review procedures, they state that “the mission of every department shall be considered in evaluating people for tenure.” We have mission statements 

throughout the university that we incorporate into decision-making in some way. The key part is that we are defining who we are and what we are doing. Let me go back to the history of where this came from. When the University of Michigan cases were coming up, they said that the mission of the institution was to educate, to teach, to research, to impart knowledge. Where is the intersection of diversity and that mission? That is what we should be talking about. Because of that, universities explicitly adopted mission statements that said “we believe an educational mission supported by research is better supported by diversity”. This is not the same as our anti-discrimination, which is about access and equity. This is about excellence, academics, mission, and purpose. There are probably other people who can better articulate that. 

GILBERT: You did great. (laughter) 

BREHM: Are there any questions? 

TERRY: I remain troubled about something that troubled me the last time. That is still the last sentence of this policy, and now I am more worried about it. I can imagine somebody getting into the debate in a review about whether somebody had thoroughly and conscientiously promoted this vision. I think it ought to be something of a choice for faculty, which is I think the only body we can adopt a statement for or compel to make choices about how they follow this vision. I remain uncomfortable for that reason, and another. For many years, the agency I am most familiar with, the Federal Communications Commission, promoted fairness doctrine. Millions of Americans complained to the FCC that something was unfair. Then, because of the First Amendment, the FCC said “sorry, but we really don’t get into that”. I’m wondering that if we say there is a campus statement on diversity, expecting the campus members to promote this vision as fully and conscientiously as possibly we raise the prospect for disappointments among groups who might want to come to use and say this wasn’t done as fully and conscientiously as possible and then for reasons related to academic freedom or tenure we retreat and don’t do what they expect. I would feel more comfortable with this statement if it excluded the last clause, not because promoting this mission is not a wonderful idea and something that most of us wouldn’t choose to do, but because stating this is an implied obligation, which could be very problematic. 

DAVILA: I myself feel that going this way is a regression to the old days of non-neglect and I think that people have moved away from Affirmative Action because they have a particular correlation, color, or nuance about them. In a way, if I could argue the devil’s advocate position, this is moving toward a statement that is more Pavlov like than we as a university should stand for. I think that we should call a spade a spade. Minorities that are trying simply to be equal have accommodated the majority by moving toward terms like diversity, which is something that we all believe in and can all embrace and be comfortable with. That is why I asked about specificity. Not because I like cumbersome probes and too much detail, but because I think that there are times that it is necessary to stand up and be counted. This is why we moved away from terms that might hurt somebody’s feelings, usually embedded in the majority position. 

NELMS: I don’t think there is a perfect statement, but when I first read this draft, I concluded that this is a good statement. This is not a policy or a set of implementation procedures. This is a statement of values. What do we believe in? What do we stand for? How do we articulate our commitment to fairness? This is not a policy. The university has numerous policies in place, and I think there are appropriate policies for dealing with people who violate those policies. I don’t see this as a policy; I see it as a statement of values and principles by which we have chosen to live our lives as members of this academic community. That is how I see this statement. 

Secondly, one of the things that I have learned in the last five years working pretty much exclusively in this area of diversity is that the pursuit of diversity must take place in a context, which has to do with our values. One of the things the court would say to us should this come to suit is that your pursuit of diversity has to come in the context of your institutional mission and values. It cannot be separate from that. For me, this statement creates that context. We have a number of programs and services in place to address our long-term historic kinds of discrimination and omission and so forth. This statement is not designed to do that. This is a statement of principles and values. I would encourage you to support this. 

KNOST: I want to respond to some of these comments with my personal comments. I also agree with this statement, but let me give you a couple pieces of information that might add to that. One is that recently the Bloomington Faculty Council Affirmative Action Committee changed its name to Affirmative Action and Diversity Committee. We spent a year discussing that title and what it means. It is a trend across the country to eliminate the label of Affirmative Action, which seems to draw the worst possible results. That affirmation came back to that committee and they chose to keep Affirmative Action in the name. The Trustees restated their Affirmative Action commitment and we filed a related amicus brief. I think that is a very important component of what we are doing and I do not see this as watering that down. 

LYNCH: Would there perhaps be a possibility of linking this to the amicus brief when it is posted? That might build up the context in which this statement of values is meant to be offered. We had talked about having a link on a webpage to the Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action Policy; it ought to be easy to put the amicus brief up on the web or something like that as well. 

NELMS: Permit me to make one statement, and I feel very strongly about this. It is not what we say; it is what we do. At the end of today, it is about what we do. If colleges and universities and corporations in America had behaved consistently with what we had said in 1964 and in 1954, America would be a different place. I just want to say let’s be careful not to overinvest in the statement, but let’s try to make and keep some of commitments where we create a university and eventually an America where all people can join in the fruits of what it means to be an American and live in a democracy. I appreciate what people are saying about the statement, but the statement at the end of the day is not what is going to me Indiana University a different and more responsible institution. It is how we behave, individually and collectively. 

BREHM: We should probably bring this to a close inside the next five minutes. 

SLATTERY: I would like to make two comments at the expense of wordsmithing along the lines that Charlie pointed out. The second to last sentence could be rewritten to say “include” because “reaching out” doesn’t cut it. We have to include, which starts by reaching out. The second specific suggestion I would like to make is more towards the beginning, where it says “are more measurably enriched by a student body”. I would change that to “by students, faculty, and staff with diverse experiences.” One of the ways to divide our student body is by graduate and undergraduate, which obscures the meaning of “student body”. If this is about including everyone, I think we need to be careful to not allow a term for a populous made up of varying subsets. We need to include everyone as a whole. 

BREHM: Kathy, do you want to accept that as a friendly amendment? 

GILBERT: I am happy to accept that as a friendly amendment. 

BREHM: Do you want to read through that one more time, John? 

SLATTERY: The second to last statement would read as follows: “We must also aim to include all who comprise our diverse university community and to foster” and the earlier sentence would be “all components of our academic mission, teaching, learning, scholarship, research, and creative activity, are all measurably enriched by students, faculty, and staff with diverse experiences.” 

BREHM: Only two changes? 

SLATTERY: Yes. 

GILBERT: That is fine with me. I appreciate that because our original statement depersonalized students. This will give us that individual identity. 

TERRY: At the notion of wordsmithing, I would go further. (laughter) I would take out all of the to’s. I don’t mind committing us to action. I would say “we must reach out and include all who comprise our diverse community and foster a campus”. 

GILBERT: Maybe we should have the group vote on this. (laughter) 

TERRY: My concern is committing us to tell people that we expect them to hold certain values, not to take certain actions. I’m not going to propose dropping the last sentence or the last part, but I may find it hard to vote for this as long as it includes that obligation. I may abstain. I don’t want us to get to the point of telling people what they must believe. I don’t mind telling them they must take action or saying that this is what we believe. 

GILBERT: So it will finally read as such: “We must include all who comprise our 

diverse university community and foster a campus climate in which those diverse influences are respected and valued.” I’m good with that. 

BREHM: I’m not hearing a substitute motion, so I’m assuming we would go straight to a… 

WALSH: To address Herb’s point, would it work to change “expects” to “encourages”? 

GILBERT: I feel that we are softening this a bit too much. It sounds like “oh, it would be so like totally cool guys, if, like, you would be good.” (laughter) I think that is an overreaction to what we have here, and I would like to hear feedback from others before we make sweeping changes. 

WIGGINS: I also have concerns about the final clause. 

JAMES: I am favor of keeping “expect” because this is a statement and not the policy. I don’t think there is anything wrong with saying that as a group we expect our members to act in a certain way that is respectable to other humans. I think we should keep the word “expect.” 

BREHM: I suspect that we are into a substantive issue here. Let’s run five more minutes but we need to bring this to a vote as these are issues that need to be voted on. 

TERRY: The word “encourage” would make the difference to me between voting and abstaining. 

BREHM: Again, Kathy said that she does not regard that as a friendly amendment. 

GILBERT: Actually, I’d like a vote on “encourages” as opposed to “expects” and I am open to going with whichever the council finds for. 

DALEKE: Would someone like to put that in the form of an amendment? 

BRABSON: I would say “Indiana University aspires to prepare its students for life in a richly complex nation and world by promoting this vision as fully and conscientiously as possible.” That way, Indiana University is doing the action, not the individual. 

GILBERT: I’m struggling with what that means. Does that mean Indiana University administratively enforces this? How does that work? 

BREHM: I think this is the point where we need lots of lawyers. (laughter) I don’t see this as changing the role of the institution. This is aspirational; a statement of values. It is not a law or a specific policy. I would say that the wording is important but it is not as though it would affect any implementation. It is a sense of tone and content that makes this important, and that is what is at issue here. 

GILBERT: Ben, repeat your statement to me, please. 

BRABSON: “Indiana University aspires to prepare its students for life in a richly complex nation and world by promoting this vision as fully and conscientiously as possible.” 

GILBERT: Why am I having trouble with that? Gosh. I wish the rest of my committee were here so I could have a Greek Chorus behind me telling me what to say. (laughter) 

LYNCH: I was on your committee and I don’t like it. (laughter) 

GILBERT: It feels like the student body clause; like it removes it from the people and places it on an ambiguous mass. I would prefer to specifically mention members because that takes it back to the community of the university and not the university as an institution. 

DALEKE: Ben, would you like to propose that as an amendment? 

BRABSON: I would. 

GILBERT: Then we can vote on it. 

BREHM: Do you need to hear this one more time? This is a proposed amendment of the amended document we have before us. 

BRABSON: “Indiana University aspires to prepare its students for life in a richly complex nation and world by promoting this vision as fully and conscientiously as possible.” 

BROWN: In other words, you’re not asking the members of the IU community to adhere to this but rather Indiana University as a whole? That’s not acceptable. 

BREHM: It has been moved and seconded and will now live or die by a vote. All those in favor of the amendment, signify by raising your hand. 

Hand vote, friendly amendment denied 34-13 
We are now back to that which was originally in from of us and has been tinkered with a bit today. 

TERRY: I’d like to move the deletion of the word “it” and the substitution of the word “encourages” for the word “expects” in the last sentence. Given the concerns that we are not developing an individual, as opposed to an institutional encouragement or expectation here, I would hope that encourages would be something that satisfies some of those who voted against the last one. 

BREHM: Instead of “it expects” you want to put “encourages,” correct? Is there a second? It has been moved and seconded. All those in favor of the amendment signify 

by raising your hand. 

Hand vote, friendly amendment denied 33-14 
We are now back to the original document before us. Are there any further amendments? 

LYNCH: The preposition in line seven; should that be interactions in our campus our on our campus? I’m not used to seeing the phrase “in our campus”. 

GILBERT: I’m fine with that. 

BREHM: Within has then been changed to on. This has been presented to us by a committee so it has been moved and seconded. All those in favor signify by raising your hand. 

Hand vote, motion passed 39 yes, 0 no, 9 abstentions 
The motion passes. 

AGENDA ITEM: #7: REPORT OF THE INDIANA UNIVERSITY 
ATHLETICS COMMITTEE (approximately 30 minutes) 
(Professor Bruce Jaffee, 2002-03 Chair, Athletics Committee, 
Professor Dan Maki, 2003-2004 Chair, Athletics Committee, 
Vice President Terry Clapacs) 
BREHM: We are now moving on to the discussion on Athletics. Terry Clapacs is here, as are Bruce Jaffee and Dan Maki. Gentlemen, you have 35 minutes. 

JAFFEE: Thank you, Chancellor. It is a pleasure to be here today. I am acting as chair of the Athletics Committee and the Faculty Athletic Representative while Dan Maki is on leave. Starting in January, Dan will be the chair of the committee and I will continue as Faculty Athletic Representative. Also here is Terry Clapacs, who is serving as our Athletic Director. Before I begin, I would also like to recognize a few other people on the council who are members of the Athletics Committee; namely Jim Sherman and Casey Cox. Also, another faculty member who is here and on the Athletics Committee is Jim Winbush. There are at least a few alumni members of the Athletics Committee here who sit on this council, including Laura Ginger and Bonnie Brownlee. 

I want to make a few opening comments and then turn the rest of our time over to Terry Clapacs, our Athletic Director, and to you for questions. You have in front of you as a BFC document the annual report which lists our major issues and accomplishments through 2002 and 2003. I urge you to review them. We won’t accept any editorial changes. (laughter) If you have any questions or comments on that, you are certainly welcome. 

I want to indicate that this year the committee is continuing to focus on issues of academics and student welfare. We are currently dealing with issues of scheduling of competitions, academic support services, especially for at-risk student athletes, exit interview for student athletes so that we get better information about the academic and athletic experience and support services that are offered to athletes when they leave 

Indiana University. This is the first year to show us the impact of significant changes in national legislation that affects both initial eligibility of student athletes and the eligibility of student athletes as they continue toward a degree. The standards are going to be rising. The impacts will probably be slight at a campus like Indiana University, but nationally there is going to have to be demonstrated progress toward graduation and toward degrees. There is also a national movement led by a lot of IU connections that goes beyond the NCAA for a Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics, of which Bob Eno, the past president of the BFC, continues to be a lead person. That is working on a comprehensive effort to reform athletics in a variety of different ways and is doing it in a way that involves a coalition of the NCAA, AAUP, faculty senates like this, and governing boards like our Board of Trustees. They had a national conference last month in Indianapolis that was pretty promising and we will continue to be involved in that. 

Lastly, I want to announce that next year we will be involved in a recertification process for athletics at Indiana University and academic services therein. I think we last did this five or seven years ago. This is a process of recertification. We will have an orientation visit in December. The following year will be primarily a study year, and at the end of 2004 or in 2005 there will be a site visit from outsiders. Vice President Nelms has graciously agreed to be the lead person on this review. Most of the review will be outside the department and will include extensive involvement by faculty on the Athletics committee and off. There will also be a steering committee that will be headed by the President and our Athletic Director, and our committee chair and faculty representative will be on the steering committee as well. I publicly want to thank Charlie for being willing to take yet another major responsibility for the campus and the university. Let me turn it over to Terry to talk about the accomplishments and challenges facing the department. 

CLAPACS: Thank you, Bruce, and thank you all for asking us to come today and talk with you about the Athletic Department. I have been in this position now for just about a year, and I think it was a year ago, November 7, I believe, that then-president Brand and the Trustees asked me to go over and serve, first as an Interim Athletic Director, and then to the position permanently. I must say, it is a curious thing for me in my 38th year of service to the university to find myself in the Athletic Department, where the roles and the responsibilities are very different than where I had been up to this point. I must say to you though that I have enjoyed thoroughly the experience and I find it a blessing at this point to not only be able to do the things that I have done for the university for a long time and to do this as well. In some ways it’s a Walter Mitty experience. For someone who grew up in a small town in Indiana as I did, Goshen, then to come to this great university as an undergraduate and participate to a small degree in the Athletic Department then and then have a career here and find myself closing that loop so late and doing this work is a wonderful story. As I said a moment ago, I feel very blessed. 

When I arrived there last year, it was a department that had a very significant morale problem. It wasn’t a recently made morale problem; it had been festering for a long time. It really goes back several years and certainly gained speed when the university and Coach Knight parted ways and there was then a rift in the department about that decision. 

Then, a new athletic administration for one reason or another didn’t make that work. The real challenge a year ago was to take that fractured and fragmented department and find a way to put it back together. Believe me, there are good people there. They just weren’t working in harmony or as a team. The first real set of responsibilities was to find a way to bring people together. These are people who have in common a great love for the Athletic Department and the university but who somehow were working at odds with one another. That’s where I have spent a lot of my time. The second area that needed repair was this whole issue of the budget. For the first time, on a fund basis, the Athletic Department was in the hole. What I mean by that is that for the first time, the Athletic Department had exhausted its reserves and was no longer working in the black. That is a serious problem. At Indiana University, we don’t subsidize our Athletic Department. We expect to make it on its own. While years come and years go with gains and losses, on the whole as long as the Athletic Department had that assets to fund the work it was doing, Indiana University felt the Athletic Department was in good shape. We were no longer in that position. Brining some balance to the financial picture of the Athletic Department was indeed an area that required a lot of work. 

I began my analysis of the department based on three important and critical areas. One is the academic performance of our student athletes. Second is how we compete on the playing field. After all, when all is said and done, we ask our coaches to come and operate programs within the rules and within a budget to graduate on time student athletes. We also ask them to win. I don’t want to make that point without giving it its due. Winning is important at IU athletics. Thirdly, all of that needs to be accomplished with a department that is operating in a financially responsible way. I am here this afternoon to tell you that I believe you have much to be proud of and we all have a lot to be thankful for. Let me also underscore what Bruce said a moment ago, and that is to thank you for the good people you send to be a part of the Athletics Committee. He mentioned them by name, but there are many others who aren’t here this afternoon who serve as faculty representatives on the Athletics Committee. They meet monthly, for long hours, about tough issues. 

End of tape 1. Some conversation was lost. 
CLAPACS: You would be surprised to learn, as I was, that 92% of those student athletes who stay and exhaust their eligibility by not leaving for the NBA or going to another institution will graduate. Indiana University ranks third in the Big Ten, only behind Northwestern and Penn State. We are very proud of that. We have approximately 600 student athletes. Half of those are members of Alpha Beta society, and membership in Alpha Beta comes when your GPA is 3.0 or better. More than half of our student athletes are at 3.0 or better. In fact, three of our women’s sports programs have GPA’s above 3.4 on average. I think that is a remarkable achievement and we are very proud of that. 

On the playing field, I think we are doing well. We have some sports programs at IU with great traditions, and you know those traditions. This is Jerry Yeagley’s last year as head men’s soccer coach. After 29 seasons, to see this man retire after having been to the final four in his sport for 15 years, more than half of his coaching years and playing in the 

championship game for 11 of those 29 years, winning five national championships, is such a remarkable achievement that it is indeed unmatched anywhere in this country in any sport. We are so lucky to have had a guy like Jerry Yeagley here, because he is not only a wonderful coach but a wonderful role model for those student athletes who he coaches year in and year out. I’m pleased to tell you that swimming is on its way back. I don’t know that we will ever get back to the level that we were at in the 60s and early 70s when Doc Councilman and Hobie Billingsley were here when an all-star team from the rest of the world couldn’t have defeated Indiana in a dual meet, but I will tell you that we are back and we are going to be competing for national championships in no time. Dorsey Tierney, our women’s coach, won the Big Ten last year and is getting strong. Ray Luz, who is our new men’s coach, is putting together a program that will compete at the national level very soon. 

Track and Field is on the way up. Men’s and women’s cross country is on the way up. Basketball… well, this is Indiana. What else can we say about basketball? Coach Davis is exactly the kind of guy you want here as your head basketball coach. He is a great role model for his student athletes; he is a wonderful mentor and friend. He is just what you want. Not only that, he can coach and he can recruit. I think you’ll see the fruits of his labor next year, when a recruiting class that is already ranked number one in the country arrives on the Bloomington campus. Mike has done a terrific job and believe me nobody had bigger shoes to fill than he did, especially coming in as an interim coach following a legend and then taking us to the national championship game in his second year, a phenomenal achievement in my view. Up and down the line, I think we will be competitive. We tell our coaches that besides doing all the other things they have got to win as well. The measurement for winning here is to compete for the Big Ten Championship. That is the mark that we have. Things beyond that are wonderful but you have got to compete for the Big Ten Championship. You have got to get your program there. If you don’t you probably won’t be here for very long. 

In the area of finances, let me tell you our problem. We are a Big Ten basketball school in a Big Ten football conference. It is no more complicated than that. Those of you who attended the University of Michigan already know what it’s like to be part of a Big Ten athletic program where football dominates. The same is true at Ohio State or Penn State, but frankly when you are operating a program where the income is at 32 million dollars a year and you are competing against schools like Ohio State where the annual budget is 77 million dollars a year, because that is their annual income, you are operating at a major disadvantage. Last year, every single home game at the University of Michigan netted 4.7 million dollars. For the entire football season last year, we took in 3.4 million. Michigan does more business in one week than we do all season. You can do the math. If they have seven home games, you can see where we start off comparatively in the hole. For this program to be financially sound and in the black every year, football has got to be better. It has got to be better at the gate, but that wont’ happen until we are better on the field. That is where we are. 

I think this year we have a balanced budget, but I will tell you that a lot of the coaches don’t feel they have adequate budget lines for recruiting or adequate budget lines for 

travel, but my job was to put together a budget that was in balance, and I think we are there. There are a lot of variables in a budget every year; how we do at the gate in football is the primary variable. Fortunately for us, we had a great weekend with Ohio State and it was a good payday for us. (laughter) Thank God for the Buckeyes. (laughter) I’m sorry 37 was a little torn up, but that’s the way it is. Look at Northwestern, our Homecoming opponent, or this Saturday when we play Illinois. We’ll be lucky to have 25,000 paying customers in the stadium. The average home attendance in the Big Ten is 72,400. We’ll never be there because our stadium only seats 52,000. Frankly, we’ve got to be at 45,000 or above to really work our way out of the budget problems that we have. Those problems weren’t created by any single administration or any single administrator. It is the fact that football has got to be better. It has always been a struggle at Indiana University. There have been periods where the team has been successful, including the Bill Mallory years where we went to six bowl games during his coaching tenure, and we have got to get back to that level. Once we are there, like we were with Mallory here, we have got to get even better. That is the way it is in college athletics. 

That is the financial picture. When I’ll end these comments, I’ll certainly give you all time for questions. Let me say I have spent some of my time over there dealing with the centrifugal force that seems to constantly push the Athletic Department away from the mainstream university. A lot of it is because of the budget process and because we expect the Athletic Department to manufacture their own income, but it is more than that. Let me tell you about a couple of organizational changes that I have made in the structure that can help to combat that. There are a couple of key components that can never be out of whack. First is compliance. This is an area that Jennifer Brinegar heads for us, but it doesn’t make sense to me that the compliance officer only reports to the Athletic Director. I think the compliance officer in athletics needs to be treated like an internal auditor and have a reporting line outside of athletics. I have created a solid reporting line from our compliance officer to the University Counsel, Dottie Frapwell. Jennifer and Dottie confer regularly about issues in IU Athletics. That is to safeguard the whole process so that if at some point the compliance officer doesn’t feel they are getting the right support from the athletic administration, they have the same reporting line to University Counsel. In the end, any problems aren’t just to the Athletic Department, but they are an institutional liability. We need to safeguard against that. 

A second solid reporting line was created from Amelia Noel, who heads our athlete service section to Vice President Charlie Nelms. That gives her the same safeguards against too much interference by the Athletic Department when it comes to treating our student athletes in just the right way. A similar thing is happening in our Sports Information Department. This is a group that sends the messages about IU athletics to the media. Those messages need to be the same sort of message that the university is sending. We have as such developed a dotted reporting line between the SID and the Vice President for External Relations, Bill Stephan, and Jane Jankowski. Those messages need to be in harmony at all times. 

Finally, we do a lot of fundraising. We raise almost eight million dollars a year to 

support our operating budget. That is done through the Varsity Club. The way the Varsity Club operates also needs to be part of the university’s strategy for fundraising and so the Varsity Club Director, Scott Dolson, has a dotted reporting line to the IU Foundation, the clearinghouse for setting fundraising priorities, to make sure that we are not all asking the same person for the same gift. Those are ways that we have tried to bring athletics together with the university. I think it will work and I think it will make for a better Athletic Department. 

Let me finish my formal remarks by sharing with you what my prospective goals are for the coming year. Working in university administration, you are expected to put together a yearly set of goals and sit down with the President and review those goals, and at the end of the year, review where you are with your goals and what you have achieved and what you haven’t and why not. I have taken that same course with the Athletic Department. Let me share with you my goals for the coming year and then we will open it up to questions. 

Only the first goal has a priority: that is to achieve a balanced budget for this fiscal year. I think we are on track, but as I said, a lot depends on how we do with Illinois and Purdue. At forty dollars for a ticket, a difference of 10,000 fans means 400,000 dollars that makes your budget swing widely one way or another. Number two is to develop a comprehensive marketing plan. We need to do a better job selling certain sports at IU. As I see it, the priorities there are football, women’s basketball, and women’s volleyball. Those three sports need to be taken to the public in a much different way than they have been in the past. Third, refine and update an athletic facilities master plan. Every single coach will tell you that they need a different sort of facility or an improvement in their facility. Most of them are right. To do so, we need an overall plan that makes sense. Being responsible for the development of this campus as I have for so long, I have always been a little concerned with the athletic precinct. It sits out there by itself. From a planning, architectural, and aesthetic standpoint my goal is to bring the athletic district into the main campus or to take the elements we see in the main part of the campus out into the athletic complex. There are lots of little things that we do with walls and architectural treatment and gardens that we can do with athletics to better integrate that department back into the university and say we are all one. That is goal number three. 

Goal number four is to get ready for a major capital campaign. For the very first time, the Athletic Department will be part of the Bloomington capital campaign. We have to have a plan. Whatever we do will take vast sums of money and we will need to plan our strategies accordingly. Number five is to create a performance evaluation program for our coaches. What is it that allows a coach to stay? What is it that leads to a coach’s dismissal? There needs to be a formal annual appraisal for each coach. Someone needs to sit down and discuss what they are doing well and where they need to make improvements if they are to stay at Indiana University. That hasn’t been done in the past but we are going to formalize that process. Six is to develop a system to ensure programs are complying with Title IX. As you all know, Title IX is part of our life and it is the right thing to do. Women’s programs are just as important and just as much fun as the men’s sports programs. Here at Indiana, though you are supposed to have an equal ratio 

of participants between the two sexes, we have 53% female and 47% general student population, and the reverse for our student athletes. Our participation in athletics is 53% male and 47% female. Is this a problem? There is a three-pronged test you can use for compliance to Title IX. First is whether or not you have made steady progress, and over the last ten years we have added four women’s sports: soccer, rowing, field hockey, and water polo. While that is about a 2.5 million dollar investment on the operating budget, it is an investment that needed to be made. It also puts us very close to being in compliance and we will get there soon. 

Number seven is to increase diversity in the Athletic Department administration and the coaching staff. If you look at our administration and coaching staff and you consider what percentage of our student athletes are minority students and you look at the staffing of the programs, you would be mortified. We have taken steps to correct that. It shouldn’t be a surprise to you to know that Mike Davis is the first African-American head coach at Indiana University. That’s an astounding thing. He is still the only minority head coach at Indiana University. We have made progress in the administration; we have made progress with assistant coaches, but we need to make progress at the head coach level as quickly as we can. Finally, we need to forge stronger ties to university administration. I touched on that point a moment ago. Let me stop at this point and ask for questions or comments. 

BREHM: We had planned to end at 5:30 so I will ask that the questions come fast and furious. 

SHERMAN: I have a brief comment. I served on a the Athletics Committee with the prior Atheltic Director and now with Terry, and I can tell you about some of the things Terry referred to. The morale has increased 20 million percent. (laughter) The relationship between the Athletic Director and the Athletics Committee is wonderful. Terry has shared information with us, has consulted us and asked us for input, and I think that he is doing a great job. I am pleased that you are happy with it. I do have a question. 

One issue that I hear from a lot of people on campus deals with the fact that we seem to pay a lot of money for a lot of people for a lot of years after they have been dismissed from their jobs. I think that is part of our financial problem. What is the consideration about contracts that have mitigation in them so that we don’t get into situations like this again? 

CLAPACS: That is a good question. I can tell you from the university’s side that is a problem in numerous areas other than athletics. You learn these lessons in a very painful way. The truth of the matter is that when I say to you that in the last year the Athletic Department in an income and expense basis lost 1.8 million dollars, probably 1.2 million of that was payouts to people no longer here. One is a very large one which you all know about. The mitigation component will be part of every future contract. In fact, Dottie Frapwell and outside counsel at Ice-Miller have put together a template for Athletic Department contracts that will be very strong in that area so that we do not face that problem again. The truth is that in the sports like football and basketball, we won’t 

attract a coach here without giving that coach some security or comfort because chances are that they will be leaving a position where they currently have that. To get them to come to Indiana University, there will need to be a contract in some of the sports but we need to do it in a way that is better than we have done it in the past. I think we are there now. 

HAMBURGER: I’m thinking about the comments that President Herbert made about addressing some of the organizational review and building those into the structure of the university. I’d like to hear what kind of advice you might give him about some of the specific organizational issues related to athletics. One of those is lines of command or communications specific to the Bloomington campus, and another is about the connection between athletics and the administration. 

CLAPACS: On the first question, I feel very strongly that the Athletic Director needs to report to the President. The review of this Athletic Department, while it represents the Bloomington campus, is indeed the athletic department for the entire university. I know you can say they play Division I sports at IUPUI, but it is not the same. Maybe it will be different at some point, but for now this athletic department represents all of the campuses. When we go to IU East in Richmond or to South Bend there are people who want to know about this Athletic Department. I think it is very important that the Athletic Director reports to the President and that they indeed have some exposure to the Board of Trustees. It is very difficult for the President to do everything day in and day out and so the model in the past has been that there is a liaison. That’s what I did for about 10 years. I was happy to do that and I think that model works very well. About other issues on structure, we are still giving President Herbert more time to learn about us and we will be there to help him. By the way, I don’t have a contract. (laughter) 

BREHM: Getting close to the time limit. Anyone else? 

BRABSON: Terry, there is the business of winning. If we struggle to win, then there are losers elsewhere in the Big Ten. 

CLAPACS: To the best of my understanding, yes. (laughter) 

BRABSON: It occurs to me that somehow the ultimate goal of athletics should not necessarily be to always push the other guy down. Does Indiana University really belong where it is, in Division I athletics? Should we be somewhere else? Perhaps our football team should be playing at another level. 

CLAPACS: I think it does play at another level. (laughter) I don’t mean to be cavalier. I’m sorry. I can only give you my opinion. Indiana University needs to be a member of the Big Ten Conference, and the only way to be a member of the Big Ten Conference is to participate in all of the major sports programs within the conference. It is more than an athletic conference issue, as the Big Ten is an academic conference first and the CIC and other gatherings are more important than what happens on Friday night or Saturday afternoon. That said, if we are going to have an athletic department, then the idea in my 

view is to win. I don’t look it as pushing the other guy down, I look at it as being better than the other guy. We strive to be better here in our academic programs. We are proud of the music school; we are proud of the business school; we are proud of all of the programs in the College of Arts and Sciences that do so well, and by God, we are going to be proud of the Athletic Department. 

BREHM: We are at the closing point and I would propose that we adjourn. Thank you very much, Terry, for your comments. It was very interesting. We are adjourned. 

Meeting adjourned 5:30 pm. 

William Wheeler, Secretary. 

