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Agenda Item # 1: Approval of Minutes

GROS LOUIS: First item on our business is the approval of minutes from October 19, 2004, are there any suggestions or corrections or emendations to those minutes? Hearing no, we’ll assume they’re accepted as distributed. 

Agenda Item # 2: Memorial Resolutions

GROS LOUIS: Next is a memorial resolution for Joan Parsons Wang and I’ll call on Jeanne Sept for that. Jeanne.

SEPT: Thank you Ken. Today’s memorial resolution is for Joan Parsons Wang and again, I’ll just read some abbreviated excerpts from the resolutions. 

Joan Parsons Wang was committed to the study of drama and literature and demanded a lot form students. But, whatever she asked for she gave back tenfold. 

Born in 1925, in Cincinnati, Ohio, Joan seemed destined to attain academic excellence, for her family had a centuries-old belief in education. And she did, earning a Bachelor of Arts cum laude from Radcliffe in 1947, an M.A. from Brown in 1949, and a Ph.D. from Indiana University in 1964. Her dissertation was a comparative study of Joseph Conrad, Jean-Paul Sartre, and Albert Camus under the direction of Newton P. Stallnecht.
Joan accepted a joint appointment in the IU Department of English and what was then called the Bureau of Correspondence, later the school of Continuing Studies. She also served as an adjunct faculty member in the Office of Women’s Studies and a counselor for the University Division. Joan created and taught many different courses. One of her courses, an Introduction to Drama, won national awards from the University Education Continuing Association in 1971 and again in 1981. Her courses were tough and required students to do a lot of reading and writing. In addition to her English and Continuing Studies courses, Joan also taught a non-credit course for immigrants preparing to become U.S. citizens. This was a particularly challenging course since many of her students had limited English language skills but she taught the course to honor her husband KC, himself an immigrant.

In an article she wrote for a journal of the University Continuing Education Association, she said it didn’t matter to her what a student’s background or situation in life was; all students deserved to be treated with respect. Once a nontraditional student herself, she was extremely effective with adult learners. One of her students said that quote “taking a course with Joan was like sitting with a tutor.”
Joan retired in 1990, leaving her time to enjoy her other interests, including theatre, animals, nature, and poetry but her greatest passion was genealogy. She started studying genealogy in the 1980s, traveled to conferences all over the United States and co-wrote a guide on basic genealogical research methods and published several articles in historical and genealogical journals.

Using documents and letters that her father gave her, Joan began researching her own family’s genealogy. The result was a very large book named Captain Jotham Parsons (1783–1860): A Genealogical Biography. A colorful figure of great legend, Jotham was a ship’s captain from New England who participated in the China trade. Joan’s book was not only a biography of Jotham; it was a history of New England shipping and trade and although Joan died before the book’s formal publication, she was presented an advance hard-bound copy before her death 2001.

She will be fondly remembered through her scholarship and in the many ways she touched the lives of so many IU students, both near and far. Respectfully submitted; Mary Mcgann, Lynn Schoch and Lisa Denlinger.
GROS LOUIS: I’ll ask members of the Council and guests to stand for a moment of silence for Joan Parsons Wang. Thank you.
Agenda Item # 3: Agenda Committee Business

GROS LOUIS: Let’s turn to the Agenda Committee business and I’ll turn it over to David.
DALEKE: Hello. I have a few points to give you, some updates actually, and then I’ll tell you a little bit about today’s agenda, although I won’t go into too much detail. And then I’ll give you heads up on some of the agenda items that may be coming to us in the near future. 
First of all an update on the elections; we are within one electoral unit, I think, of being completely finished. Which means that the ballots may go out as soon as the end of this week. So please be looking for ballots and of course remind your colleagues as well. We would like to have this election finished within this month. Hopefully by the end of February and we are on schedule in fact for this year’s elections.

I don’t have much to say about today’s agenda. Most of it is fairly self explanatory. I do want to welcome David Goodrum back to give us an update on the Turnitin software on program. Some of you may have had an opportunity to use this in your courses. I hope you’ve had a chance to at least evaluate it and we’ll be hearing… he came last spring to give us an update then and so this is just our update for this year.
And I think everything else is fairly self explanatory so I won’t take much time to go through it. A couple of comments about some upcoming events; On February 8 is the Hoosiers for Higher Education State House visit. That begins at, I believe, 1:30 and runs to about 6 o’clock or so.
GROS LOUIS: I think registration is at 1.

DALEKE: Registration is at 1 o’clock. For those of you who are interested in going, on their website, we can post a link for you on the BFC website, there’s information about the visit, there’s a schedule, as well as a link a link for registering. So, you can register online. I encourage all of you to go because as you know, this is a group of students, and alumni and faculty who are interested in higher education and this is the day that we have to meet a lot of our state legislators. And it gives us a good opportunity to speak with them informally and to talk about some common areas of interest. And also as you know, this year a number of bills have been introduced into the Senate, into the State Senate and State House that may… that we are paying attention to. Several having to do with health care for state employees, including faculty, and others that have to… that touch on academic freedom. And we’re paying extremely close attention to this; in fact at the UFC we’ve asked Vice President Tom Healy and J. T. Forbes, who’s the liaison to the state legislature, to come give a… to come meet with the agenda committee next Tuesday—in fact, the same day as the state house visit—to give us an update on what faculty can do to become more involved in the process. But this can occur not only at the UFC level but also at the campus level and so I encourage all of you who are interested to please come to the visit next Tuesday. 
We will also be asking Vice President Healy and J. T. Forbes to meet with our External Relations Committee and perhaps to even come to a BFC meeting this spring to give us an update on the progress of some of these bills. We’re in the process also of creating, of putting links to the bills on our website so that you can more readily get to the ones that might be of interest.  

Also at the UFC meeting next Tuesday we will take a final vote on the Graduate Studies and the Continuing Studies task force recommendations.  I thought I might let you know where it stands.  It left our hands at our last meeting and had a first reading at the UFC and now will come to the UFC for a final vote next week.  We will also be continuing to talk about the student code revisions. Those will come to the UFC probably for another at least two meetings, maybe three meetings.  So I’ll give you updates on the progress of those revisions through the UFC.  At the Board of Trustees meeting earlier, or late last week, I gave a report on the Priority Registration Policy that we passed here in the fall.  I also would like to let you know that I emphasized that one of the reasons we felt that this policy was necessary was the loss of functionality from the Legacy Systems that have in the past obviated a need for having a priority registration policy specifically for athletes.  I think that the Trustees heard that, they in fact made comments about this and asked some questions that showed that they were paying attention, and in addition to that the student representative, Tyson Chastain, also gave a very determined plea for implementing these lost functionalities.  As you know we’ve talked about them in the past, and last year when we discussed the SES implementation we talked about academic priorities for that implementation, which meant of course that we had to decide what we could afford to implement that we had lost and what we couldn’t.  And the rain check system was one of those that we had decided, that was further down our list, but I think there’s growing interest now in pushing that up to the top of our list, and so at some point over the course of this semester, perhaps, we’ll come back to talking about that again.  I think that’s about all I have to say for the Agenda Committee business today, I’d like to keep it rather short.  
Agenda Item # 4: Presiding Officer's Business
GROS LOUIS: Thanks.  A couple of things I’d like to bring to your attention, and you may have read about in the paper, there are several bills before the legislature putting caps on tuition, various kinds of bills, typically the cap is 4% or less with a certain timing requirement and the expectation of a public hearing by the Boards of Trustees of the public universities before tuition is set.  There’s also a bill that has been introduced to remove public funding from the Kinsey Institute, and I’ll be meeting later this week with the person who introduced that bill as well as with representative Woody Burden, who some of you may remember was an interested party when the Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, Transgender Center opened ten years ago.  

There’s also, and this was a question asked by someone on the Council, there’s also a bill to make it illegal to give same-sex benefits, partner benefits. And the feeling among our legislative liaisons is that this particular bill is not likely to pass because those benefits, of course, are given by Lilly and by Cummins and by major employers in the state, and it would send obviously the wrong message to companies thinking of relocating or that the state would like to relocate in the state.  However, there also are several bills, as David has alluded to, trying to put all state employees, including us, into the same health program.  Terry Clapacs had information last week indicating that our premiums are the lowest among any group, either institution or other institution, or state employees, etcetera and our local legislators are aware of that.  They say that they’re trying to come up with a plan that if all state employees are in the same health it won’t lead to an increase in our costs, but those who know the health situation better than I do think that’s going to be very difficult to achieve.  And then the side problem, then, is that since the state does not recognize same-sex partner benefits that could affect, in an indirect, well a very direct way without passing legislation if we all became part of the same health plan and that health plan was state-wide for all state employees then we would be subject to the state law unless someone introduced legislation making us exempt from the state law.  So it’s complicated, I’m afraid, by the interests on the part of some legislators in having all state employees with the same health plan.  
Agenda Item # 5: Question / Comment Period

GROS LOUIS: Then turning to a question, there was one question I received in advance from Herb Terry, it’s about the midnight special bus, and Dick McKaig will be here later, he’s not here now, but Herb knows that there was a report done last year by an ACE fellow named Carol Elam, he’s read it.  Herb is still concerned that the bus may facilitate student drinking, and this is what Dick writes: “The extent to which that might be true remains unanswered, and the report encourages further study.  Even so, the report was a balanced presentation.  It includes remarks by some who felt that such a service sent a mixed message regarding the institution’s position on alcohol use by students, and it enabled students to engage in risky behaviors.  But it also cited many other voices that viewed the service as a valuable safety component in a comprehensive alcohol education program.  Collecting data on whether students would choose to drink if the bus service were not available is a very difficult task.  The Bloomington campus’s latest results from the National College Alcohol, Drug, and Violence survey, which we participated in 2003, indicated that 76% of our students used alcohol before they came to college, and 84% of all students used alcohol in the 30 days before the survey was completed.  That same group of students indicated that the places where they did the heaviest drinking were off campus apartments, 33%, local bars, 29%, campus fraternities or sororities, 14%, or residence halls, 8%.  While less than a third of the students reported heavy use of alcohol in a bar, the data suggests the students who choose to drink will find a location regardless of the transportation issues involved.  Of course it could be argued that licensed establishments provide greater control over alcohol distribution and the quantity consumed than do private parties.  We could easily explore ways to directly answer the important question posed by Herb Terry; while we do, however, it seems, prudent, I might say, to continue the provision of an alternative that will discourage the proven risks involved when students do drink and drive, even as it minimizes the additional risks posed when students must walk in downtown locations to their residences.”  
So basically to summarize, Dick is still studying the situation and feels until they have more information it seems prudent to him that this alternative be provided because we know it discourages the proven risks and minimizes additional risk when students walk from a downtown establishment or apartment back to their residences.  That’s the only question I received in advance.  Are there any other questions or comments from the floor to either me or to David or the Agenda Committee?  Yeah?
PATTERSON: The reason that our health insurance premiums are less is because we’re considered a separate pool in our claim service.

GROS LOUIS: We are.  And the IU pool…we’re a healthy crowd.  And I don’t know, is there anybody here from the Health Benefits Fringe Committee?  What’s the explanation about why the state wants us all?  Do they think they’ll get a cheaper rate as a larger number?

JOHNSON: I was going to ask you that!  

SHERMAN: I assume the bigger the pool…

GROS LOUIS: Yeah, the logic might suggest the bigger the pool, the rate might go down, but do people in our health office believe that our rates might go up?

SHERMAN: Oh, absolutely.  

GROS LOUIS: And there is, as I said, the additional complexity that even though that anti-same-sex partner benefit laws are not likely to pass by itself, if we go into the pool with the state then unless somebody remembers to add a provider to the bill then we have that problem as well.  Yes?

KRAVCHUK: Ken, I may well be the only one present who actually has worked as a health insurance group underwriter with a big insurance company, and the size of the pool really matters when you get over a thousand, but most important of all is the demographic profile.  The younger the group, generally the healthier the group, and so therefore the premiums tend to be lower.  And so health is related to youth, although an older group could actually be healthy as well, the frequency of claims will be greater.  And so with an aging population you can expect to see your premiums increase over time.  It’s an argument for hiring lots of young faculty.  
NASH: And encouraging early retirement. [Laughter]  

KRAVCHUK: I didn’t say that, Richard.  

OGREN: Do you know what can be done to protect the Kinsey Institute?  Is there anything we can do for you or the administration?

GROS LOUIS: Yes, I think if there’s anything, if you or anyone else on the council has information about recent research being done.  It’s fairly clear; the representative spoke to the President after his appearance before the Ways and Means Committee.  The President had a sense that she did not know much about what the Institute was doing, hence the visit Friday.  So if you have been involved or know of recent research, it would be very helpful to send just some brief information to me about it.  I’m trying to get as much as I can, and she will be meeting with Julia as well.  I think most of you know the research is on, you know, it’s on violence, it’s on abuse, it’s on sexual abuse, sexual violence, it’s not I think what she thinks it is. And the fact that the previous director was a member of the Medical School faculty, right David?

DALEKE: That’s true.

GROS LOUIS: … is I think something that will give her a pause anyway, it’s not somebody recently released from some prison or something.  So if you do have any information that would be very helpful. Herb?

TERRY: I’d just like to express a hope in response to Dick’s response, and that is that he will indeed conduct the research that we’re looking for in order to find out how much this is enabling behavior and that that will be done in a timely enough fashion that some decision can be reached based on the data before the start of the fall semester.  Because it’s very difficult to change or discontinue one of these services once you’ve started in the fall.  I, you know, having read the report I remain convinced that it may be a balanced statement, yes, it contains all kinds of statements by all kinds of people about various opinions about what this does, but it’s not a very scientific study in terms of really figuring out which of those statements ought to be believed.  And I would hope that we gather better data and gather it in time to consider it yet this semester or during the summer and make a decision before fall begins.  

GROS LOUIS: I’ll tell Dick that.  Ted?

MILLER: The Council this year has reviewed a developing proposal on background checks for academic appointees.  It seems given some of the discussion that took place at the Trustee meeting last week that we are headed for something of a conflict with the Trustees over this issue.  And I would appreciate your perspective on where we stand with this.
GROS LOUIS: Well certainly, it’s true that the Trustees I think without exception feel very strongly there should be background check of all employees of the University.  And I think Steve Ferguson said that.  I think it was before you came into the room at the business session when it came up with that comment as a comment from the committee meetings. And I know from Dottie Frapwell that Steve keeps calling and e-mailing Dottie and saying why aren’t you doing this?  So the Trustees, Steve is a spokesperson, it’s true, but the Trustees at one of their meetings all seemed to agree I think they wanted it done.  And my sense, Ted, is if the Council comes in with something that’s less than they expected they might, they could, and might, whether they would I don’t know, but they could and might make it stronger.  
DALEKE: Ted, I think that my perception is that one of the reasons that may be driving this also is that we have a background check policy currently for staff, and I think that one of the things that Trustee Ferguson had said is that he would, whatever policy we developed, he feels that we should have a policy that is the same for all University employees, faculty, academic appointees and staff.  And I think that’s one of the driving factors.  The other is that IUPUI currently has a background check policy for academic employees, and we have a practice that we are working under currently but they’re not the same, and another, that’s another illustration of the fact that we have some differences in the system. And I think if we can come up with a uniform policy that is acceptable to the Trustees I think that they may accept it.  These differences in our policies are clearly going to be a problem.  For example, why should we have an extensive background check on a staff employee when a faculty academic appointee might have greater contact with the populations we’re trying to protect?  

GROS LOUIS: Michael?

HAMBURGER: I just wanted to ask about, I read with interest about the newest endowed chair, the Petsmart chair in Marketing, I believe it is, and noted in the fine print a little lower down that there was a stipulation that the Petsmart professor was to be a pet parent which I noted with some humor. But then also it occurred to me that this might really be crossing a line where an endowment is making some specific stipulations about the characteristics of the individual who’s hired and wondered if there were any discussions about that as a more general issue, and perhaps even about this particular one about how we would handle that in a search and screen procedure and so on.  
GROS LOUIS: It may have been discussed in Marketing, yeah David?  

MACKAY: The Marketing Department has agreed to buy a goldfish for any qualified applicant.  
GROS LOUIS: And also keep it alive, David?  It’s a good point Michael.

HAMBURGER: It is an interesting issue.  

GROS LOUIS: We only have a couple more minutes.  Jim?  

SHERMAN: It seems that the current governor is motivated to do everything within the first three months of his governorship, including, presumably, eliminating money that was allocated to K through 12 school systems from them.  Are we in any danger of not getting money?  Why stop at K through 12? I guess is the question.  
GROS LOUIS: I know that the presidents of public universities met with the Governor last Tuesday morning, and the Governor assured them that he did not intend to reduce the higher education budgets.  However, he did not intend to increase them either.  

SHERMAN: Was all this part of his platform, Ken?

GROS LOUIS: One more question then we’ll have to stop.  Herb?

TERRY: Just a hope.  I hope given the Trustees’ interest in background checks that we have data from IUPUI and from us on what this currently costs us and what it would cost us if it was extended to include all employees.  At forty to fifty dollars a pop, this is an expensive proposition, and I would think that the Trustees would be interested given the budget situation in complying with the state statute but not spending money improperly if the committee knows how much it is.

DALEKE: Their current attitude seems to be it doesn’t matter how much it costs.  

GROS LOUIS: We’ll take one more.

INTONS-PETERSON: I do hope it matters to them how effective these checks are, the cheaper are less effective.  

Agenda Item # 6: Faculty Composition Report

GROS LOUIS: I think we should move on then to the next item which is the Faculty Compensation, Composition Report—compensation we’ll talk about later.  And Ted did not have time at the last meeting so here we go.  

MILLER: Thank you Ken.  We have, I guess there are four documents that now constitute the basis of this report. I’ll call your attention initially to the white sheet, the matrix so to speak.  This is a very fundamental document relating to the academic personnel scheme of Indiana University.  It purports to be a complete description of our personnel system.  Now we are not going to spend a great deal of time talking about this today, but just as a matter of information I thought it might be useful for you all to take this away with you, perhaps pin it on your wall and look at it occasionally.  The various cells in this sheet basically indicate appointments that are possible to make within this university and the grayed out cells are appointments that, at least in principle, are impossible to make within the context of our new personnel system, that is to say, the new personnel system that is kind of operated within the PeopleSoft environment.  We of course have heard lots of negative things about PeopleSoft and so forth, but it is I think only fair to say that because of PeopleSoft we have been able to structure in a much more solid way the personnel system that we are actually working with here on the academic side of the University.  You know, the institution has much greater control now over what kinds of appointments are made than was true previously.  So there is at least one positive thing that one can say about this PeopleSoft environment.  Well, we may have an opportunity to refer to this later on this report.
The second document I think that we’d want to look at is a single sheet of paper that focuses on Bloomington campus instructional faculty.  This is the 10-year trend of instructional faculty, numbers of instructional faculty; full-time and part-time, and you know these, the various rows of this table of course relate to certain of these personnel categories that are on the other sheet.  You know, the bottom line here I think is found in the third and the fourth columns from the right hand side, right, the 2003 and the 2004 columns.  If you look, for example, at the total tenure faculty between 2003 and 2004, there was a very substantial increase, 54, by my computation, 1339 to 1393.  If you go down to the total non-tenure faculty and look at the change from 2003 to 2004, these are FTE, 527 to 535.  So if you look at the very recent period, you really see something quite different from what we would see if we looked at the final column of the table which talks about changes over this 10-year period in both tenured/non-tenured categories where we’re quite clearly the predominant growth in the faculty numbers was in the non-tenure track category.  So, you know, just what is going to happen next year and the year after of course remains to be seen.  One of the reasons for this report is because at least many people think that it is very important for the faculty to keep track of just what is going on, on this campus from this point of view.  

Now, if you look at the larger document now we have the information broken down by schools and by RC’s.  My recollection is that last year the report that we were looking at here at the Council focused only on the schools.  This is a somewhat different structured document and it includes all of the RC’s on the Bloomington campus, and the various appointments that are the primary appointments that are associated with these RC’s.  One of the indicators, we could have a little quiz, you know, whether we could all identify just what these RC’s actually are and you know, what they represent.  There are some fairly obscure ones in this list, at least from my point of view.  But nonetheless, this is a more detailed set of information. So for example, if we were interested in knowing where these 54 additional tenured faculty are to be found on the Bloomington campus, this document allows us to, you know, figure that out, and just for your edification, I have done so and it turns out that 48 of the 54 additional tenured faculty lines are found either in Arts and Sciences or in Informatics.  Those are the two places where there are substantial increases in tenured faculty.  The other units, you know, some of them down one or two, some up one or two, very minor changes across the other units.  
GROS LOUIS: And Ted just to explain that, my guess is the Arts and Sciences jump is a result of the Commitment to Excellence funds that allowed the College to hire a number of faculty and continue and to do so.  Because Informatics as you know is in the development state.  

MILLER: The second aspect of this that, you know, one of the reasons that we’re looking at this report and looked at it last year is that, you know, we approved a new academic appointments policy for the university some, I don’t know, four or five years ago or something, I’m forgetting what the exact date was.  But in that report there’s reference to some required recording that should be shared in the Faculty Council context.  One of the reasons for that reporting, you know, is really focused on this sort of tenure/non-tenure track division and trying to keep track of really what is going on from that point of view in the University.  The Faculty Affairs Committee where that policy was developed, you know, was concerned about, you know, continued and you know, large growth in the non-tenure track categories.  This has happened in many places around the country.  And you know, we’re hoping that, you know, that the character of the Bloomington campus can be maintained in a more traditional kind of academic institution, so that’s really why we’re interested in this data.  If you look across the schools for places where the tenure to non-tenure faculty ratios are kind of different, let’s say different, okay, the tenure to non-tenure ratios are different.  You know, one of the places that you would find would be in Optometry, okay.  And of course this is a traditional characteristic of the School of Optometry. This has been the nature of things I think for a number of years, fifteen years or so, so it really has nothing to do with the change in our policies regarding the kinds of appointments that are possible and so forth.  On the other hand, there are two other schools I think that if you look at this data, the School of Business, on one hand, and HPER on the other.  And you can see if you look at those, you know the data for those schools, that there really are a fairly substantial number of non-tenure track faculties compared to the tenured numbers in those two schools.  And so, you know, one of the reasons that we do this report is to try to highlight these characteristics and hopefully the faculty, basically our policy gives the faculty in the units the responsibility to kind of keep track of what’s going on and to through their policy committees try to maintain the sort of environment that they wish.  So that’s another document, you can look at that.  
The third document is one I don’t think we looked at last year.  This is a document of the student academic appointments, and we see the various categories across the top and the locations of those appointments, if you will, in the various rows.  It’s kind of an interesting table really, and I’m not sure that we’ve, you know, I’ve really never seen a table quite like this before this year.  I don’t have a great deal to say about it, but it’s a useful piece of information.  The one thing I think that one could say going back to themes that we’ve talked about this year on the Council, if you look at the bottom of the Associate Instructor column, you’ll see 1,843 associate instructors, graduate assistants, 1,112.  We know from our discussion of the parking situation earlier, just imagine how many parking spaces would be vacant if it would be impossible for these graduates to buy a permit. That’s an image that kind of comes to mind in looking at this particular chart.  Thank you
GROS LOUIS: Thank you.  I think we should invite the academic intern to the Council to explain what he/she does.  [Laughter]  And that might start a trend at other schools.  Are there questions of Ted or about the report?  Or comments?  Yes Richard?

NASH: Ted, I love this sort of stuff.  And I was just trying to keep up with your numbers and go over this.  You were calling our attention on the single sheet to the last two columns, 2003-2004.  I was doing a sort of rapid calculation comparing 2004 to 1995.  What I noticed there is that in 1995 total tenure faculty amount to about 83% of the total faculty whereas in 2004 total tenured faculty which has remained relatively constant amount to only about 72% of the total. And I was thinking about that when you were calling our attention to the net gain of 54, and you pointed out that that seemed to be primarily in COAS which was identified with the Commitment to Excellence funds and in Informatics.  But as I read those numbers it looks as though there’s an increase of 50 in COAS and an increase of 25 in Informatics which would make a net increase of 75, and that suggests to me that for except those two areas there was a net loss of 21 lines, tenure lines across the campus.  Would that be accurate?

MILLER: Well, I, where do you get the 50 from?

NASH: In your, well change the number…

MILLER: That’s the total, that’s the total full-time appointment change…
NASH: From 03-04?

MILLER: From 03-04 in all categories across tenure, lecturer…

NASH: Not tenure.

MILLER: No.  The tenure change was 33. It’s 33.

NASH: So that there was only, so if we add the 33 to Informatics 12 that’s 45.

MILLER: And you also need to add the, well, the acting professor title is the title that we now are using for people who are appointed, who have not finished their PhD in that particular case but who will be converted to a tenured appointment when they do.  Yeah, so I was counting the acting along with the tenures in this particular case.  

NASH: So in that sense, outside of those two schools, COAS and Informatics, there was a very small gain.
MILLER: Very small, yes, very small. One other thing I wanted to point out might make about these charts.  It’s interesting to me, the tenure trend chart, you know, you’ll see in the far right column it has just a few entries in it, you know, the various percentages.  They’re focused here on the tenure, the non-tenure track; those percentages are there because I asked the Dean of Faculties Office to put them there.  If you look at the other chart, the bigger chart, you’ll note that the percentages that are given are between full-time and part-time.  This, you know, this really represents an interesting situation I think in our academic world right now in this University.  Some people are really really focused on the difference between full-time and part-time faculty and their measure of sort of institutional quality is really focused on what percentages of the appointees are full-time.  Other people and I would say this that people who are thinking along those lines tend to be in the Board of Trustees.  They are very focused on the full-time versus part-time question, and of course you know you can understand why they are because they’re concerned about all eight campuses of the University where, and at some campuses there really were some problematic situations regarding that issue.  The Trustees have been very focused on part-time versus full-time and a lot of the charts that go to the Trustees have only that information in it.  As far as I can tell the Trustees really don’t think very much these days about tenured versus non-tenured distinctions, and this is an issue I think that we and the leadership of the BFC and UFC, I think this is an issue over the years that we are really going to have to try to promote in the Trustee environment.  Because I think it’s very important that they come to understand, you know why that’s important to this institution.  

GROS LOUIS: David?

DALEKE: Ted, you may want to remind everyone that you gave a presentation to the Board last spring and they asked for further information this year as well, so they are paying close attention to this and I think that we do have a chance for, I want to reiterate what Ted said; we do have a chance to make sure that they hear our concerns about these numbers as well.

MILLER: Well but, the point, I mean, what I was trying to say is that the only people that go to the Trustees and talk about tenured versus non-tenured, we do it, the faculty.  When the administration of the University by and large talks to the Trustees about this, they talk about full-time versus part-time.  

GROS LOUIS: Any other questions or comments of Ted?  Herb?

TERRY: I thought we had adopted, or somewhere there were policies, on percent of full-time appointments within schools that beyond which you shouldn’t go on non-tenure track lines.  Is that correct?  

MILLER: Well, there was a time when we had a policy like that.  But our current policy is, you know, it’s something that we probably should revisit because I’m not sure that the subtlety of it hasn’t been lost on most people.  The current policy really goes to the question of who has voting authority in a school, and it requires that the voting authority be allocated in such a way that the tenured faculty has at least 60% of the voting authority.  It is possible under our current policy for a school to have, you know, almost all non-tenure track appointees.  But if the, let’s say there is one tenure-track appointee there, if that person is given 60% of the voting authority, I mean, that really would be permissible under our system right now, and as I say, now we’re not anywhere near a situation like that here, but still it is kind of a confusing situation for many many people.  I don’t think it’s well understood anywhere.

TERRY: Yeah, I am alarmed at the issues you’ve got in Business. If I’ve done this right you have a total of 200 full-time tenure track and full-time lecturer and clinical folks in one year 190 the following year.  But in 2003 there were 114 tenure-track people and 73 lecturers and clinical, and the next year is 113 and 72.  The ratio is relatively the same.  But the numbers at least compared to everywhere else are really rather startling.  In addition, you know, just as an observation, I think if we start going to the Trustees and arguing about tenure-track they’re not going to listen to us.  But we market this University by telling students, come to IU and it’s different than going to Ball State or Indiana State or whatever because you’re going to be able to take classes from distinguished faculty doing research and on the cutting edges of their field.  In my department it’s possible for a student to complete our entire major without encountering a tenure-track faculty member, and I’ve been told that’s possible in the School of Business.  And I think when you get to that point [end of Tape 1, side 1, some conversation lost]
MILLER: Well I don’t disagree with you.

TERRY: Yeah, in fact I believe we also asked you the last time you were here if we couldn’t begin to get data on credit hour generation by these ranks.  

MILLER: We have some data which may be forthcoming.  It is voluminous, however, and we’re trying to work on how to present it.  

GROS LOUIS: I think in addition to credit hours information you also need the number of courses because credit hours can be very deceiving.    
Agenda Item # 7: Update on Turnitin Software License
GROS LOUIS: Okay, I think we’ve maintained the integrity of the agenda. We can move on to the next item which is the update on the Turnitin Software License.  David?  

GOODRUM: Thank you.  There will be two handouts going around.  We’ve been doing a pilot now for a year and a half or so, and the current pilot license will go through August so will cover the whole semester and summer, but whether it continues after that we’re really now at that decision point since it’s budget time.  And one of the first things that, or one of the things that this unit here emphasized the most in the last time was an emphasis on using TurnItIn not as a police action, but as a teaching opportunity, and requested that materials be created to help faculty include this in this course.  And so the Teaching Learning Technology Centers along with the campus writing program put together a pamphlet and additional materials online that talk about how to incorporate it in your syllabus, how to, some common classroom practice, possible effects on your classroom, caveats for instructors interested in this tool, some recommendations and even a sample template for how it could be included in a syllabus.  And the emphasis is on using it as a teaching opportunity and as a deterrent, not as a policing activity.  

The other sheet that’s coming around is two sided and the first side has some statistics of the pilot where we now have nearly 200 active instructors across 52 departments which is pretty wide-ranging distribution. 3400 students have they themselves submitted papers to it, there are probably other papers that faculty have submitted on their own, and so those wouldn’t be included in the student data.  So a sizeable number of students have experienced it, and we’ve had nearly 11,000 papers submitted during the pilot.  We recently sent out a message, open-ended message, asking for feedback and asking their recommendation for continuing or not continuing.  It’s pretty much 9 to 1 in favor of continuing it.  Some of the most common types of comments people made were about how it has worked as a preventative measure or a deterrent.  How it was a good teaching tool encouraging discussion of doing your own work as well as helping teach students about citing properly.  There were several, many people that caught actual cases of plagiarism as well. There was, more people said they used it, or more people mentioned specifically, and a lot of people may not have commented at all, but those who mentioned it specifically, there were more that said that they used it extensively having students submit it, using it for multiple assignments, using it for multiple courses, though there were some people that said that they used it occasionally or infrequently, and those may be the faculty members who will think they have a case in front of them and then submit that one.  
As many people that said well I thought the interface was kind of clumsy to use, though we did okay, there were that many or more that pointed out that it was fairly easy to use.  Some of the key issues that have come up, and most of these go back to our very beginning discussions is the issue of control of student submissions.  The concern of submitting student submissions to a commercial database where they would persist ongoing.  And IU Counsel was concerned.  Well TurnItIn now has a feature where you can setup your institution in a special node, and all of your submissions go into a separate part of the database.  Those submissions are checked against a general database and the web of the journals and things that they’ve licensed.  It’s also checked against your own pool, but other institutions never check against our submissions.  And so they’re really set aside.  And at the point where, and you can request at any point to have those removed, particularly when you might decide to forgo the service entirely.  In prior discussions this maybe needed hardware and a more expensive fix.  Now they’ve got it built into the structure of the database and can provide that service.
A second issue that I often hear asked is, well can it be integrated into Oncourse?  And as you know the new Oncourse is being built on technology that comes out of the Sakai Project, a national project with other institutions, an open source approach, and TurnItIn is evaluating now how to integrate into a Sakai Project Architecture.  And it’s probably a matter of market timing of when they would make that possible.  They’ve already done it for programs like Blackboard and Web CT, and so it’s quite likely that they would find a way to find a way to integrate it into the new Oncourse.  

One strong suggestion that had come from a few faculty focused on making it much more of a teachable product by having students use it on early drafts, not just waiting for the final.  Well one of the problems is that the first check you make it flags it because there’s this really strong match with the earlier draft.  Yes you can manually go in and exclude that, but it would be great if automatically you could set up an assignment that said compare it to everything but not this student’s work in this class.  And that suggestion is going through TurnItIn’s feature decision process now.  

On the other side of the page is a price quote.  Now certainly final negotiations on pricing would happen through purchasing, but this I guess is a starting place and there are figures for both what would it cost for an individual instructor to use this if they were paying it for their own, what would it cost for Bloomington campus for a one or a three-year license, and what would be the cost for each of the campuses if it was a system-wide license for one year or for across three years.  The impact on Bloomington campus is somewhere between, let’s say roughly $20,000 to $26,000 a year depending on how you fit in there.  UITS has been asked to fund this and they have politely declined saying it is not within their mission to fund content or to fund programs like these.  And so as it stands now a request will go through the Dean of Faculties proposal for funding through the Chancellor’s discretionary fund, but we will not do that unless the BFC wants us to pursue the matter further.  And so we are asking for guidance on whether to pursue getting a full license for TurnItIn.  
GROS LOUIS: Thank you, David.  The floor’s open for your questions or comments.  Jim?
PATTERSON: Yeah, I just wondered what the $26,000 brought us in terms of caught cases?
GOODRUM: We don’t have a record inside of the system of caught cases, but we had a lot of, you know, we had a fair number of faculty saying they definitely caught things with it and others that saw a decline compared to other years when they hadn’t used it.  And so if you only go on cases caught, then you miss how’s it working or is it working as a preventative.  
GROS LOUIS: Gerald?
MARKER: Since we have Dean McKaig and Dean Freeman here, I wonder if the number of electronic plagiarism cases is going up or down and whether any of that could be attributed to the use of this particular software.  
MCKAIG: There is data that’s provided with your minutes that show plagiarism is going down, it isn’t broken down between electronic and other forms of plagiarism.  We do informally think the emphasis on TurnItIn.com did have a preventative effect, but we don’t have hard data on that.
GROS LOUIS: Herb?

TERRY: Can you tell me, David, about the methodology here for the survey reports that we got.  Do the 58 responses, I guess, come from a survey of the 190 active instructors in January, do they come from the people in May, and do they come from all of the people who used this thing throughout the period or what?  
GOODRUM: We took the current list that we had of people that had participated in the pilot--
TERRY: Since May?

GOODRUM: No, overall.  And sent a message out, and sent e-mail out to them asking for response.
TERRY: Do we have any idea if there’s continuity down this list, that somebody who tries it turns out to be a repeat user?  Do they like it enough that they go through the trouble of doing it in a subsequent semester?
GOODRUM: In the stack of comments that I have many of the people talk about using it in multiple courses or across semesters.  There were certainly people that said I didn’t get a chance to use it, there were people that said I used it so infrequently if I’m the standard then it may not be money well-spent, and so we really had the whole range, but more often than not people were using it more than just for trying to find the individual paper, and there were some people quite passionate about how it had helped their teaching and their ability to include writing confidently in their instruction.
DALEKE: Cecile?

JAGODZINSKI: I’m looking at this little blue brochure.  I’m interested in what TurnItIn compares against.  It says here “a database of student writing on the web” which is rather vague, and “databases of,” “some databases of full-text journals.”  That would be interesting to know simply because we get over 400 databases here at IU and I could very easily imagine escaping this set of software by just using what we have here.  
GOODRUM: That’s quite true. They are always increasing the number of licensed journals and similar types of material that they include.  But certainly it is not anywhere near the full proportion of them.  Now if you have students, if you have everyone submitting things, then if students are using all types of sources, if it gets used more than once certainly then it will flag against another student’s paper.  A lot of, my sense about many faculty is that one of the things that they’re most concerned about is the Google search that gives students all types of material that they just start cutting and pasting.  And though TurnItIn’s database is not the entire web, partially because it’s changing and getting bigger all the time, is very expansive in their search of the entire web.  
JAGODZINSKI: But free resources then, essentially. 

DALEKE: Larry?

THIBOS: The comments here sound like the sort of thing faculty would comment on, none of them seem like the sort of thing a student might say.  Have you gotten an independent assessment of what the students’ impression is of this?  I would imagine there could be some negative sort of opinions expressed, invasion of privacy or offensiveness or distastefulness.  What’s their view?  
GOODRUM: We have not sent an email out to students specifically.  There are faculty that did comment that they’re concerned about students’ mistrust and how this might endanger the student-faculty relationship.  There were many faculty that talked about that they had gotten positive reactions from their students.  I think a lot of it has to do with how it was implemented in the course, if I had to interpret—because some of those same people are talking about they had students doing early work, they were using it as a way to help them show good and bad examples.  They weren’t just “I caught you with this thing”.  They were using it as a tool to increase, and a couple people specifically said, it really created the opportunity for a discussion about what was academic work and what was proper citing and those types of things.  And so a lot of it has to do with the presentation.
DALEKE: Richard?

NASH: Yeah I had a question and sort of a complement to what was asked earlier.  Under this description of what it, it scans against all three of our sources, Internet content, student paper database, and subscription-based content.  I’m assuming that, and maybe wrongly, student paper database they’re referring to, is that referring to those places like termpaper.com where you can go and buy a student paper?  Is that what they’re searching against there?
GOODRUM: No, they’re searching against all of the papers that have been submitted by students across all of the schools except for those specific institutions that use a node as we would that would isolate papers.  

NASH: Well I guess the thing I’m wondering about is its one thing to search Google for what’s out there available freely.  It seems to me it’s another thing to compare against the commercial sites that are in business for selling papers to students.  Is there any mechanism where TurnItIn checks against that database which would seem to me to be...

GOODRUM: Well if that database, if portions of those paper mill sites are open on the web then those are being checked against because they can be searched like the rest of the web.  If it’s in the closed, where you have to pay, then the only way to check against is when a student would use it and that student’s paper gets submitted then it becomes part of the larger student database.  So it doesn’t, it’s not going to find everything.


NASH: Did you get any report about the number of captures against the student paper database?  The reason I’m asking about this, that strikes me as much more a case of deliberate academic misconduct to me in many cases than the sorts of incidental, someone using the web inappropriately for research.  In some ways I’m more interested in what we have.  
GOODRUM: There were several very specific instances, one where they said they found a graduate student plagiarizing so they were able to nip that in the bud, another where they found duplicate papers across sections that otherwise would not have been caught because the sections were graded by different AIs.  Others where they said they caught both incidental plagiarism where obviously they’re just not citing right or they don’t understand the rules, and other times where they found serious plagiarism which means, you know, huge large passages.  

GROS LOUIS: Again, because of the time constraints why don’t we try to get a general sense of the Council and if there’s a division then David has suggested that he would with the Agenda Committee assign it to one of the standing committees to report back with a recommendation.  Does someone want to make a motion to continue or not continue?  
TERRY: I’ll make the motion if I have an answer to one question presented to us, we were sort of told Turnitin was it, and this was the only company offering us this service.  Is that still the case?
GOODRUM: I don’t think it’s the only company offering the service, I think it is still the leader.  
TERRY: Still the leader. 
GROS LOUIS: Herb, are you going to--
TERRY: Well, I will move that the Council express its sentiment that Turnitin.com appears to be a valuable service worthy of consideration for Chancellor’s Fund money, if there’s a second.
GROS LOUIS: That doesn’t sound powerful.  

TERRY: Ultimately I’m only committing where we’re going to get all these Chancellor’s Fund requests.  
GROS LOUIS: Worthy of consideration.  Is there a second worthy of consideration?

BRADLEY: Second.

GROS LOUIS: Okay, any further discussion? Peggy?
INTONS-PETERSON: I’m not sure that I’m in favor of the motion as it was stated because I have reservations that I think need to be very carefully investigated before I can make a decision one way or the other.  And they rest in part on the very small sample here, only 12% apparently, of the people who were asked to comment did so, and that might even be inflated if the same person teaching different courses and using it.  I don’t know if you went back and tried to remind people that you would like to have them fill out this form or give you some feedback, I just have no idea why the response rate was so low.  Does that mean that they just don’t care?  You know, who knows?  And I would like to get some information about that before I could make a decision.
GROS LOUIS: Yes?

DATTILO: As a representative of the student body I feel I would be remiss if I didn’t make a comment before this section ended.  I have concerns too about the fact that I feel like the student body is not aware that this kind of thing is being considered, and I compliment the suggestion that the sample was small and that the response was small of the group tested.  So I am not Tyson Chastain, I’m his representative today, but I think we would like to see more feedback specifically from the student perspective because I can think of a list of questions now that I have about student work being submitted to a for-profit company without, possibly, the students’ complete knowledge of what’s being done with his or her work product.  
GROS LOUIS: Thanks, so if you vote in favor of the motion then it simply indicates that the Council recommends that this is something worthy of consideration in the request to the Chancellor’s discretionary fund.  If you vote no, it doesn’t mean you’re opposed to it, it means that it would then be studied by one of the standing committees and a recommendation would be brought back to the Council later.  So, all those in favor the motion indicate by saying Aye?  [AYE] Opposed? [NO] I think the motion is defeated which means that the Agenda Committee will assign it to the appropriate committee and that committee will bring a recommendation back to the Council and any issues anyone else would think to make?
JAMES: Would it possibly go to multiple committees, like maybe Faculty Affairs and Student Affairs or something like that?  
DALEKE: It was previously considered by the Educational Policies Committee, but this could easily fall into the Technology Policies Committee and perhaps Student Affairs.  We’ll discuss this with the Agenda Committee on Thursday and then send it out to someone. 
Agenda Item # 8: Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics Academic Integrity Policy

GROS LOUIS: Thanks, thank you David.  The next item on the agenda is the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics Academic Integrity Policy, and David is here to introduce, but also Bob Eno, Bruce Jaffee and Dan Maki are also present.  


DALEKE: Thank you. I hope you don’t mind if I step up here I think you might be able to hear me a little bit better.  As you know, last year the Bloomington Faculty Council joined the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics which is a group of faculty senates across the country from Division 1A schools that is, would like to have a voice on the future of college sports.  And initially if you recall from our discussions last year, we endorsed a framework document that the Coalition had assembled as well as we voted on joining the Coalition.  As members of the Coalition I’m the representative from this body.  But I wanted to point out a couple of the directions that the Coalition is taking to give you an idea of why we’re discussing the current document, and it also might give you a little perspective as to how it came about.  
Well the Coalition framework document identified a number of areas that the Coalition would like to study.  One of those was academic integrity which I’ll come back to, that’s what we’ll be talking about today.  Another one is the welfare of student athletes, another area was governance and in particular the role of faculty governance—a document was approved last April which is a framework for campus athletics governance and the role of the faculty.  Another area of interest were finances, and as you may recall one of the reasons why the Coalition came together was really a concern over how athletics is being financed in our universities, in particular the growing arms race and potential for over-commercialization of our athletics.  And the Coalition has chosen to take a path of assembling documents that were generally guidelines or recommendations for universities and for their faculty senates to follow in each of these areas, and the current academic integrity document represents their recommendations for the first of those items that I just mentioned. 
I’d like to point out that this document has been put together in a very consultative process.  As you know, Bob Eno our former BFC president, is a participant and one of the leaders in the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics.  I try to remind him that he is the leader but he constantly tells me that there are other people that he’s also working with, but all my e-mails come from Bob so I just assume that Bob’s the one.  
The Coalition’s Steering Committee held a conference at Vanderbilt a few of weeks ago, and at that conference they discussed the academic integrity document that we’re considering.  This meeting was comprised or was attended by about half of the Coalition members in some way, and so there was a significant voice from the entire Coalition there and many of the components of the academic integrity document were refined and tuned, and so what you see before you has been worked on quite substantially, it’s been revised quite a bit.  I don’t want you to think that this is just a first draft.  It’s actually probably quite a few drafts down the road.  

What we’ve been asked to do is to review these, the document, and then to approve it. This process is going on in faculty senates throughout the Coalition and at the end of February votes will be cast for this document.  I want to reiterate as we’ve been told before that we don’t have to agree with everything that’s in this document, first of all.  If there are certain parts of the document that we have significant disagreements with then we can offer amendments.  Those amendments would probably have to come within a week to be able to get them to the Coalition so that they can be considered by the entire Coalition.  But if there are areas that we have some slight concerns about that we wish to make a comment on we can always pass these along to the Coalition.  But once again, this is not a binding document in any way.  It’s primarily just for guidelines.  
Before I get too far along I would like to make some introductions.  I think I forgot to introduce Bruce Jaffee who is our Faculty Athletics Representative in the back, Bob Eno who is also back there trying to hide as much as possible, Dan Maki who is chair of the Athletics Committee could not be here today, but I’ll give you a brief summary of this document and I believe that the Athletics Committee has had a discussion and maybe Bruce can give us their impressions.  

You have in front of you the Executive Summary.  The full text is available on the BFC website.  There’s a link there and I encourage you to go look at the full text if you’d like to see some of the details.  Well the academic integrity document addresses also a number of sub-areas, about five or six of them, five of them, and I’ll briefly talk about some of the salient points of each, the first of which was admissions.  This document calls for campuses to examine processes by which scholarship athletes who do not meet minimal academic criteria are granted admissions, and this is a general concern over the admissions policies governing scholarship athletes.  Amongst the other points that it calls on it also calls on campuses to collect and analyze data on the academic performance of all athletes.  I think at this point I should also mention that as you read this you’ll note that we already do a lot of these things.  In fact Indiana University follows these guidelines for the most part, so if you hear some of these and it seems obvious to you, oh yes of course this seems like something we should do because we do it, well also it might be true for us but other of our members of the Coalition certainly may not have similar policies.  So this does carry some weight.
Under the area of scholarships, there was a recommended NCAA bylaw change which was fairly substantial, and that was to change the current one year renewable structure of athletic scholarships and create a different type of scholarship that has a presumption of renewal for five years so that the students would have some assurance that once they started down an academic track that they could continue down that academic track and not be compromised based on their athletic performance. 
There was also a recommendation that campuses assess the feasibility of converting athletic scholarships to a need-basis.  This created a substantial amount of discussion at the Vanderbilt meeting, and I think would be somewhat controversial, but there was also a significant interest in at least examining the idea.  The Coalition was definitely against the pay-for-play proposals that have come forward, and that is illustrated in your, in the document in front of you.
Under curricular integrity there was another bylaw proposal, the first bullet point there that recommends that the campuses collect data on academic performance of athletes by course section and convey the information to the faculty governance body, of course protecting the anonymity of individual student records.  And this is something that I think also received a great deal of support by the Coalition.  
Under Section 4, time commitment, missed class time and scheduling of competitions, the Coalition recommended that our faculty athletic representatives and our Athletic Committee be involved in the design of season schedules.  And this was, we had quite an extensive discussion about scheduling and the intent of this bullet point is to inject more academic oversight into how schedules were put together.  And some of the bullet points on the final page under the section also reflect those interests too.  There’s an NCAA bylaw proposal that the Coalition supports that would eliminate divided competitive seasons and what is meant by that is that having a competitive season in one semester and then have a period of no competition that crosses over to another semester then have a competitive season in the next semester.  And this, there are a number of sports that could be described this way.  Soccer, I think…

JAFFEE: Tennis.

DALEKE: Tennis, for example.  And then also the Coalition is recommending that the NCAA attempt to reverse the trend of the expansion of seasons either at the beginning or the end of the seasons.  So the seasons seem to be bleeding out in both directions for a lot of these sports.  
The last point deals with policies concerning the Office of Academic Advising for Athletes.  We actually are quite fortunate to have a very good office, however, there are a number of schools that have some offices that have more questionable behavior.  One of the key points here is that the coalition recommends that this office report to the chief academic officer of the campus which last year, as you know, we changed the reporting line and our current academic advisor for our Office of Academic Advising reports in part to the Vice President for Academic Affairs, also reports to the Athletics Director too.  
And the other key point in this section is that the Coalition recommended having multiple advisors share team responsibilities.  Another way of putting it is they recommend not having a single advisor for each team.  There is a potential for abuse, as you might imagine, and the Coalition felt that it would be better to spread out those responsibilities amongst multiple sports and multiple individual advisors to prevent that from happening.  

Well those are some of the key points.  As you know this is a first reading and I would hope that everyone would have a chance to study this a bit in more depth before we have, before we vote on it finally in another two weeks.  I realize that many of you probably haven’t been able to read it beyond just reading the executive summary, but I know that the Athletics Committee has had the opportunity to study it, and Bruce would you like to make some comments on their opinions?  

JAFFEE: Thank you, Dave. I’ll be really brief because I think you did a fine job in summarizing the document.  The Athletics Committee got the document last month at the January meeting.  We had seen earlier drafts and had been involved in the process.  It was referred to a sub-committee that read and analyzed it and I guess I’m happy to report it enthusiastically and unanimously urges the BFC to endorse the document as written.  I guess I’ll add to David’s point that this also was reviewed by the staff of the NCAA that made a couple of minor and I think friendly amendments that were accepted after it was gone through by the NCAA staff.  I think one, as you take a look at the document, I think one really as its morphed and changed over time, I think one of the real positive parts of this document is its strong focus on best practices.  And I’ll say most of those best practices I think we follow here at IU, but it’s interesting like reporting lines that Dave mentioned a few minutes ago, we have changed and adapted to some of those standards.  
I think one that we are just focusing on is the whole issue of special admission for student athletes.  We’re monitoring that on this campus very carefully now, and one area that I think we probably need to work on for this campus is the academic review piece.  The various times the Athletics Committee has looked at majors by student athletes and has not found it out of line with the general student body.  We have not dug deeper to look at courses or sections to see if there’s any issues or problems there.  I would point out though that I think I mentioned this in the fall, the higher NCAA and Big 10 standards that are pushing student athletes toward real degrees and making progress toward degrees and graduation is possibly having an unintended consequence of student athletes that might be changing majors for sound academic reasons now either won’t have the flexibility to change majors without losing athletic eligibility or are going to be moving to whatever’s perceived to be the lowest common denominator or the least restrictive major on this campus, which still may be sound academically, but that’s not what we really want to motivate decisions.  So we want to monitor as the progress toward degree requirements hit starting in the fall, is that affecting major choice and degree choice of student athletes? 
So the bottom line though is we strongly recommend that this document be enacted.  There are obviously various stakeholders in the issue of student athlete reform and reforming athletics, and I think this is an important step to get faculty councils and faculty senates to the table and involved in appropriate reform of intercollegiate athletics.  
GROS LOUIS: Thank you.

DALEKE: I would like to point out Bob is here, Bob do you have any other comments? I know that you aren’t here to give a presentation, but is there anything else you’d like to add?
ENO: No I think you did a great job, David.

GROS LOUIS: Yes?

MCCORMICK: Item #4 on time commitment, missed class and scheduling competition, a lot of the focus is actually competition.  Has the committee really looked at the practice schedules?  I know those might be encroaching on class offering times.  I mean, understandably the competitions do have an impact, but practice time is everyday, and when those practice times start to encroach into standard class times it gets very difficult.
JAFFEE: Well that’s actually true.  I mean the basic requirement is, you know, 20 hours of competition and practice per week, no more than four hours per day, and one of the issues is facility issues in terms of scheduling proves to be real problematic in some sports, and candidly as our faculty bias not to schedule classes on Fridays—and as a former Associate Dean, everybody wanting to teach between 10 and 2—that  causes some real problems for student athletes and it is a significant issue.  Coaches do make efforts, especially in individual sports; tennis, swimming, golf to accommodate it, but it’s a real problem in sports, team sports; football.  
MCCORMICK: I was actually talking about the other way where we’ve got some sports that’ll routinely schedule their practices until 9:30 in the morning which basically eliminates any 8 o’clock class for that particular athlete.  I mean literally I was in a situation this semester where a student could either choose her sport or she could choose her profession, but not both.  
JAFFEE: Yeah, that’s clearly very unfortunate.  
GROS LOUIS: David can we take this up at the next meeting?  

DALEKE: Yes.

TERRY: I second the scheduling thing, although my experience this semester is the opposite.  I surveyed students at the beginning of my classes to why they’re there and I have several athletes who are there only because my course is not conflicting with their practice, an honest finding. But I wonder if one other thing is considered, I don’t even know if it’s a problem here or not. In the section on academic advising, has the question been discussed of whether all athletes or only scholarship athletes should have access to advising and tutoring services? I believe there have been some time to time distinctions where athletes that are scholarship athletes get more assistance than non-scholarship athletes although in most cases the time commitment part is the same. 
JAFFEE: No, the academic advising, certain couple of points about academic advising to directly answer than question, is open to all student athletes regardless of scholarship type and in fact a lot of advisors really don’t know who’s on scholarship or who is--
TERRY: And that’s true at other institutions?

JAFFEE: Not necessarily. On the other issue, what we do here is and clearly in other places there’s you know a lot of stories of  tutoring causing, tutors writing things and so forth. Our policy here at IU is that all the tutoring will occur in Assembly Hall where the academic advising is. It doesn’t occur in the dorms nor does it occur in somebody’s apartment, practice too.
GROS LOUIS: I think I mentioned before that the President asked Charlie Nelms and me to be in the selection of facilities for Athletic Advising Program and we made the report and one of the recommendations is that the athletic advising program report to the academic side of the house, the dotted line to the athletics department. And Charlie and I will be meeting with Rick Greenspan and the director of athletic advising, I think in about two weeks, to discuss the recommendations in the report.
DALEKE: I encourage everyone to discuss this by email. If you have any questions please send them to us or to Bruce or Dan Maki. 
GROS LOUIS: Thank you, David. 

Agenda Item # 9: Report on Student Conduct

GROS LOUIS: Our next report [Tape 1 ends, some words lost]
MCKAIG: Thank you very much. You have with the meeting materials the report, five year report we present to the faculty periodically on cases involving personal misconduct and academic misconduct. This is a system on our campus that involves a number of faculty and students in helping to work the cases that are involved. In first glance I’m always a little shocked when I see the numbers, I know Dean Freeman is busy. But I also have to put in perspective that these numbers reflect fewer than 10% of the student body’s involvement and if you take out the cases that are actually repeat offenders, it gets to be a smaller number and if you add to that the realization that probably 60% of the cases are found, the student’s not found responsible or recommend a warning as issued, they really are relatively, for 60% of the cases relatively minor violations of university regulations. The other thing that comes quickly to mind as you look at it is 60% of the violations are made by freshman. We hope that this is an educational system that helps students adjust to the college environment in our expectations while they’re excising their new freedoms.
The things that you might quickly point out before we take questions you might have is a drop in cases related to failure to comply really is an indication of the work of UITS to more effectively address issues of downloading and illegal downloading and working with students to an alternative system to be sure they’re in compliance with the university standards. The relatively high number of alcohol cases that has been and continues to be a frustration on our campus, although progress I think is being made, part of that progress is identifying individuals who are not following the regulations of the university.
A significant increase in the number of participation in education programs as a sanction reflective of actually an issue that’s been undertaken, actually in the last 18months to involve students who do violate campus alcohol standards in a counseling, motivational counseling session with our alcohol consultant who works with students in an effort to reduce recidivism with regard to alcohol. The total number of cases this year is actually down a little and, is there anything in that I was suppose to note specifically Ken? You think that was it? 

And you noticed, in academic misconduct there has been a drop in the number of cases this year. There’s also been a drop in reported plagiarism. And again the distribution in the case of academic misconduct is not so heavily focused just on freshman but also reflects other class levels also.

With that very quick overview I would be happy to respond to any specific questions. There were, I don’t think there where any things that jumped out at us as we looked at this year’s statistics that were particularly different than the trends we’ve been dealing with in the last few years. Yes.

PATTERSON: Where did you say the music downloading was?
MCKAIG: Well, music downloading was often charged under failure to comply, #7 on the first page, and you’ll notice that dropped from 410 to 287.  Also on the second page with, actually third page with source of reporting, the department that identified the violation you’ll notice University Information Technology Services dropped from 200 to 96.  In their system of dealing with students identified as having participated in illegal downloading there is now an educational component the student can complete online.  The student can remove the material that’s inappropriately on their website and then if they do all of those they don’t end up in the campus judicial system.  And that runs more effectively.  Yes?

BRADLEY: I notice that these numbers seem to jump around a lot.  For example, misconduct in Business goes from 17 in 2000 to 82 the next year, and now it’s back down to 19 in 2003, and you see a similar jumping in mathematics.  Is that because departments are doing something about this that makes it go down after it spikes up?
MCKAIG: Part of our understanding there in the past is in some years some departments in working with AIs or with faculty will put a lot of emphasis on issues related to academic misconduct, there will be a more aggressive effort to address it.  Sometimes there’ll be a particular case in a single large class where there was a lot of academic dishonesty going on and so it spikes, those cases are taken care of.  We can also hope maybe that in some cases the word is out and then behavior modifies after that.  And it does seem to be exactly like that in academic dishonesty.  Each year there seems to be a department that we spend more time with than any other department on campus and then they’re off the radar screen for a few years.
GROS LOUIS: Pam?

FREEMAN: One thing I might add about that is we’ve had some classes in which the faculty just became frustrated with the monitoring of it and changed the assignment, changed the requirement.  I know in Computer Science a few years ago there were a lot of problems with students collaborating on assignments and one faculty member at that time just decided to let everybody work together and not to count it in the same way, and not to consider it a misconduct anymore.  So occasionally that happens as well.  
BRADLEY: It’s called legalizing narcotics.
FREEMAN: Right, redefining the expectations.  

GROS LOUIS: Bonnie?

BROWNLEE: I’m just curious if you could characterize, putting the numbers aside, what you see, what concerns you the most about personal misconduct categories?  What do you see?
MCKAIG: Actually the type of personal misconduct that concerns me the most is the physical violence.  They are very few cases, they are very ugly cases, relationship violence, stalking.  The numbers of cases would be fewer than 50 a year in terms of significance and the really terrible cases probably fewer than 10 a year, but those are the ones that I think are most disruptive to the climate of the campus, to the lives of the individuals involved, to what is really serious behavior.  Many of these are just bad judgments made that a student should be called on but they’re not totally disruptive in many ways and so, but that’s what I would be more concerned about. Dean Freeman, anything?
FREEMAN: I would just add that many of the very serious incidents that Dean McKaig’s mentioned are accompanied by alcohol and drug use, mostly alcohol use.  So those are very related.  Those high numbers of alcohol violations we are concerned about because of the side effects that sometimes occur.  
GROS LOUIS: Richard and then Herb?

NASH: I guess in some ways this follows up on that.  I’m looking at alcohol and it seems to me we should talk about it a little bit.  One of the things I noticed there was a large number last year and it looks like a 50% increase over that already large number in terms of alcohol violations, and as your last answer points out, it seems to me that there’s a tremendously wide variation of what’s getting counted as alcohol violations.  Can you do anything to give us more information about what we’re talking about here in this number of 1,800?  How does that break out?  
MCKAIG: Well, one of the ways we could break it out, it’s not on these numbers, would be the under-aged drinking in a residence hall.  An RA goes into a room and there are10 people in the room and there’s some alcohol and they all get written up.  Those are not as problematic as it might sound.  The high risk drinking, our larger concern on this college campus and other college campuses across the country this year, we’re seeing much higher blood alcohol contents, .2 and…
NASH: How frequent is that?

MCKAIG: That is, yeah every week, I was trying to figure out how many cases.  I probably read 15 to 20 cases a week of .2 and above or at least .15 and .25.  Students generally think that IUPD is too aggressive in their approaching individuals who are walking home peacefully.  Usually when I read the police report they’re not walking home peacefully, they’re actually engaged in some kind of disruptive behavior at that level.  80% of the student body in our latest survey had consumed alcohol in the last 30 days, so the 1,800 number frankly is quite small, and what we’re dealing with are those students who, in some cases in the residence halls, the freshmen mistakes. Remember we have a staff member within, we have one staff member for every 50 students, that is an RA on the floor.  So we encounter some things that are law violations, university regulation violations, but probably are not significant behavioral problems, and that may be part of that number.  But there’s a core of it that’s serious alcohol problems.  
GROS LOUIS: If it’s a whole fraternity, Dick, would that whole fraternity be counted as a number?
MCKAIG: No, in most case the fraternity ones get counted as a unit case, unless there are actual citations written.  The other thing that has increased these numbers, although the reports from IUPD are actually down in this report cycle, IUPD has gone to citations in recent years, and of course if you effect an arrest that’s an officer and driving to the jail, and booking, and that takes a considerable amount of time.  An officer might be off the street for an hour making one arrest with citations which are simply parking tickets.  You can write up thirty of those in a relatively short amount of time.
GROS LOUIS: Herb?

TERRY: There’s been a lively e-mail exchange in the last couple of days among faculty who like me serve on the Student Conduct Code Review Boards.  And essentially this year we’re getting less notice when these are scheduled because our schedules are already busy, most of us feel guilty turning down so many requests, and the things, the assignments I assume are going to people who have less busy schedules.  Do you have a staff to administer this system?
MCKAIG: No. That’s the simple answer.  If you look at the number of cases, the numbers of cases between 1999 and 2004 have risen from 2700 to 3300.  If we actually go back 10 years the number is more like 1500, and we’re using the same amount of staff.  That means things take longer.  We are looking at a number of initiatives to try and address the issue.  They tend to be definitional as we’re always talking about over here, taking all the alcohol cases out of the system and putting them in a separate system focused on counseling and trying to identify the hardest problems in alcohol and using a different approach patterned after a drug court, thereby reducing the amount of work Dean Freeman’s office is dealing with considerably so cases can be dealt with in a more timely manner.  We either need to redefine what’s a violation of university regulations and start overlooking some things and dealing with some more serious things, increase the staff in that office, or restructure the way in which we process cases. 
TERRY: Along that line, have you considered doing what IUPD has done, in other words, create a citation system?  
MCKAIG: We are close to that in what we’re calling letter-only cases.  There was a lot of objections from our staff initially.  A letter-only case now is one where we think it was a relatively minor incident, the consequences to others seemed rather minimal, and we simply write the student a letter and say you’ve been reprimanded, don’t do it again, if you disagree give us a call.  That may not be the most effective educational approach, but it does save a considerable amount of time. 
GROS LOUIS: Yes, Gerry?

MARKER: Dick, do you have any hunches about why English seems to be a department that generates, they sort of lead every year.  Is there any relationship between that and the plagiarism?  
HAMBURGER: It’s the role models.  
MCKAIG: I think that’s the work underway in W131 to very aggressively educate students about standards, to hold them accountable to those standards, and hopefully to avoid them repeating those errors in other courses, but then it becomes a net in which students are caught.  And they write a lot in those classes.  
MARKER: If I could just make a follow-up comment on that, and it ties back to this discussion we just had about the software that can be used to help with this.  I’m one of 15 faculty, retired faculty, who work in the Student Advocates Office, and we see a lot of these electronic plagiarism cases as they come through.  In many cases, it’s either the result of the student not understanding exactly what plagiarism is, or a vague or missing statement in the syllabus by the faculty member about what they will consider to be electronic plagiarism.  The problematic thing, I think, from the students’ standpoint that ought to be as big of a concern as the privacy issue it seems to me, is the fact that students who sort of blunder into this—there are students who intentionally plagiarize and I don’t have much sympathy for them and I don’t think many of the other advocates do either—but there are a large proportion of these plagiarism cases which result from poor education of the student about what they’re getting into.  It seems to me anything that can be done to increase the awareness, and maybe that’s happening since the number of cases is gradually going to go down, and it might partly be attributable to this software that we were just discussing.  Anything that can be done to reduce that number will be a real favor to the students because these students who sort of blunder into plagiarism end up with a record of misconduct on their record and that has real implications for them when they apply for graduate school or apply for federal jobs or whatever.  So if the educational—usually when they come through as a case it really does turn into an educational opportunity, and I think a positive one, but it’s at the expense of their now having a record.  And if anything can be done to head those students off ahead of time so that they don’t end up as a case in the Student Advocates Office that not only will reduce our workload, but it’s really going to be to the advantage of the student who then doesn’t have a record.  
DAVILA: Could I ask, how do you blunder into plagiarism electronically?  I’m sorry.  

MARKER: It could be poor citations, it could be paraphrasing that isn’t sufficiently paraphrased, it could be, well the instructor said we could do such and so and we thought this was within what he was doing, what had said or she had said.  Often when you go to syllabi to look at the statement of what the instructor says constitutes this, there’s not much mention of it.  So it gets announced in a class on a day that the student isn’t there, it gets announced in a way that can be interpreted lots of ways.  It’s not that the student hasn’t plagiarized, but plagiarism can be defined in lots of different ways and it is defined in lots of different ways across faculty and across faculty within the same department.  So the student goes from class to class to class, and they’re not dealing with a consistent measure of what constitutes plagiarism.  I don’t know if Pam finds that in the cases that they get, but we certainly find it in the cases that come through our office, and you can argue that well, that’s a faculty prerogative, I mean it’s up to the faculty member to say. But in many ways, being on the receiving end of those cases I’d wish the university had a standardized definition of what constitutes plagiarism so that students would know that they’re being held to one standard, but I know that isn’t going to happen.  But it does seem strange for ten AIs or four faculty members in the same department to have quite different definitions of what they consider to be plagiarism, and it happens.  

GROS LOUIS: David?

MACKAY: Do you have any sense of the degree to which academic misconduct is underreported because instructors believe that no action will be taken or because the costs of interacting with your office are too high?  
FREEMAN: I suspect it’s quite underreported.  If you look at these numbers and see only 200 something cases in a campus of 36,000 students, I’m quite sure it’s underreported.  I mean students who come in to talk with me about it complain a lot about it being underreported.  I mean we get students who come in to complain, I mean not just students we call in because they’ve been reported, but some of our student leaders or some of our students who serve on judicial boards and that sort of thing who attract conversation from their peers about misconduct, complain about the lack of reporting.  You know, if everybody in the class is cheating or is plagiarizing and you’re not, you feel that you’re at a distinct disadvantage.  There’s a lot of pressure there to cheat, and it takes, in some cases, a lot of willpower to not cheat which I find to be a little mind boggling because it should be, there should be another way to look at that I think, but I think it is a problem from what I can tell.  
I might mention that, you know, last year was the first year we were turning back academic misconduct reports that didn’t meet the 7-day deadline from the time the final decisions were made.  There is a requirement that it be reported within 7 days to the Dean of Students, and we were asked to not accept those for processing for additional Dean of Students sanctions, for consideration of those, and to send them back, and I was to report back, you know, what those numbers were.  And the first year there were six of those we had to send back and this year there were two.  I felt really bad doing that because I know that a lot of times the faculty find it to be a lot of work to have to gather everything together, to confront the student, to have to report it, and then to send them back because they were, you know, two weeks or a month, in these cases they were more like a month or two months late, that’s hard for me to do because I know it’s hard for faculty to do this sometimes within the deadlines. But when those deadlines have been discussed in the Code Drafting Committee and the Student Affairs Committee, it seems that they need to remain out of fairness for the student.  But I would hope that maybe we would think about extending those a little bit.  I know last spring this Council did pass procedures that didn’t make it all the way through all the levels in the IU system for extending the deadlines a little bit to make it a little easier, and it would be interesting, I think, to see if that will help.  
GROS LOUIS: Thanks, Pam.  If you have additional questions of Pam and of Dick just send them e-mails or if you think they’re more important, larger matters that you’d like to have them come back then indicate that to the Agenda Committee through David.  

Agenda Item # 10: Update from the Office of the Vice President for Research

GROS LOUIS:  We’ll turn now to Sarita Soni for the Update on the Research Office.

SONI: Let me start by sharing with you what the mission of the Office of the Vice President for Research is.  It is to support the development and administration of research at Indiana University.  It’s gone through a relatively limited reorganization recently, principally to formalize many of the directions that OVPR has been moving in the past few years and also to bring it back to strength.  OVPR is actually a university-wide office though on day-to-day basis we’re focused mostly on IUB.  Research, development and administration at IUPUI is done through the Office of Research and Sponsored Programs at IUPUI and is headed by Mark Brenner there.  
Now those of you who have sent proposals to Sponsored Research Services Office from time to time know that office very well.  It’s headed by Steve Martin and I truly believe that office does a fantastic job.  I’ve sent a lot of proposals and they go on the last day that they have to be submitted, and they’re wonderful in taking care of those proposals, so that’s a fantastic office.  
Now those of you who have human subjects or work with animals or haven’t filed your conflict of interest report, then you know that we also have an Office for Research Compliance in OVPR.  And that particular office is headed by Ann Gellis.  Vice President for Research has created two new offices within the Office of Vice President for Research, and one of them is Research Development, and the second one is University Centers and Institutes.  These are the two offices. 
The Office of Research Development is responsible for the development of research at IU Bloomington and elsewhere in the university where appropriate.  For example, the new Arts and Humanities Initiative covers all of Indiana University, and it’s being run out of the Office of Vice President for Research, and through the office that I am heading now, the Office of Research Development.  And we’re also responsible for developing strategies for enhancing and promoting faculty’s individual research as well as departments and schools and institutions.  One of the major goals that we have for this office is to actually improve collaborative research and multidisciplinary research.  
There are four part-time special advisors within this new office, and they assist the Vice President for Research and work with me on a day-to-day basis to promote faculty’s research.  And these are Jeff Alberts, who’s a professor of psychology, and his responsibilities are in social and behavioral sciences, and he will also manage the Summer Faculty Fellowships program and the Distinguished Faculty Research lecture program that we have on an annual basis.  Bill Aspray, Rudy Professor of Informatics, is a special advisor for Information Technology and professional partnerships.  His duties within the office are to oversee the Grant-in-Aid Programs and we have a number of those.  Peter Cherbis who’s a professor of biology and Director of the Center for Genomics and Bioinformatics is special advisor for life sciences, and he will be managing, if this program goes for this year, it may not, but definitely for next year, a relatively new program that we’re thinking about for faculty research creativity support program, specifically for faculty.  Jeff Conrad, who’s a professor of anthropology, is a special advisor for arts and humanities, and he will be managing the New Frontiers Arts and Humanities Initiative which most of you should have gotten in the mail today, if not, you should be getting it soon.
And then the second office, the Office of University Centers and Institutes, is an office that will be responsible for working with the centers and institutes, and this particular office is going to be headed by Chris Peoples, who’s a professor of anthropology, and is a special advisor for centers and institutes.  He’s going to be responsible for oversight and management of the regular academic reviews of the centers and institutes.  And centers and institutes in fact report directly, the directors of centers and institutes report directly to the Vice President for Research, but Chris and I will be helping the Vice President on issues related to these centers.  

Having just briefly gone over the new people and the new staffing within the Office of Vice President for Research let me just go over some of the programs that we have.  We are going to continue with the programs that we’ve had for years in that office until the end of the semester.  At the end of the semester, we will review all of those programs.  So if you have definite views about some of those programs, we’d like to hear before the end of the semester as we begin to review those programs.  Some of these programs are: we provide grant matches.  When there are automatic grant matches requested by agencies then we provide those automatic grant matches, and some of those can be pretty large.  For example, some of the NSF grant matches could be as much as 70% of the budget.  
The office also provides start-up funds to allow schools and the College to provide starting funds for a new faculty coming in so they can get started with their research and scholarly activities, hit the ground running, so to speak.  The office has summer faculty fellowships.  That program has been there for as long as I’ve been here, which is quite a few years, I’m not going to tell how many.  And that’s just to support faculty during the summer.  It provides actually a summer stipend for faculty to spend eight weeks full-time, nine weeks, sorry, full-time, researching their projects.  And the recipients receive $8,000 for that.  By the way, most of these programs are actually available under internal funding on the Research website.  So if you want to look at them and the different criteria and the deadlines, those are available there.  
Then we have a number of grant aid programs within the office which could range anywhere from an emergency Grant-In-Aid of $500 to a Grant-In-Aid made once a year of $2,500 for faculty.  We’re going to be, as I said, we’re going to be reviewing these programs, this $2,500 grant in aid has been available I believe for at least 15 years if not longer.  So that may need to be changed.  
And then we have a number of inter-campus research programs which are actually within the inter-campus research funds program, and these are all listed on the website so I’m not going to go through these.  We’re going to be reviewing these as well, and there have been questions in the past where Bloomington faculty felt that the Bloomington campus is supporting most of these inter-campus programs.  The Vice President is looking at the possibility of engaging the other campuses and IUPUI to increase this fund to actually stimulate more research between Bloomington campus, IUPUI and the other campuses.  So we’re certainly going to be looking at that again.  Another opportunity if you’ve thought about this and have opinions we’d like to hear them.  
Now let me just go very briefly through Arts and Humanities.  You’ve all received the e-mails and it’s posted on the website, but there are four programs within that initiative.  New Frontiers Grants Program which ranges, the grants will range between $20,000 to $50,000.  This is really big money for humanities that we’ve never had before, so this is really exciting so I would encourage you to speak about this with your colleagues and make sure they’re aware of it.  The New Prospectus Grant is going to be individual grants again, up to $5,000, and the Visiting Visionary Scholars Grant program is going to be from $20,000 to $40,000.  Again, to bring some very interesting and strong humanities and arts and creative people to Bloomington campus, for exposure to the faculty and students on Bloomington campus.  
And there’s also a fourth component of that particular initiative which is Exploration Traveling Fellowship grants.  Now these are $2,500 traveling grants for faculty in humanities and arts.  This is again something that we’ve never had before.  And so that will allow scholars to go to libraries or to collaborate with other people, and opens up a whole new avenue for humanities and the arts research.  
The Vice President just recently, within the last day or so, sent an announcement to the deans on state support for research programs.  These are funds that were given to IU by the state.  Last year at the first round we spent $1.8 million in funding innovative new programs on the Bloomington campus, and this year again we’ll have something similar, a similar amount of money to be able to fund proposals which will be submitted by the deans.  So if you’ve got a hot idea and you want that idea to be brought forth for this sort of funding then I suggest that you talk to your deans and get that idea in place.  The deadline for that particular, the deadline for both the humanities and the state support funding is March 11th.  In fact all of the new competitions that we’re running the deadlines are going to be on March 11th.  Having said that, I’m also going to be asking some of you to be sitting on the review committees for these grants.  So when I call and ask, please be generous.  
We’re going to have another competition for Equipment and Facilities Program, again, these proposals will be actually generated by the faculty, but would come through the school of deans.  This one is not announced yet, but as soon as it is it will be sent out to all of the Bloomington faculty.  This is a Bloomington competition.  Again, there’ll be a March deadline. So I’ve just given you a general overview of the some of the internal events programs that we have within the office, and I’ve also mentioned that along with the advisors, special advisors, we intend to work with individual faculty and also with departments and schools and college to put together a lot more collaborative research on the Bloomington campus.  So that’s all I have.  I’ll take one or two questions.

GROS LOUIS: That’s very helpful Sarita, thank you very very much.  And you’re probably going to get questions on e-mail because we’ve reached the adjournment time.  

SONI: That’s fine.  

Meeting Adjourned at 5:35 pm.
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