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Minutes
ROBEL: Well, welcome Council! I can – I can see by the holiday decorations that it is already the holiday seasons so we’re here in the Indiana Memorial Union. I am feeling a little bit like a professor in a first year class on the first day of school. [Laughter]. Where is the front row? So – so if I could maybe ask us to get a little cozier that would be really helpful. I know it’s probably not within the traditions of the Council, but frankly talking to an empty front row feels a little strange. [Faculty begin to move to the front row] Thank you so much. [Laughter].
TERRY: Crawl over.
UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: There’s not much space.
HORLACHER: You have to squeeze in there.
ROBEL: Is that the problem? I – I think at some point the Council and I should take up the question of more hospitable circumstances for us to be in conversation with each other physically, because this is a little difficult.  Well welcome everybody. We begin as always with my request for a motion for the approval of the minutes.
AGENDA ITEM 1: APPROVAL OF MINUTES UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER: So moved. ROBEL: Thank you, and a second? HORLACHER: Second.
ROBEL: Thank you, Gretchen. Any discussion? [Silence]. All in favor? [Aye]. Opposed?
[Silence]. Thank you very much. We have today, as is our custom, a set of memorial resolutions and for those I turn to our vice provost.
AGENDA ITEM 2: MEMORIAL RESOLUTIONS FOR S. MICHAEL GROOMER AND ELINOR OSTROM
GIERYN: S. Michael Groomer, was born November 4, 1942, in New Albany, IN, to Ellen (Drabing) and Walter Earl Groomer, and he passed away at his Bloomington home on June 9, 2012. Mike earned his undergraduate degree in business from the University of Evansville and his masters and doctoral degrees in Accountancy from the University of Missouri at Columbia. He was a Certified Public Accountant (CPA) and Certified Information Systems Auditor (CISA). He worked for various companies throughout his teaching career, including Marathon Oil, Ernst & Ernst, and Touche Ross & Co. He also served as a consultant for KPMG Peat Marwick (Montvale).
Mike had a dedication, enthusiasm, and passion for teaching. He started his teaching career at the University of Evansville and taught there four years prior to earning his Ph.D. at the University of Missouri. In 1974, Mike joined the accounting faculty at Indiana University Bloomington. While on staff Mike taught the introductory accounting course (serving as the Course Coordinator), intermediate financial accounting, accounting information systems, and auditing at the undergraduate and graduate levels. In 1990, Mike designed what is the current undergraduate business honors program and developed and taught the Undergraduate
Business Honors Seminar. He was also one of five faculty members who designed the current Accounting Graduate Program. In his free time, he drummed in jazz and big bands and earned a black belt in Tae Kwon Do and Hapkido.
After retiring from IU in 2008, Mike took an endowed professorship as the Robert & Charlotte Bitter Distinguished Professor of Business at Missouri State University (MSU) in Springfield, Missouri. Mike with fellow former IU professor Les Heitger designed, developed, and taught a new graduate program in forensic accounting at MSU. He was teaching at MSU until illness intervened.
Mike’s research appeared in numerous leading accounting journals, including The Journal of Information Systems, Decision Sciences, and The Accounting Review. He co– authored the groundbreaking article that started the movement toward “continuous auditing” that is currently a major issue in business. In addition, he was the co– author of the first electronic business book titled, Accounting Information Systems: A Database Approach.
Throughout his teaching career, Mike was recognized for teaching excellence at the national, state, and local levels. Most notable of all, he was beloved by his students, who say he was always encouraging, kind, and extremely dedicated to his field. Colleagues, students, friends, and loved ones appreciated his strong work ethic and commitment to excellence. Numerous students strongly believed that Mike was the most influential force in their academic and career development. Many of Mike’s auditing students scored in the 90s on the Auditing section of the CPA exam and some even scored a 99.
Mike was famous for his warm yet professional classroom demeanor. He would emphasize points with down– home expressions that stuck with students for years. When it was time to get started on a case or an in– class group project he would say, “OK, students, it’s time to shake and bake”, or to emphasize that something was very important and relevant he would say, “Here’s where the rubber meets the road.” If he was discussing an audit procedure that should have been performed but was not, he would say, “It’s too late now, the cow has left the barn”. When he would tell a story or joke that he thought was humorous, he would often end with, “This is the humor folks”. These little folksy expressions were but a part of the Mike’s personality that endeared students to Mike for a lifetime.
In the late 1990’s Professor Groomer and fellow IU faculty member Les Heitger worked on the Ukrainian Accounting Reform project designed to bring International Accounting Standards and International Standards of Auditing to the Ukraine. This federal government– funded program was intended to enhance foreign investment and create more stability in the country.
Professors Groomer and Heitger made trips to Ukraine to foster this program, to teach these essential concepts to Ukrainian faculty, and to provide support for faculty at Ukrainian
Economic Universities. Mike also selected and coordinated six Ukrainian doctoral students who came to Indiana University to study.
Professor Groomer was also very active in executive education. In 2002 he co– founded Indiana
Executive Systems, a firm that provided high– level executive education for a large multinational firm based in Europe. He was very active in designing, scheduling, coordinating, teaching, and administering courses in the executive development program both on the Indiana University campus and in Europe.
This resolution is a permanent part of the minutes of the Bloomington Faculty Council and copies should be sent to Mike’s wife, Carolyn Groomer, his daughter Emily O’Brien and husband Mark O’Brien, and his sister Ann Dixon and husband Martin Dixon.
Elinor Ostrom (1933–2012) began her academic career as a trailing spouse; she was not even interviewed when in 1965 Indiana University recruited her more senior husband  and intellectual partner, the eminent and also recently deceased Vincent Ostrom. Within a year and a considerable amount of inadequately compensated work (including teaching an American Government  class at 7:30 am), she established her place as a member of the faculty and went on to chair the Political Science department in the 1980s. In 1973 she and Vincent launched the Workshop, which Indiana  University recently rechristened  as The Vincent and Elinor Ostrom Workshop in Political Theory and Policy Analysis.
Lin continued to establish h er place in the many years that  followed: She was president of the Public Choice Society (1982– 1984), Midwest Political Science Association (1984–5), and American P o lit ic al S ci e n ce Association ( 1996–7). At the t ime of her death she held the positions of Distinguished  Professor, Indiana   University,  Arthur   F.  Bentley  Professor  of Political Science and  professor  (part  time)  in the  School of Public  and Environmental Affairs, Senior  Research  Director, Vincent  andElinor Ostrom Workshop in Political Theory and Policy Analysis, Indiana  University, and Founding Director, Center for the Study of Institutional Diversity, Arizona State University, Tempe. She was elected to the American
Academy of Arts and Sciences in 1991, the National Academy of Sciences in 2001, and the
American Philosophical  Society in 2006. The recipient of the Johann Skytte Prize in 1999 and of more than ten honorary doctorates, she won the  Nobel  Prize  in  Economic  Sciences in
2009—the first  (and only) woman to do so and the second political scientist (following Herbert Simon). In 2012 Time Magazine named her as one the 100 most influential people in the world.
Lin’s scholarly productivity and impact are staggering. She authored  or edited over 30 books and over 600 articles and book chapters.  As per Google scholar, her work has been cited about 54,000 times, with Governing the Commons alone having 14,000 citations! Looking at the range of journals in which her work was published and cited, it is clear she was a rare scholar who contributed to and was recognized by natural, p h y s ic al , and social sciences.
According to Lin herself, her work focused on “how to develop better analyses of how institutions affect behavior and outcomes in diverse settings” ( 2010). Governing the Commons (1990), her most  famous  book, documented  cases throughout the world of community–  based solutions  to common  pool resource problems and theorized the kinds of institutions and conditions  that made it possible (or difficult) to govern the commons. She went on to build a more general framewor k of institutions (Ostrom 200 5 ; Crawford and Ostrom 1995). Using that framework, she analyzed, often  with  co– authors,  a wide variety of phenomena,  including development  aid (Gibson, Ostrom, Andersson,  and Shivakumar  2005), trust  (Ostrom  and  Walker  2002), and  the  most  contemporary challenges  to the commons  (Dolšak and  Ostrom  2003). In a fairly recent article in Science (2009a), she offers “A general framework for analyzing the sustainability  of social– ecological systems.”
Lin built theories, she tested them, and she extended them. Her goal was to make progress in understanding a wide variety of collective action problems. She used rational choice theory informed by advances in cognitive psychology and behavioral economics to ensure the realism of her assumptions about human re as o n i n g and its limits. Her most elegant expression of her intellectual  approach is in her APSA presidential address in 1997 (1998).
Underlying all  that she did and that made her scholarship  so compelling were three commitments. The first was that th e best solutions to complex problems were often polycentric. Polycentricity   implies that   different   governance   mechanisms  are efficiently provided at different scales. This held whether one was talking of a centralized state or a centralized municipal body. Her early work in the 1970s challenged the then prevalent notion about municipal   consolidation. She an d h er s tude nts delved deeply into this issue and found that consolidation of urban services was problematic both on theoretical and empirical grounds. In conducting t he fieldwork on police organizations, she often rode in police cars to observe how police personnel performed on their jobs. Her claim that no other political scientists had spent so much time in police cars as she did was a source of bonding and friendly competition with Margaret Levi, one of the co– authors of this piece, whose dissertation was on police unions.
She did not believe in institutional monoculture that tends  to privilege the market or the state as the solution to governance problems. It used to infuriate her when the assumption
was made that she was anti– government.  She recognized that s o me t ime s governments—
and markets—were part of the problem, but some–  times they were a part of the solution. In her perspective diverse actors and stakeholders  are always necessary albeit in different combinations and to different degrees, depending on the context and the problem to be solved.
The second commitment was that good research demands  a vast array of skills and methods.  The tools she used included case study research, fieldwork, game theory (which she learned in her 40s), experimental  methods and agent– based modeling (learned in her late 50s), and remote sensing technology (learned in her 70s). But she was the first to admit that her acquisition of the skills and her practice of them in the most sophisticated  ways required collaborators, often students who had become experts in a substantive area or in a method.
Collaboration constituted  her third c o m m it me n t . Nowhere does she describe the intertwined commitments to multiple methods  and collaborative work better than in her interview in Annual Review of Political Science (Ostrom 2009b) and in her recent co– authored  book with Amy Poteete and Marco Janssen (2010).
All of the  recognition  and  honors  she  received and  all the major publications  fail to capture how personally impressive, influential,  and generous Lin was, and they certainly fail to capture the extent to which she created not only wrote about  commons. She was and probably remains the person who served on the most committees at APSA. Her list of co– authors and students is immense.
Lin was a conscientious teacher. Students  in her institutional analysis seminar were expected  to write extensive memos on the assigned readings, and she would write a return memo, often handwritten, individually to all students. She always had time for her advisees, notwithstanding her arduous travel commitments. An invitation  to drive with her to Indianapolis airport came with the promise of her undivided attention.
Lin chaired 70 doctoral committees an d  served as a member on 48 doctoral committees. She was a demanding mentor a nd expected high quality work. She attentively tracked the progress of her advisees, and she made sure that many had offices in the Workshop building. When she encountered a dissertating student,  she would enquire with a smile, “Anything for me to read?” Beyond guiding their dissertation work, she invested consider– able time socializing them into the norms and ways of the profession. No issue her students raised
was trivial for her. Even when she was travelling (which she did a lot), her students could expect quick responses to their e– mails. Indeed, she remained in touch even when students graduated and moved elsewhere. Past students who authored articles could
expect to receive an e– mail with comments from Lin. At professional conferences, after the usual courtesies she would often ask, “What are you working on?”—and then engage in discussion about the ideas and methods.
Lin established  several organizations to study institutions. The most prominent among these is, of course, the Workshop.  Not  long  arriving  in  Bloomington  in  the  late  1960s, Lin  and Vincent decided to create a research center outside  the depart–  mental  setting where students  would work as apprentices  and journeymen   with   opportunities  to learn   from  and   collaborate  with  one  another.  In  part,  the  Ostroms  were inspired  by the  experience  of learning  from  and  working  with  carpenters  to build  furniture  for their  home. The Ostrom W or k s h op is  a unique place, from the art decorating its walls, to the people who populate it, and to the rules governing its operations.  It hosts students
and scholars from multiple c o untr i e s an d disciplines. Doctoral students  connected with the
Workshop, as both Dolsak and Prakash know from first– hand experience, are known on the Bloomington campus as the Workshoppers. Faculty, students,  visiting scholar, and staff share responsibilities for s ev er a l daily activities. Lin and Vincent established  an
endowment, the Tocqueville Endowment,  to fund scholarly activities. It is testimony  to her
commitment  to this organization  that Lin donated  honoraria  and prize money, including the Nobel Prize, to the Workshop. The growing size of the Workshop family, which included beloved and loyal staff as well as scholars, led to the hosting of conferences, the
Workshops  on Workshop, to bring together alumni to share their research.
Lin and Vincent were devoted spouses. It was a relationship of extraordinary intensity.  He had a profound impact on her intellectual  trajectory.  Vincent was her unsparing critic and outspoken  admirer.  She dedicated Governing the Commons to Vincent for “His love and contestation.” They also shared a taste for adornment. Lin used to wear colorful blouses embellished wi th unique and beautiful necklaces. When she received a compliment  for her jewelry, she would tell you that th e  necklaces are actually Vincent’s property and that he selects one for her every day.  Their home reflected their mutual love of craft, indigenous North  American art, and friends, whose photographs  abound.
Lin O st r o m  was an e x t rao rd in ary individual.    Her legacy through her scholarship, he r s tu de n ts ,   and the o r g an iz at io n s she established  will continue to inspire future generations.  Here was a person who asked tough but fundamental questions about human behavior and was ready to learn appropriate  techniques,  collaborate with leading experts, and undertake travel to difficult terrains to explore these questions. Lin was inquisitive and open minded. She had a great sense of humor, and she took immense pleasure i n the achievements of others.  Above all, she  taught  us that humans have the capacity and duty
to function as self– governing actors, that we can control our destinies—if we are willing to work together  to govern and contribute to our shared commons and communities.
ROBEL: Thank you. Please stand. [All stand in silence]. Please be seated. [All sit].  If you haven’t had the pleasure yet of noticing the luminous picture of – portrait of Lin Ostrom, that’s out in the lobby as you come in through the Union, I commend it to you on your way out today. And with that I’ll turn to our president.
AGENDA ITEM 3: EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE BUSINESS
TERRY: Thank you, Lauren. Mainly my report is comments on things that have transpired since our last meeting. Not long after our last meeting, there was a meeting with the Board of trustees here at IU Bloomington. The trustees approved the administration’s proposal for the creation of a Media School on the Bloomington campus, the school to be formed initially from bringing together the faculties of Communication and Culture, Journalism, and Telecommunications. In something of a departure from standard committee procedure, I was asked by the Chair of the Academic Affairs and University Policy Committee, Pat Shoulders, if the faculty had any comment on the proposal. And what I did was take the time to present, both to tell the trustees how we had gone about gathering comment from faculty at IUB and IUPUI, and also to summarize the main things that we found. Those things had been conveyed
a week or so earlier to Provost Robel and the affected deans, and I actually think they had some impact on the way the proposal was presented by them to the trustees. The only change in what was proposed was just – I think in many ways a clarification. I don’t think it was really the intent of the original proposal to say that faculty in affected units had to stay somehow or other within the College, but could go somewhere other than the Media School through negotiation with the unit they sought to join.  I think the intent from the beginning was to turn to the
faculty in the affected units and achieve, if possible, if it wasn’t the Media School, the best match possible on this campus for Bloomington faculty, and the best match possible for IUPUI faculty on that campus. And even the president chimed in at the trustees meeting to affirm that yes – that was his one word answer – that was the way things would be done.  So I assume that faculty will first decide whether or not they think they fit in the Media School. If there are faculty who think they don’t, there’s a process initiated to talk to officials in the College or to talk to Tom Gieryn, and start the process of figuring out where there would be a better match somewhere else.  I think one of the things I said to the Board was that we had learned that our policies regarding program organization, elimination, and merger imagined something that
rarely exists, a very comprehensive, very complete, tied up in a bow plan for reorganization or –
or a merger. What tends to happen instead is you get a general approval from the trustees, then there are lots of other steps going forward. Many of the steps, at least until the School of Journalism moves into the Media School, cut across school boundaries on this campus, and
generally what I can promise is that the Executive Committee will work with the policy committees of the School of Journalism and the College of Arts and Sciences, departments if they want to talk to us, individual faculty, and as issues arise that may come under the – be of concern to the Council, we’ll try to work with everybody else to improve – to ameliorate them and get the school moving forward.
The other thing that the trustees acted upon that might interest you is parking. They received a report from MaryFrances McCourt, Treasurer of Indiana University and CFO, reporting that she was recommending, for the moment, that the university not proceed with monetizing or privatizing parking operations at Bloomington and IUPUI. She had come to the conclusion that we could generate as much revenue ourselves retaining control of the parking operations as it was predicted we would get out of a deal with a third party operator, and therefore she thought it was advantageous to retain control. This led to a lively discussion on the part of the Board of Trustees. The outcome of this is that in February, MaryFrances is to explain to the trustees that the assumption, the belief that we could generate a comparable amount of money, is well founded and to actually explain how we would go about doing that. To be honest, that may involve changes in parking rates, but those would have resulted had we privatized as well, most likely. In any event she is to make that presentation to the Board. What the Board will do when it receives the presentation is uncertain. There are some members of the Board who say if it doesn’t – if it isn’t true that we can generate the same amount of revenue, then we should return to privatization. Others want to ask what – in
greater detail most likely – what the consequences would be of achieving comparable revenue.
What would be the effect on the people who pay our parking rate? We’ll see, but we’ll try and join MaryFrances and keep track of this proposal, and we’ll see where it goes from there.
In addition, last week the University Faculty Council met and it did a couple of things that I think would matter, one of which we’re going to take up today. It approved the IU Principles of Ethical Conduct that we discussed briefly at the end of our last meeting. Those principles now go to the Board of Trustees. As indicated at the last meeting, those principles apply to just about everybody with an affiliation with Indiana University. So they apply to all of our employees and staff, they probably apply to consultants that we hire, and other sorts of things like that. They apply to the Board of Trustees. I assume since the Board was brought in on the development of the principles that they won’t have any objections to them, and it’s likely they will be approved by them in relatively short order. In answer to a question from Carolyn, President McRobbie made a statement that I think is interesting and worth commenting upon here. It’ll appear eventually in the minutes of the UFC. She asked him basically what the –
what sort of thing he worries about the most at the moment as he looks at all the challenges that higher education faces. And he just returned from a meeting of the American –
Association of American Universities in Washington, so there may be a recentcy effect here, but he almost immediately said, “I worry about the effects of the next round of sequestration.” The next round of sequestration kicks in in January. If it is not modified by the Congress, it’s pretty severe, and it will have effect on research funding.  So the president in answer to a question, what are you worried about a lot?  Worried about what happens to research funding in January if sequestration kicks in without modification by the Congress. Finally, the Council approved a resolution, it wasn’t on the agenda, in which the University Faculty Council endorsed the decision by President McRobbie to join Freedom Indiana, a statewide, bipartisan coalition
aimed at defeating the proposed amendment to the constitution of the state of Indiana that
would define marriage as only a union of one man and one woman, and vaguely prohibit the state from recognizing similar things. No one quite seems to know what the second clause of this proposed amendment might mean in reality. UFC approved that resolution a couple of days actually after President McRobbie announced his decision. One part of the UFC resolution urges other faculty governance bodies at the campus levels to do the same. And so before you today, which we’ll discuss later, is a resolution parallel to the UFC resolution, and I’ll have more to say about that when we proceed. Finally, I can report that the taskforce that I talked about briefly last time, the one implementing the degree maps legislation, held a meeting yesterday.
It continues to impress me that this is a major undertaking. It’s an undertaking that we don’t
have much choice about, it’s a legislative mandate. I think we’re making good progress, as I promised last time I’ll continue to try and consult with appropriate BFC meetings as this goes forward. I’m a member of that taskforce. Ultimately, this could have major effects on the way undergraduate education is conducted at IU Bloomington – when and where we teach, and things like that. But at the moment our primary goal is to meet the requirements set out by the legislation and those are there on a very aggressive timetable, so – that we’re proceeding on that.  And I think that’s all I have.
AGENDA ITEM 4: PRESIDING OFFICER’S REPORT
ROBEL: Thank you so much, my report will also be brief. I want to pick up just for a moment Herb’s mention of sequestration. Sequestration – at the last trustees meeting, had we had a shorter, or a longer amount of time, for the Academic Affairs Committee, I would have presented on research on the Bloomington campus. And one of the things that I would have said to the Board of Trustees is that sequestration is indeed having an effect on our funding, but so is the government shutdown, even though we’re open again. There were sixty – three proposals pending from this campus when the government did shutdown and they could not be processed or reviewed or – or dealt with in an effective way, and that’s likely to have a continuing effect on funding levels as everything is sort of moving through a pipeline that just stopped for the period of the government shutdown. So I’m – I’m really hoping that the next
round is not in fact another – another difficult period on research funding. But these government activities are in fact having an effect on our ability to do our work here in a fairly serious way. On a brighter note, I wanted to let you all know that the Center for Excellence – of Excellence for Women in Technology launched in the last week or so. It’s a – this has been an effort on the part of a number of faculty members on the campus to try to pull together women faculty, staff and students to – in ways that allow for support of women in the technology
fields. It’s a broad interdisciplinary effort at this point involving over 250 faculty and staff
members on the campus, and I don’t really know how many students. The students are quite engaged. It opened with a talk by Moira Gunn from NPR that was a lot of fun, and I hope that you all have a chance at some point or another to interact with this group. It’s a piece of a set
of initiatives around support for women in the sciences and technology on this campus that I’ve been trying to move forward for the past year or so, and it was a delight to see it take off.
I’m – I wanted to report as well that the committee that Vice Provost for Educational Inclusion and Diversity, Martin McCrory, and our Vice Provost for Enrollment Management, David Johnson, have put together in order to review efforts on this campus to recruit and retain underrepresented minority students has met. And it includes about thirty, I think, faculty and staff members to start, and the committee is undertaken a thorough review of current efforts in these areas on the campus. It’s been supported by very, very beautifully by James Wimbush and his office as we move forward, and it is in the process right now of forming working groups dedicated to internal and external collaborations, best practices, benchmarking, data sharing and analysis, marketing efforts targeted towards recruiting these students and retaining them on our campus. So happy to see that group moving forward and if you have thoughts or ideas
for the group, please talk to Martin McCrory or to David Johnson. There – with – coincidentally we’re also having finalists for the position of director of the Workshop of Political Theory and Policy Analysis, the Ostrom workshop, coming through in the next several weeks. Please watch for announcements there and participate as you are able. And finally, we held a midcourse check-in around strategic planning, I want to say two weekends ago, but the time all blurs together. Three? No, no way.
GROTH: Two.
GIERYN: I trust Dennis.
ROBEL: Thank you. The – we got together for most of the day, and I want to say it was a Sunday to just talk through where each of the groups is at this point with its thinking around the questions that it has coalesced around, and the kinds of early recommendations that it’s –
it’s thinking about. I know that Elisabeth Andrews has posted an update on the strategic planning groups on the website, my website, under academic initiatives, and I think strategic –
ANDREWS: – Under strategic planning –
ROBEL: – Under strategic planning. So it’s plan dot…
ANDREWS: – Indiana dot –
ROBEL: – Indiana dot edu. And please do check in and – and continue to send your thoughts to the members of the strategic planning groups. We’re on track to complete the group’s recommendations to the campus by the end of the semester, and then to get some form of draft out to the campus for comment in the early part of next semester. I don’t want to say too early because I will be frowned at by Elisabeth Andrews in the back of the room, but we’re hopeful to get it out in the early part of next semester. And I think that’s it for me. Craig, I didn’t see any questions. Okay, thank you. We turn then to our president to present a resolution.
AGENDA ITEM 5: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD
TERRY: Let me ask if there are any questions from the group. I think we do both of those things.
ROBEL: We’d be happy to do that. [Silence].
TERRY: Yeah. [Silence].
AGENDA ITEM 6: BFC RESOLUTION ON THE MARRIAGE AMENDMENT
TERRY: Alright, there being none than I’ll proceed. Okay, as indicated during my comments, the last UFC meeting adopted a resolution shortly following President McRobbie’s announcement that Indiana University had joined the statewide coalition, Freedom Indiana.  The purpose of the coalition is to oppose House Joint Resolution 6, which is the House – the resolution of Indiana House of Representatives that if adopted by the House and Senate of the General Assembly early next year, would send a constitutional amendment for a vote by the citizens of Indiana, probably in November of 2014. The UFC resolution is the blue sheet of paper that you have in front of you, and that has been adopted unanimously by the UFC. On the yellow sheet B13– 2014 we bring to you by parallel resolution, differing only really in two ways. Number
one, it does quote the proposed language of the amendment. The way the process for amending the constitution of the state of Indiana works, exactly identical language to amend the constitution must be adopted in two consecutive sessions of the General Assembly. This language was adopted in the last session of the General Assembly. If this constitutional amendment is to go forward to a vote of the people, exactly that language, no amendments no changes, that language would have to be adopted by the General Assembly in its session from January/February of this year, and if adopted it would go to a statewide ballot proposition. Freedom Indiana is a coalition of, in its own description, “businesses, faith leaders, civil rights and community organizations, formed expressly to defeat this const – this proposed constitutional amendment.” We were the first Indiana higher education institution to join the coalition. Yesterday Depauw University and Wabash College, two private institutions in the state also joined. The difference between the blue piece and the yellow piece, in part, is that
the UFC went on record as far back as 2007 opposing these proposed – these types of proposed constitutional amendments. We never did that in the BFC, although from time to time the BFC sort of like nodded its head and said we agree with what the UFC has done. So we can’t say
that we have on the record longstanding opposition to the proposed amendments. But other than that, the proposal is that the BFC state its opposition to Joint Resolution 06, and endorse the university’s decision to join the Freedom Indiana Coalition. And in this case we would urge faculty governance bodies at IUB to adopt resolutions in support of the two points made above. My colleague Jack Windsor, the head of the Indianapolis Faculty Council, first of all, the two of us sent the blue resolution out to the faculty councils of all of IU’s campuses as soon as it was adopted. IUPUI’s Faculty Council today is also meeting and will consider resolution similar to
the one that we have here, and should those resolutions pass at our campuses Jack and I will
send them out to the faculty governance bodies at IUPUI and at Bloomington urging them to join the movement. So that’s where it stands. I don’t – let me talk a bit, a little more about Freedom Indiana. As I said Freedom Indiana is a bipartisan coalition, it’s extraordinarily bipartisan, at least by what passes for bipartisan standards in the United States today. Megan Robertson, the head of the thing, is a well-connected, conservative Republican operative. She’s worked on Mayor Ballard’s campaign, Senator Coats’ campaign, and now she’s the head of Freedom Indiana. It has received support from the Indy Chamber of Commerce, from Cummins and from Eli Lilly.  Those organizations as well as IU, and as well as Wabash and Depauw largely oppose the amendment because they believe it will hinder recruitment and retention of top quality talent, and that it’s unnecessary given that we already have a state statute similarly defining marriage. So that’s what I can tell you and I hope there will be some discussion. I have been contacted by members of the media about the UFC vote and that sort of thing, and it’s been a bit of a difficult thing for me because there wasn’t much discussion at
the UFC as to why this might be something that we support, or for that matter, if there are folks out here who don’t think it’s a good idea now’s the time to speak up.  This is an extraordinary
action by Indiana University. Yeah, we have taken positions before on legislation pending in the General Assembly. It was usually legislation particularly pertaining to us rather than something as broad an impact as a proposed constitutional amendment. Purdue’s Faculty Council, the equivalent of our body, will probably take up a resolution on this matter in its next meeting. Craig, do you know when that is?
DETHLOFF: No, I don’t.
TERRY: I think it’s within a couple of weeks. President Daniels has generally so far indicated that he’s not going to follow President McRobbie’s lead and take a position on the constitutional amendment on the part of Purdue University. So that’s what I have.
ROBEL: Thank you very much. Let me open the floor for discussion. Yes?
WIMBUSH: I am thrilled that this university has taken this step. This is not just a bold move, but it’s consistent with the values of Indiana University. We talk about being a place that’s inclusive, that values and embraces diversity in every form and shape that it takes. This is a demonstration of those values, and so I am very pleased that the university has taken this position. I would certainly urge the Council to vote in favor of the proposed resolution.
ROBEL: Thank you. Yes?
GRAY: I entirely agree. I think this is a very exciting move, and I just had one question about
the language. Under number three of the draft, “Urging other faculty governance bodies…” I’m just wondering about the restrictive language there. Do – why would we not urge other faculties and other student bodies? Why are we limiting ourselves to faculty governance bodies?
TERRY: I would accept that as an amendment anything you wanted to propose that would broaden that scope. I made it parallel to the UFC meeting. Certainly we hope that staff councils, that student organizations, that anyone else associated with Indiana University who agrees with our position, the university’s position, would step up.  I think we put it in because we are a governance body, and certainly I want the authority to reach out to the policy committees of the schools and this sort of thing, that say here, you know, the BFC adopted this and it specifically advised me to advise you to consider it. But you could come up with other faculty governance urging other faculty governance bodies, and go ahead take the faculty governance out, put organizations or something at IUB to adopt resolutions... Let’s think about it for a moment, what better language? Come back to this.
ROBEL: Other discussion? John?
WALBRIDGE: I’ll throw a practical argument into the pot, that it’s difficult enough to attract quality people to come to what seems to most the howling wilderness, and given the way that things are moving in the United States, it’s not going to help us any if the state contrives to look publicly ridiculous when the whole trend in – in the country is in the opposite direction.
ROBEL: Okay. Is there any more discussion? Did you say, “howling wilderness?” [Laughter]. I feel quite centrally located actually. [Laughter]. Alright have we other language to propose or are we…
GRAY: Well, I’m not thrilled about this, but what I have so far is, “urging other faculty governance bodies, as well as additional faculty and student organizations…”
TERRY: I would – how about staff as well? Faculty, staff…
GRAY: Yes, certainly. Certainly
TERRY: To me that’s a friendly amendment. Any objections to that?  So part three would change, “…urging other faculty governance bodies, as well as other faculty, staff, and student organizations at IUB to adopt resolutions in support of the two points made above.”
ROBEL: Any more? Jim.
SHERMAN: Please put a comma after resolution 006. I’m a comma freak.
TERRY: That’s also a friendly amendment.
ROBEL: More or less. [Laughter]. Other discussion? I take it as a resolution proposed by the Executive Committee it does not need further motion or second. All in favor? [Aye]. All opposed? [Silence]. Any abstentions? [Silence]. Thank you so much. I think this is an important step for Indiana University, an unusual step into this as our president mentioned taking a public legislation on a piece of proposed legislation, one that none of us would take as a matter of course, but this is an important question of civil rights and it’s important for this Council to be on record. Thank you. Alright. And thank you for your leadership in this, Herb. We turn now to Vice Provost for Enrollment Management, David Johnson. He will talk to us about –  give us a report on enrollment management on the campus.
VOTE IS UNANIMOUS
AGENDA ITEM 7: ENROLLMENT MANAGEMNET REPORT
JOHNSON: What I’ll do is – is make a couple quick remarks from this vantage point, and then I’ll step us so I can click, and stand, and hopefully be a little more animated for the presentation. But, Provost Robel and President Terry, members of the BFC, it’s a privilege to be here to present the 2013 enrollment cohort data to you, and some insights into 2014 initiatives. In my
30 minutes allotted I’ll power through the 35 slides, and then we’ll entertain questions if we
could, because we don’t want to get too side tracked if that works for you. But before I do step up to do the presentation, I do want to thank you for you voting and your opposition to the marriage amendment. I’d be remiss, sitting here in the audience, if I didn’t comment on the
fact that as a gay married man in this community, I’m delighted to have the opportunity to sit
here and be amongst you today after you voted on this and I had the opportunity to marry my partner of five years on June 12 – June the 8th, excuse me of 2012! [Laughter]. Yes, there you go. I won’t forget again.
ROBEL: –  Let –  let the record not reflect that slip.
JOHNSON: June 8, 2012 in New York City.
ROBEL: Congratulations to you.
JOHNSON: Thank you. A couple of other quick announcements for you before we get into the program, the diversity recruitment committee that Lauren mentioned, we are centering some of our comments around messaging, collaboration and engagement, particularly with
community based organizations, counselors. And I had hoped that Martin would be here today,
but I know he has many obligations and he – and I shared the date and time with him. But we’re excited about our work, and excited about the conversations we’re having, and hopefully some new opportunities will come about as we work to – to recruit a more diverse student population. And we’ll show some data and talk some more about that. We’re also are recruiting and hiring a new associate director for recruitment and outreach in Indianapolis to work with community based organizations, and to work with high schools more directly in Indianapolis, and so that position’s been posted and we are delighted to be engaged in that. That will shore up any of the ideas and directions from this committee. I believe that will be very helpful. And also, many of you know our long standing Director of Admissions, Mary Ellen
Anderson, is retiring on December 31st, we’ve had a very successful national search for a
director of admissions and Sacha Thieme has – will be joining us from DePaul University in
Chicago on the 25th of this month, and we look forward to her arrival on campus. She brings significant experience in – in admissions and in recruitment working in many different facets, so we’re looking forward to her arrival on campus. I’ll step up and – and run through the data and answer any questions. It’s easier than sitting I think. If I may do so.
ROBEL: Is that a motion to approach the bench? [Laughter].
JOHNSON: I’m just a little confused between my… well said. I’m going to be talking mostly about the 2013 beginner cohort data projections and how we use data, and recruitment strategies. And 2014 we probably won’t have as much time for, but I’ll give you a hint towards some of that as well, just so you know where we’re heading. The vision of OEM is recruiting
and serving promising students who persist and graduate from IU. It’s not enough if we are just
admitting students, we want students who will persist and graduate. Our enrollment goals are to serve Indiana residents and non-residents, to make quality gains in the student profile, and to improve the number of underrepresented minorities and to help IUB affordable particularly for our Hoosiers –  Indiana residents. And before I get to too far into this, I want to thank you, the faculty, for your involvement in the recruitment and admissions process. Here’s just a sample of some of the ways in which faculty assist in this process from serving on carpet day panels, to leading lectures for open houses, to meeting with students individually, and serving on two important committees – our criminal activities disclosure committee and the faculty sponsorship committee. And this year as we require each applicant to complete a personal statement of 350 words or less, we consulted with business faculty in the Kelley School of Business who helped us work on our strategies, and I think that has helped us have a better process. We also have listed some faculty here, you know, from Tim Baldwin over in the Kelley School, to a number of people – and through Walt Gantz in Telecommunications who have
helped us throughout the year. And many of you are in the room here – I’ve seen you at events
– at recruitment events.
So the beginner cohort, fall beginner applications 37,826 applications – the most applications that we’ve ever had at IU Bloomington. We want well qualified applicants too, so it’s not always just about the number. Undergraduate beginners, we have a target, and that’s listed down at the bottom of 7,500 beginners – what you would call freshmen. But we’ll get to the point that many freshmen arrive with additional credits, and so they’re not all freshmen status.
So 7,604, just shy of last year’s record, and we weren’t aiming to really beat the record we were aiming to get quality students and to hit the 7,500 mark, which we did.  And we’ll show you
kind of, a little bit more detail how we did that. So here’s some more information about the class: 36 countries, 42 states and the District of Columbia, 90 of the 92 Indiana counties are represented. Yet we did admit students from all 92 counties. And then the makeup of the
the SAT is 1217, the highest average SAT. The median GPA is 3.72, and more than 90% of – of the beginners have an academic honors diploma. And it is the most diverse class in IU history, but certainly with much more work to do.  We have 1,289 US minority students. We’re going to talk about minorities and underrepresented minorities in a few moments. And 19% of the class is minority, and 1,184, or 16% of the class, is first generation. And then a bit more, people are always interested about a few other things about the class, okay? What are the top majors that students are interested in? I don’t even have to look at this list. I know, because I’ve looked at it a lot, that hey’re all coupled around the School of Business. A lot of business, prebusiness majors, but then you get into nursing, and journalism – this is just the top ten so don’t be offended if your school is not represented there –  it’s not an exhaustive list, as you well know. And then direct admits, you know of course again, the School of Business is the biggest player in the direct admit game, but many people are involved in that throughout different schools, and you can see even optometry has two. I need to investigate that a little bit [Laughter] who those two are.
ROBEL: How’s that possible?
JOHNSON: Well, they have an optometry assistants program. Maybe they’ve created and direct admitted them. 1,841 enrolled direct admits.  That’s a 24% increase over the last year, and then 1,050 enrolled in Hutton Honors, which is a 29% increase over the previous year. And here’s beginners by residency, and so you can see we’re strongly resident focused with 58% of our class, and we talked about the numbers a bit earlier there. This just shows you the trends over time. We can spend the rest of our time here today talking about the recession, and what we had to do to make budget and make the class and all of that here in that time, but we can come back to some of that if you want to. 2012 and 2013 beginner cohort compare for the
state of Indiana. The counties, you can see it was Marion last year, and now Hamilton’s flip
flopped and has more students from Hamilton county than any other county. The county – you can see the rest of the counties. And then the top ten states if you want to look at that.
Indiana of course, and then Illinois leads both years. And this year because of our recruitment
efforts and intentional outreach, New York and California have surpassed Ohio.  We weren’t trying to surpass Ohio, we were just trying to do more recruitment and outreach in New York and California and it – it did. And you can see the other states listed as well. And then top ten countries and the top three are really the big important ones there: China, South Korea, and India. And as you can see we’re working with international services who admits and recruits these students. We’re working with them to bring down and – and appropriately have the correct numbers of Chinese students and South Koreans and Indians, while also working to diversify the other numbers. And this just gives you a sense of how we’re using our scholarship
we don’t promise money for one year, it’s a four year as long as you’re making your academic progress– maintaining a 3.0 after you’ve received the scholarship, and of course – so the bulk of the money is for the upperclassmen who have been here, and they gained it as a freshman. So this is campus dollars, and I have to say we appreciate the campus’ commitment to this, the provost’s commitment, the deans’ commitment, and it – I think it has made a difference. How has it made a difference? Here’s one indicator – one indicator, hopefully you’re seeing a difference in your classroom. Here’s an indicator of the quality of students’ SAT scores, and which is ACT converted as well. And as we wrapped up our scholarships in 2008, we then increased the quality. We then were kind of flat through the recession, and even post- recession – they say there’s post-recession – and – but this year because of our efforts to
recruit high quality students – which we’re going to show you those strategies in a few minutes,
we were able to make this gain in quality of the beginner cohort. With an average, if you can’t read it I’ll say 1217, and it was 1202 – I apologize for standing in your way. Undergraduate beginner SAT average by residency, this just lets you see who brings this type of quality. The red line is the average of all students, the blue line is our non-residents, the green line is residents, and the yellow line is the international students. We can make several observations about this – have more of a conversation about that if you want. Undergraduate beginner median high school GPA is 3.72 – the highest. We didn’t do a separate for resident, non- resident because they probably look very similar. US minority enrollment, these are the overall
– all the minority students that I mentioned earlier. And I think it’s important just to take a look and see you know we have made some gains here. And then when I show you the next slide, this is underrepresented minorities, so we’ve taken out the Asian students – not quite as strong of gains but for sure – but still some gains. Certainly there’s more to do as we said earlier, and that’s why we have a lot of people working on these issues. Then the total undergraduate campus enrollment mix, these are undergraduates, graduates, and this year early on we had
the ACP students in the data much earlier than they would normally be in the data.  I
understand that this has leveled out to be 307 more – or 370 more, excuse me, ACP students this year than last year now that the ACP kids have – we’ve got the data from the previous years in comparison.
TERRY: You might explain what ACP is.
JOHNSON: Yeah, oh sorry, Advanced College Project. This is an opportunity for high school students to take college credit in while they’re still in high school. And data projections, we use many different projections to help us, and I’m just going to give you a glimpse of some of these. First we set our targets of what we were looking to do with our 7,500, and what that would be in terms of a mix, and this is the actual fall 2013 cohort. So we were just over 1% above the
target, and so when you’re dealing with that many thousands of students it’s not too bad to hit that mark. Better over slightly than under.
ROBEL: It might – it might be possible if you came on this side for –
JOHNSON: Oh sure.
ROBEL: – for that. Would that be okay? I know that’s a little odd.
JOHNSON: You know this.
ROBEL: Can you still see it David?
JOHNSON: I think so, yeah. I should be able to do it in my sleep. This is a dashboard that shows the cohort for 2013. This is a model that we use to help us in terms of looking at the apps, admits, deposits, reservations, those then who reserve – registered for orientation, not registered for classes. This is registered for orientation. And this is actually then enrolled at IU. This is last year’s end of the funnel model. And that’s for residents. Here’s one for non- residents so we look to – at where we are currently, where do we want to be weekly, and I’ll show you where we are right now this year, in a few minutes. And this is one for international as well. So, you know, they’re all done, they’re all complete and I’ll show you where we are in just a few minutes. So the recruitment strategies, how did we get the class of 7,604? It wasn’t all of this, but these were big things that we chose to do this year. We certainly focused on resident and non-resident regional recruitment, we certainly targeted our west coast, east coast, and Chicago based students, and we used our scholarship dollars to strategically award the students that we wanted to get to IU. And we did purchase more names from the testing companies SAT and ACT to help with the pipeline of students who maybe don’t know about IU, and we mailed them information. We e– mailed them information about IU. So I’m going to show you some reports real quick that we used, just so you can see the breadth of data. This is our key markets, and particularly we’re looking at Illinois, we’re looking at the northeast, and
we’re looking out west for the non-residents, and then we look in the state of Indiana. This is an
example of this back from May sometime. And another – is our scholarship tracking and the offers that we make to residents and non-residents, and the yield on those offers for expected enrollment and then we – these are all part of our strategy. And then the purchased names. You might say a 1% yield off of purchased names is not very much. Percentage wise it doesn’t sound very exciting, but in terms of real numbers off of the 205,000 names we purchased – and to yield 2,229 –  I think it was – students, that’s something. I mean it’s something – the
only attributable factor as to why those students enrolled here, but for some, particularly non-
residents, we may not have been on their radar, and we needed to get in – in their queue so to speak. Get on their radar. And then results from our recruitment efforts, we look at our general admissions efforts, our diversity events, and our scholarship events, and then we track the yield off of that.  And the couple of takeaways from those events, attendance was less than one tenth of those invited. You invite a ton of kids, and you get a few to show up.  But, the yield is typically high among the students who attended those events.
And quickly some projections for 2014. We’re not really tweaking much at all. The total is still
7,500 beginners is the target. We are – you know, this is still a moving target. It can change in the spring as things change around campus, and conversations happen. But this is our latest target of just a few – maybe one more percent on domestic non-residents, but still holding strong with the majority of our students being residents. And now, this is real for this year. This is, you know, just post November 1, we have a priority application deadline for scholarships. If you want to, you know, be under maximum consideration for scholarships you
would apply by November 1. Well that has just passed, and so we have – we’ve just passed our
weekly target for residents. We’re at the target for admits and deposits really are very small at this point in time in the fall.  And then for non-residents, we have now hit our target, which was a good thing because we were a little behind and we were thought, you know, come on kids send in those apps. And they have, and now we just have to get our admissions to catch up to that, they just have come in this past Friday night, and we’ve got the count. Now we’ve to get them processed and admitted.
ROBEL: David made the brilliant decision not to join the common app this year and that – that was a really good decision as it turned out.
JOHNSON: Well we were fortunate to not have to be involved in that. We’re still watching it, yeah. And then international students. It’s very early for international – their priority deadline for scholarships is February 1. So it’s a later deadline, and I want to add, too, for international students they have been given – the international services have been given considerable amount more money for their scholarships.  And so that will help, hopefully, in their yield of quality students, and their efforts to strategically recruit students other than from China or Korea or India. They still want students from those places, too, they want to diversify their class of course. And then so, challenges for higher education. This is really close to my last slide, and then we can have quick conversation. The – I think I – hopefully I’ve identified some challenges here that you guys can agree with. Alternative sources for college credits, whether
that’s ACP, or MOOCs, or dual enrollment, or Finish in Three programs, as have started some of
those. What alternative sources of college credit, and what does that challenge to the institution, and challenge to you as the students bring in more and more credit? And I do have
a slide quickly, that I can show you about that. Career preparation is a top driver from our edge of interest research with college bound students to alumni and to parents –  they all say that career preparation is very important, and so how do we at a large, research, public, liberal arts institution convey our value around career preparation? And then the demographic shifts in future high school graduates from Indiana and in the nation. I have a whole set of slides that we won’t get to on demographics. The story is, a smaller high school population throughout the country, except for the south.  And where’s the biggest hit? Right here in the Midwest. In the state of Indiana it’s pretty flat until 2020, not – not dramatically low like some other states around us, but the demographics. And then who is the growing population?  Of course Hispanics, the fastest growing population, and making sure that we are ready to serve the new and ever growing population of students. And then how – the increased competition, really number five hits the [comment indistinct] the demographics. If you’ve got a shrinking high school pool, and then there’s intense competition, that competition is only more greatly intensified. So as the economic divide is widening in this country, the forgotten middle class, and we have some data, a bit in this presentation too, about the middle income families, and the borrowing of middle income families, and what we hope to do about that. And then
increased competition as I mentioned has intensified. And since I think you all can agree to this
one, institutional, state, and federal mandates such as you know, our Shared Services Initiative, or degree mapping, or – Dennis does that sound familiar?  General Education, Affordable Care Act, and college affordability initiatives like ratings and value that the president of the US has talked about. So lastly, I think my time is about up, I will go into this appendix and just show you this one last slide so you can see the data on freshmen. In 2009, 2.3% were sophomores, and then in 2013, 7.9%. If you followed out that growth they – we’d have 17.2% in 2020, who are at sophomore status. And so it’s compelling to think about, you know, who we will be teaching, what we will be teaching as the years project forward. So I’ll stop. There’s probably equally as many more slides prepared for other presentations here, but I think my time is about up and
I’m not watching the time. I know someone is doing that for me. Yes?
CALLOWAY– THOMAS: Thank you for that very informative presentation. I was wondering whether you could talk more about the enrollment of diverse students on this campus. I – I don’t have a sense of who’s here and how they got here, and what we’re doing to recruit more diverse students –  in particular African American students. And I’m wondering whether our efforts at Indiana University, in terms of the African American students have been realistic.
JOHNSON: I think that’s a great question in terms of realistic – and in terms of where do our African American students come from? Largely from the state of Indiana. Can we get some from out of state? Absolutely, and we’re working to put forth more efforts in that regard. But the college readiness of any student population is something we have to take into
consideration, and we looked at the data and we’re currently getting the same market share of African Americans in this state who are ready for college, meaning at least an SAT of 1,000 or higher. We’re getting the same market share, roughly, for African Americans as for majority students, now that having been said we can’t just say, ‘Ah well there’s nothing more we can
do.’  So what I’ve been doing since I’ve been the vice provost since 2011, and –  and what we’re working on with our diversity committee, is to focus on high school counselors in the minority sending high schools –  and we know those high schools – focusing on community based organizations.  We’ve only scratched the surface in our outreach with community based organizations, where I believe college bound, college ready, college prepared students in the minority population would be found. And that’s an initiative that we’re going to begin with our position that we’re hiring in Indianapolis. And, then I think with our precollege programs, many different departments, and schools on campus, have students on campus working at camps, competitions. I don’t want to stand in the way of the Athletic Department here in just a moment with their report, and all of those students we’re working to get those students
who’ve touched our campus, been on our campus, getting their names so we can recruit them
from an early age. Our diversity committee put forth some challenging questions to me and Martin last week, and they said, you know, what are you doing for freshmen and sophomores? And that’s an excellent question because we have some communications that go out through freshmen and sophomores, but we can definitely do more than that.  And so that’s time, effort, and then we’re looking at – we do have some slides but I won’t try and find them, on social media and we’re looking at texting for minority students. And we know that, from social media research, that minority students use mobile devices more than majority students. And so that’s where we want to be more connected to them through social media and through mobile –
CALLOWAY– THOMAS: –  quick follow up question. How many African American students are on IU’s campus?
JOHNSON: So in this beginner cohort there were 313 – I believe is the correct number. And what was that in comparison to last year? It was six short of last year’s numbers. And if I’ve messed the number up it is six short – six students different from the year before. You know, we’d like for that to be six more, we’d like that to be sixty more. But what is realistic? So I think that we have a lot of collaboration and some good work, and you know, a lot of change around that from Vice President Jim Wimbush’s area to Martin’s. Any other questions, as long as my time allows. Yes?
MCMANUS: So – thank you David for this very helpful presentation – I have a question of – if you could just give us overview – we’re looking at the fall beginners and the projections over
time. Can you give us a sense of the entire incoming cohort, and what percentage are for example, sophomores and juniors and seniors?
JOHNSON: Sure, are you talking about within the transfer students not beginners?
MCMANUS: Including, yeah.
JOHNSON: So we get 950 or so transfer students every year.
MCMANUS: – And where do we see that going?
JOHNSON: – every year. And I have at the very end I have a transfer slide, but it’s 40 slides to the end. [Laughter]
MCMANUS: – that’s okay.
JOHNSON: Literally, this is a big presentation.
MCMANUS: It’s a super presentation.
JOHNSON: But there are – we’ve had – we’ve been as many as a thousand something transfer students, and that’s where we could possibly get some minority students –
MCMANUS: –  diversity. I was going to ask about that.
JOHNSON: – you know coming from various locations in the state. But again, I don’t think that has been necessarily, you know, a huge emphasis. But I think there’s some possibility there. We do know that – that could be a possibility. Yes?
MCGREGOR: The story I gather, in part, for the next few years is going to be an increased competition for top students. The – the demographics simply say that schools are going to be bidding for this talent, and one suspects that scholarship money will have a lot to do with that. So there’s got to be budget pressure I would think.
JOHNSON: Mm– hmm.
MCGREGOR: Because you’re – you would be that you cannot have too much money. So my question I think is, do you ever sit back and say well how much money would do it?  One
standard being, for example, some schools simply say if you can get into the school, we will come up with the package that will finance your education. I don’t – I’m not proposing that as a measure, but how does that conversation go?
JOHNSON: We’ve had very good conversations with the deans, the subcommittee of deans, I’m meeting with the deans and the provost on a monthly – on enrollment management this semester. And, you know, there was a strong commitment on the part of this campus and the units – to spend up to $65 million dollars on scholarships. We’ve now reached that spending limit. And that means we have to be more strategic and more targeted with the funds for the beginners, the students that we’re offering that $19 or so to – $19 million. And that’s where we’ve had in depth conversations about – and we look at different yield models, different projections – which students do we want to target? And that’s what we have done in consultation with the deans. And I think it’s a pretty strategic approach, and it paid off for us this past year as we just tweaked what was called automatic scholarships, a little bit last year. And now we don’t have these automatic, publically known scholarships as many of you know if you have a senior in your house. They are, you know, ranges and students submit their application by November 1 they will be considered, but it’s not an automatic if you have this score and this GPA. We try and be more holistic in the review of the scholarship consideration too along with our applica–  admissions process. Yes?
LEVINSON: I wanted to ask a question, but you’ve been waiting a lot longer so I want to –
JOHNSON: –Oh sorry I –
LAHERTY: My question is actually related I think, to the last.  It’s a finance type of question. Do you have any figures that could tell us where we break even in the beginner class? So where, you know, at what point are we making money from the admission of the class versus just…
JOHNSON: Yeah. So for residents – the net price is around $10,500 dollars for resident. That’s the average cost, and so you can then take the other $10,000 out of the $23,000 is the discount on average – that’s the average price. The cost is $23,000, and around $10,500 is the net cost that the resident would pay. So the remaining amount is what the discount is.
ROBEL: I think you’re asking though maybe a slightly different question and one that’s unanswerable at this point. And the question I think you’re asking is, is there any possible scenario under which we’re actually making money from our students? And the answer is no. [Laughter]. There is not. We are – we are much more heavily tuition dependent, as is every other public institution, than we were twenty years ago. That’s an issue that we’re going to
have to face in the next capital campaign coming back to – to your point a minute ago. But we’re a nonprofit and there is no scenario, none whatsoever, under which we’re actually making – not just covering our cost, but making money on students. In fact the financial pressures all go in exactly the opposite direction so….
JOHNSON: One or two last ones. I’m just waiting until they tell me.
LEVINSON: No I just, I wondered – one thing that struck me was what seemed to be a rather large increase in direct admits in Hutton Honors College admits, there was something 25% range for both of those. And I’m wondering, I know that direct admits has been a relatively rec
– relatively new strategy, especially for certain schools. Do you have a sense of the relationship between the direct admits, and like the sort of the quality of the applicant pool that we’re getting and –
JOHNSON: –Yes. –
LEVINSON: – how much that strategy is paying off?
JOHNSON: – Because we had a higher quality – had more students – well more schools are participating in the in the direct admit programs, we had more students who got in. Because more schools are doing that, and even Kelley is allowing more. In fact some figure – any Kelley folks here? Some figure that stated that they would have more direct admits in their class than non-direct admits, but I’m not sure. I won’t put anyone on the spot for that but… And then the Hutton Honors, they purposefully working with Matt Auer before he left to – they purposely said they would accept more students into the Honors program, the students who wanted to
be in it because it was something that students wanted to participate in and, you know the value of those classes and that program to those students.
LEVINSON: So, you have a, I don’t know whether the data show you this, but you have a sense that our direct admit – that students might choose IU over other schools precisely because they can get into direct admit here and not get it elsewhere?
JOHNSON: Well, I think that direct admit is a strong pull.  I can’t say that I know about the data.
ROBEL: We – we have done a little bit of analysis around that Bradley, and in fact I think we feel that there is a pretty clear correlation between increases in quality levels and ability to participate in direct admit.  So it’s a – it’s a set of tradeoffs you have to make with expanding direct admits, but it is – it is something that is on the table in terms of quality enhancement.
JOHNSON: Yes?
SHERMAN: I’m particularly interested in the recruitment of out of state students. I’m sure you collect data about this, one of the top few reasons why students come here rather than Illinois, or the Cal State system. I mean – we must know the reasons and then we can do a better job of recruiting. So what do you find out are the reasons?
JOHNSON: Right, and I think that, well, the reasons that students are choosing, and then the reasons why we want to make our campus an environment where students will continue to choose, I think are some of the same. When I go to recruitment events in New York, for instance, at the scholarship level, the students are coming for the Kelley School of Business and Jacobs School of Music as well. Those are the big drivers for out of state students, not exclusively so, you know, I mean there are some Informatics, there are some premed, there are some other students. But those are the big drivers, I mean that’s – when I talk to students. And so in terms of looking at the data, I’m sure there’s more we can do to do the comparative. I didn’t put in this presentation, my staff got here, and we consulted this morning, but I have slides on where students went if they didn’t enroll here. So we know the schools that they’re choosing. For instance out of state students are largely choosing Illinois, and those are Illinois residents who are choosing Illinois. The students who are from other states, are choosing the University of Wisconsin – Madison, if they’re admitted to IU and don’t choose to come to IU.
So those – that’s our competition. As to the more detailed reasons, I think we need to look at
some additional analysis.
SHERMAN: I’d be interested at some point, in reasons other than our programs like business school and music, things that are kind of independent of our curriculum, why people want to come here.
JOHNSON: Yes, and there’s a chart on drivers for college choice. And career preparation is the first choice for students in this year’s ago cohort. One of the second highest is the social life opportunities, which actually went up this year in the survey compared to years past. And things like academic programs went up and then academic – core academics went down, and
so we do look at the national survey. But you bring up a good point, a lot of students choose to
go somewhere else but they don’t – ROBEL: – Maybe one – one more. JOHNSON: One more, alright.
SUGIMOTO: On a similar line about the out of state students, you mentioned strategic focus on California and New York, and I was wondering next year – are you focusing on any new states and the justification for that? And then with the international students, are there any particular focuses of than not China, not India, not Korea?
JOHNSON: And is there any –
SUGIMOTO: – Are you focusing on countries and states, and why?
JOHNSON: In the international arena they are focusing on a variety of countries outside of the big three, and they have some new staff and – that group does not report to me, but I’m – I am working with them on their strategies. And I know that they’re looking in Europe, and hopefully they’ll make some gains in that area. In terms of our strategies for the places where we’ve
been in California and New York – and those are still going to be strong with us.  And then
moving forward we are looking at south Florida, even though the population growth is not there, we have some pipeline growth there in our data from south Florida. And then – and also we’re looking at Texas, particularly related to diversity, and related to potential business majors.
SUGIMOTO: Thank you.
JOHNSON: But I mean, you know, we have a huge key market report coming up.  Lots of places that we’re focused on, those aren’t all – the only ones.
ROBEL: We have a past president’s privilege here and I – I will…
CALLOWAY– THOMAS: I was struck by the trends and the departments and schools that students are choosing to major, for example, business is very high, biology. I presume that you don’t correct for that. You make no decisions regarding how these studying you’re going to bring in majoring in biology, as opposed to the ones that want to major in English.
JOHNSON: Right. We currently do not because we, unlike Purdue, we’re not direct admit completely into the schools. And so we know that students change their minds a number of times. Right? About their major. And many students who are interested in one thing will change their minds, so this is what they said they’re interested when they apply. And this was
in the middle of – this could be as far back as August of their senior year of high school. So then
their senior year ideas, a visit to campus ideas, the custom freshman year, more ideas about what they might want to study –
CALLOWAY– THOMAS: Because the trend could be troubling from the perspective of skewing Indiana University in terms of who majors in what, when and how. Are you concerned about that?  How do – ?
JOHNSON: – Well, you know the president of Duke University spoke at a recent national conference about the humanities and said, you know, are the humanities at risk? And many people argue that they are, certainly, but he said that, they bring tremendous value to the students’ experience. And our president has said that he wants more LAMP-like programs where we combine liberal arts and management and professional programs together. That’s one of the priorities. So I think, you know, we have to work to meet the students’ expectations and interests with what we provide.
ROBEL: One thing I will note though, Carolyn, is that while that many students are interested in business when they come in, a great many of them will not get into business, and those students still graduate at a very high rate unlike students who come in, for instance, interested in nursing, who can’t get into the nursing program because of capacity and then leave to find other places to get nursing degrees. So they’re – those students remain on our campus, and they go in another direction if they – if they aren’t able to be accommodated. And I think we better turn at this point to the next thing on our agenda. But first let’s thank [applause].
JOHNSON: I just left you with a slide but I’ll take it down for athletics. As they come forward I’ll explain it. This is retention and six-year graduation rates. This is where Indiana University is in the Big Ten, and this is first year retention – where we are. I believe the early data is that we’ll be at 89% or 90% this year for retention, and 77% for graduation rates. So positive things happening in that regard. Thank you.
ROBEL: Thank you so much. We turn now to the annual report of the Athletics Committee, and I will turn to the Chair of the Athletics Committee, Professor David Daleke, and Kurt Zorn, the Faculty Athletics Representative, and the indomitable Fred Glass, Director of Athletics. Welcome.
AGENDA ITEM 8: ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ATHLETICS COMMITTEE
DALEKE: Provost Robel, President Terry, and the members of the BFC, it’s my pleasure to present the annual Athletics Committee report for 2012 – 2013. I should say at the outset
however, that I had something to do with the activities that we did last year, but actually this – this all occurred under the chairpersonship of Julia Lamber who served four years as chair of the committee, and just stepped down last year. And so I’m really reporting what the – activities under her leadership. I also would be remiss if I didn’t point out that one of my
bosses, James Wimbush, was former chair of the Athletics Committee before Julia.  And both of them set the committee on a very good path.  I have to say in the few months that I’ve been doing this, it has just made it a lot easier for me. Thanks to both of them. The report that you have is a circular that includes a brief introduction to the committee, a list of some major activities, and a roster of the committee. When I spoke to Julia about what I should be doing in these reports she said, “Keep it very brief and hand it over to Fred.” [Laughter]. So that’s exactly what I’m going to try to do here. The composition of the committee includes the chair
and the Faculty Athletics Representative, Kurt Zorn, both appointed by the president, six faculty
members who are no – who are nominated by the BFC each year for overlapping six year terms. This year we had joined, we welcomed two members Marietta Simpson and Linda Smith.  We also have three alumni members and two students who are also appointed by the president, and a number of ex officio members including representatives of his administration, John Applegate, department staff, and the athletics director. We meet six times a year, one of those meetings is with the president, President Herbert, and we – did I say Herbert? [Laughter]. So I will have to say that as this is my first return to the BFC in a long time, and I use to sit at that table, and there was another president at the time. President McRobbie, my apologies to President McRobbie. Can we strike that somehow? [Laughter].
ROBEL: That will go in the same hole as…
DALEKE: Oh thank you, thank you. I greatly appreciate that.  Some of our responsibilities include monitoring and consult – monitoring the activities of the athletics department, and consulting and advising the department, and making recommendations. These include areas such as health and wellbeing of the students, equity within the student athletes, a group the athletics academic performance of the students, as well as providing some advice related to personnel matters, budget, and then matters of legislation that come before the NCAA and the Big Ten. I’m going to just comment on a couple of the highlights that are in the document you – you have before you. One of the practices that Julia started was to meet with one of the head coaches at each of the meetings. We found that to be very productive, and in order to get a good understanding of the life of a student athlete under their guidance. We also, in collaboration with the academic group in the department, recommended and endorsed a two tiered recognition for Alpha Beta honors, including a 3.5 grade point average for the top 25% GPAs in the previous semester, as well as 3.0, which we have found has been – I’ve heard has been fantastic for the morale for those students trying to increase their academic performance.
We also welcomed a new Associate Director for Compliance, Kris Fowler, who was introduced to the committee last year, and then worked on a number – the revision of a number of different policies that the athletics department has brought to us related to a variety of different areas also indicated on the report. Some of those due to some emergency situations and – but it is, I think, going to represent some of the continued activity of what we do with the athletics department. The last highlight that I want to point out is that we were given a recommendation from – by the Coalition of Intercollegiate Athletics to consider at our last meeting. It came just before we left, and it had to do with the reorganization of division one schools – potential reorganization of some of their commentary on that discussion. We have not yet discussed this in the committee, but I did distribute it to the committee and we will do that in our next meeting. So we are paying attention to what the Coalition is recommending. I have spoken with Herb ahead of time, and he said he didn’t have any comments to make. So in that case I’ll hand it over directly to Athletics Director Fred Glass.
GLASS: Thanks David. Thank you to the BFC for this opportunity to be with you this afternoon. I will try to be fairly brief, noting the lateness of the hour, but also we want the opportunity –
I’d rather talk about what you guys want to talk about, than what I want to talk about. So I’ll try
to set the table and then I’d be eager for questions and comments. We really appreciate our relationship with the BFC first through your Athletics Committee, we meet monthly and find those meetings to be extremely useful, and then we have our annual meeting with the executive leadership of the BFC and then these annual meetings, and we appreciate the opportunity to stay connected. As you’ll see it is one of our priorities to be connected with the university, and be part of something bigger than ourselves, and this helps us do that.  I’d also just like to note, just for fun, that I appreciated Elinor Ostrom’s tribute. I actually – I was a – I graduated from IU in ’81, I was a political science major.  And I took her husband’s, Vincent’s, a couple of classes from him, and so they were sort of special to me. We try to organize everything we do in the athletic department around our four priorities, and some of you have heard this before but, I firmly believe that if you don’t have very well established priorities that you talk about and express all the time, then everybody else’s priorities sort of become your priorities as the urgent displaces the important. And so whether we’re evaluating coaches,
hiring coaches, evaluating staff, setting our schedules, we really try to keep our four priorities in
mind, and that’s how we feel like we’ve been in some ways healing, and in some ways rebuilding the athletics department. So I’d like to share a little bit about what we’ve been doing in those areas. I should probably tell you what the four priorities are first. The four priorities are number one, you want to play by the rules. I’m here because of a compliance problem in the athletic department. Number one before everything else needs to be following the rules. Number two, we want to achieve academically. That means we want our kids to go to class, we want them to graduate. We want to be excellent athletically, we want to win – we
want to win championships, conference championships, national championships, individual team championships. Then finally, as I’ve foreshadowed, we want to be a part of something bigger than ourselves. We want to be better integrated with the university. And so we try to organize everything we do around those four things. We really feel like we’re making progress. It always starts with people, so in our compliance area the best recruit I’ve ever recruited was Julie Cromer from the NCAA. She’s a nationally recognized leader not only in compliance
issues, but athletic administration more generally. She came to us again from the NCAA, last
year, she won the Frank Kara leadership, recognizes the top compliance official in the – in all intercollegiate athletics in the country. We also hired, as David mentioned, Kris Fowler, a well- recognized compliance professional from the University of Kansas. We’ve hired more compliance staff in our department and I – that’s not the funnest thing to do. You know, I mean I’d rather be hiring people that are teaching kids to weight train, and tape ankles, and be doctors, and be – care – direct care of the student athletes, but if I’m going to come here and tell the president that we’re focused on playing by the rules, and our budget has to reflect
those priorities. And so we have added staff in our compliance office. We’re prob – depending
on how you count – we’re the first or second largest compliance staff in the Big Ten. And while we try real hard not to compartmentalize the responsibility for compliance in that area, I do think you have to have a robust compliance function in your organization if you’re seriously making that your number one priority, so we have done that. We’ve invited internal and external audits alike of our compliance function. We’ve hired national groups that kind of know the next thing that’s coming, or where people are traditionally soft and endorsed, and adopted, implemented their recommendations. We’ve hired IU’s internal audit function to come in and target areas that we think we may need some help on – pardon the syntax – and bring – and implement those recommendations. I think we’re on our fourth such audit, and we’ve – we’ve implemented all the recommendations that have been provided to us.  Every month our
coaches meet with our compliance staff in a mandatory meeting on compliance issues. I attend those meetings to underscore their importance. We keep, we take role, we expect our coaches to always be there. We had one this morning as a matter of fact, and Kurt attends those as well as our faculty athletics representative. Importantly, I meet, in my view – I mean I think it’s important – I meet personally every week with our two top compliance officers in our department, Kris and Julie because I think it’s very important that the leadership is engaged in issues that emerge, and that we sort of know what’s coming and not kind off and all pango pango as things are happening and all of a sudden it blows up, and you haven’t heard anything about it – haven’t had a chance to positively impact that. So we take very seriously playing by the rules. That’s our number one priority. Our second priority – achieving academically. Again, what people –  Kelly Noonan is a fabulous leader in that area, a former student athlete played soccer at Tulsa, was an academic advisor, so she’s been on the front line with these kids, and now I think is a senior administrator in the department. She does a great job leading that area.
We have a new, I still consider fairly new, academic center. The Shuel Academic Center is one of the largest in the Big Ten. We went from about 2,000 square feet in Assembly Hall, which was an absolute embarrassment in terms of an academic center – it really wasn’t even worthy of
the moniker, to about 28,000 square feet, and all the latest bells and whistles. And I suppose
not surprisingly, an unintended but happy consequence of moving in that building has been that our tutoring budget has doubled as our kids are coming into the building wanting more services, and so it’s a fiscal challenge, but in terms of our priorities it’s terrific. In addition to increasing our tutoring budget we’ve increased our summer school budget, we’ve increased our fifth year aid budget, we’ve been more intentional in our advising of the student athletes to get them in and out in four years. And it was a lot of reasons why they may not be in four years, especially student teaching in the Education School, or frankly eligibility issues, or so forth. But my perception is we’re kind of a, hey five years is pretty good, and if you take twelve hours that’s okay. And we’re really trying to be more like no, the presumption is you’re going to take fifteen a semester and you’re going to get out in four years unless you can show us a reason
why that ought not be the case. And we’re getting our kids through I believe at a more rapid
rate. Number three, how do we excel athletically? And I’ve said it to this group before and I say it everywhere we go, it really comes down to the coaches. All the other stuff’s important – and it really is important –  but it’s about people, it’s about coaches, it’s about leadership. And I’ve quoted Wells before when he said, “It’s the faculty that makes a university famous.” And our coaches are our faculty, and so just like Wells put a priority I think on faculty over pretty much everything else, even though he did a lot of other things, we do too. We’re doing a lot of other things, but identifying and retaining top quality coaches is the number one way to be excellent athletically. We’re doing other things too we’re – we’re improving our facilities. I think it’s been a very student athlete centered development. We’re not building new administrative offices over there, we’re – we built or renovated twenty of our twenty-four sports’ locker rooms. That sounds really pedestrian and basic, but it’s where they live every day, literally and figuratively, and they were really – a lot of them were really nasty. And I’m pleased that we’ve done all of that. Our dollars on facilities have been focused on competition and practice venues for our student athletes. And all of our twenty-four sports have been touched by that.  The – this is something our football coach brought to us and it’s really been terrific, we have a full time – he brought the idea he didn’t bring the nutritionist – but we have a full time sports nutritionist. We’re one of a handful of schools in the country whose athletic department has that. Amy Freel, she’s a dynamo. She’s not only improved the way we feed our kids at the training table, but she’s – she’s so connected with the kids. When the volleyball players move out of the, as an example, out of the dormitory and into an apartment she’ll physically take them to the – to the grocery store show them how to shop for nutritious stuff, go into their kitchen and say okay while you’ve got these utensils you need this and that.  And it’s a real hands on thing, and these kids are really fueling their bodies, and it’s amazing the
difference between sort of pre-Amy Freel and post-Amy Freel. But the way our student
athletes feel about themselves and are prepared for the rigorous performance expectations we put on them. We’ve added athletic trainers, we’ve added strength conditioning coaches, and
so a lot of our investments in people have been beyond compliance staff to folks who are
actually interacting directly with our student athletes. Our fourth priority, being integrated with the university, and I love that one because, you know, I can come here and polish my halo and say aren’t I good I want to be integrated with the university. But the reality is, it’s really a selfish thing because as you – you all know, the university has such amazing resources. It’s shame on us if we don’t, as a unit, take advantage of that to leverage our ability to pursue our core missions, and so we’ve done that in a variety of ways. For example, we – when I got here we pretty – we had pretty high level executive administration in areas like IT, HR, facilities, and to me that was just kind of silly because we’ve got all those abilities right on campus, and so we have some people who work on that on our athletics campus, but really rely more on a campus which enables us to be more efficient, get better service, and spend less money. The president was kind of enough to make me a vice president when he hired me as well as an athletic director. The biggest benefit of that is I go to the monthly cabinet meetings with the president, and other vice presidents and deans, which really helps me know more of what’s going on on campus. I think that enables us to be more integrated with the university as well. We have regular meetings, as I said, with the faculty Athletics Committee, you know annually with the BFC and its Executive Committee. We meet regularly with the Foundation and the Alumni Association. I think we’re – we need to be closely integrated with those other kind of auxiliary organizations. I really enjoy every semester. I meet with the leaders of all the student groups on campus. That’s been really enjoyable – I think established a connection. And then at least once a semester, I just try and go out and be with regular students. And I – I used to like announce that I was going to be somewhere, and they could like absolutely not care less about that.  So I just try to go where they are, so go to the library, or to Gresham, or go somewhere and just sit down and start talking to them. And I love that, and you know we usually come
back with some nuggets from that as well. Beyond sort of the facilities – or the administrative
stuff like IT, HR and so forth, I think – I know, we’re very connected with substantive academic units. So for example, we’ve worked with the Kelley School of Business on a number of things including how do we improve the game day experience, and essentially hiring some kids out of the consulting academy to provide us consultant services on that issue. We’ve worked with the J-School to help us on new media kinds of issues. We’ve worked with, we work very closely with the Jacobs School of Music on – with the band, and the Red Steppers, and game day atmosphere and all that sort of stuff. So they’ve been great partners of ours. I’m going to talk real briefly about our openness and teamwork initiative that we’ve been working on with university HR.  So, you know when you’re in a role like mine you see things go wrong other places and you’re just like – okay, how can I learn from that? Because it’s not smugly, ‘well it
could never happen here.’ It’s there but for the grace of God go I. In the last, you know several months, couple years, we had that thing at Ohio State where there were all these issues supposedly about cars and tattoos and benefits, and this and that, and that seemed pretty bad, and the head coach lost his job.  And that was not good. And then – and then the next really
big one was the University of Miami, which I couldn’t believe how bad that was. A rogue benefactor doing – giving outlandish things to these kids and gambling, and yachts. And it – it was gross. And I thought well it can never be worse than that, and then Penn State happens, and nothing can be worse than that. And I’m not smart enough to know what the next bad thing’s going to be, but to me the commonality among all those things is that – is that people knew and didn’t say. They either didn’t think the leaders wanted to know, or they thought the leaders already knew, or they thought they didn’t have the shot messenger, or something, but they – they didn’t raise the red flag when they probably should’ve. And we’re trying to create an environment where people feel, not only that they’re allowed to tell, or say, or observe, or raise a concern, but it’s their responsibility to do so.  And we’ve worked with Deb Dunbar in university HR, who’s been awesome, and we really have a multi–level plan.  I’ll tell you more about if you’re interested. But I really think it helps inculcate the value that, you know, everybody has a responsibility to raise these kinds of issues and I think that’s – if there’s any kind of special sauce on getting out in front of those things, I think that’s it.  Because we have, you know, about 300 full time employees. We have, you know, 60 coaches, there’s just a lot of people who – who should know when those things are happening. So that’s been a big part of being more integrated with the university, and we appreciate the university’s support in that. So, those are all kinds of inputs though. When I worked – when I got out of law school, at the Indianapolis campus of the university law school, I worked for Judge Dylan who was this unbelievably awesome Federal District Court Judge, right out of central casting with his big old eyebrows and grey hair, and curmudgeonly attitude, but I would lay out these awesome arguments to him and he’d – his response would be, you know, “So what?”  And then I’d tell him something else and he’d say, “So what?”  And that was such a great vehicle because I
would be, ‘Well, yeah that is kind of so what. I guess I need to explain this next thing.’ So when I
tell people all these inputs I hope people think, well that’s fine but kind of so what because we’re in the outcome business. And I think we’re starting to see some outcomes that I think are attributable, at least in part, I think in significant part, to some of those inputs that I – that I’ve been describing to you. So – so briefly an overview of last year’s outputs if you will; men’s soccer wins its eighth national championship; our coach is National Coach of the Year, who is the first person I hired by the way; and our – one of our players was the Conference Player of the Year; men’s basketball, you’ll pretty much know that story; conference champion for the first time since 1993, back to back Sweet 16 appearance for the first time since 1994, National Player of the Year, Victor Oladipo, as identified by the Sporting News; first time since 1965 that
we had two Academic All-Americans from our basketball program, set a new attendance record
in Assembly Hall, which that’s pretty cool if you think about all the great teams and all the great basketball that’s been in there. Last year we set the record for attendance; baseball, conference champion, first outright conference championship since 1932 when Herman Wells was dean of the business school. We were returning champions as well, went to the College World Series for the first time, first Big Ten school to go to the College World Series since 1984, Tracy Smith was National Coach of the Year as well as the Conference Coach of the Year, we
had the Pitcher of the Year. Track and field, our guy Derek Drouin wins five national
championships in high jump during his career at IU, first man to ever do that, and I say man deliberately. A woman, maybe predictably, has beat him to it, has won six, but he’s the only man to ever do that.  He was the Conference and National Field Athlete of the Year; he won the Jesse Owens Award for the best male athlete in the Big Ten, which hadn’t been done by an IU student since Anthony Thompson did it in 1990. We had the individual cross country champion, the individual Cross Country Conference Runner of the Year, finished top ten in the men’s
indoor track and field. So track and field, a great legacy at Indiana, is back in my estimation.
Swimming and diving we finished in the top ten– the men finished in the top ten nationally for the first time in thirty-three years. The women were just a tick out at number eleven. We had the Big Ten Swimmer of the Year and Big Ten Diver of the Year, and the Big Ten Diving Coach of the Year. Swimming and diving obviously a great legacy that I think is – is getting back. Water polo we had the coach of the year in their conference, finished top ten nationally. Men’s golf, women’s golf, women’s tennis all were in post-season play.  I usually don’t like to talk about finishing second about anything, but our men’s overall program finished second in the Capital One Cup standings, which is a really big deal. It measures – it is a measurement of the overall quality of your men’s program and your women’s program. We finished one point out of first place and finished second in that, which I think is extraordinary for – for us to have that kind of a quality program. I mentioned the two national coaches of the year, for the first time in the history of this school we had two national coaches of the year in the same year. I think that’s amazing given all the amazing coaches that have been at Indiana. For this to be the first that we’ve had two national in the first year, I think is noteworthy. We had more student athlete players of the year, than any other school in the conference, especially for an athletic department that has the smallest budget on a per sport basis of any school in our conference.
For us to produce more players of the year, I think is noteworthy. Fifteen of our programs were
in post-season play, eight finished in the top fifteen in the country. We had 54 All-Americans and 22 individual champions. Academically, our average team GPA continues to go up, it’s a
3.15.  Eleven of our teams had a perfect APR score. The APR score is the NCAA’s metric to measure in the short run basically your graduation rate in the long run.  And I actually like it better than graduation rates because they tend to trail the current situation by so many years. They’re useful, but they have some questionable utility in terms of measuring where you are immediately, and eleven of our twenty-four sports had perfect APR scores, again the shorthand
measurement of how you’re proceeding toward graduation. The NCAA has this thing called the Public Recognition Award, and they give it to the programs that are the absolute best based on the APR in their individual sports, and we won four of those this year and they were for men’s golf, women’s tennis, men’s basketball, and men’s soccer. So golf and tennis qualify for NCAA post-season, we just talked about men’s basketballs great showing, and then our national champions in soccer. So I think it’s a really neat demonstration of how I think we’re getting it done both in the classroom and on the pitch, in the field, in the pool, on the course, and so
forth at the highest level. 236 of our kids were Academic All-Big Ten, 55 are distinguished scholars, that’s the most in the conference. And distinguished scholars are kids who are – they’re good athletically, they have to be a letter wearer, and then they have a 3.7 GPA, so they’re really getting it done in both ways. And then we – we like to think we’re a good member of the community, we had about 3,000 hours of community service through our – through our programs.
Then just in closing I’d like to talk a little bit about where we are fiscally, that I think is of interest to this group. And I think everybody knows this, but I like to always emphasize this. We pay for all scholarships costs for all of our student athletes who are on grant and aid. So books, fees, labs, tuition – in state or out of state depending on which they are – room and board, we pay all of that. We don’t get a discount, we don’t get a waiver, it’s not on the payment plan, I’d say we’re not only not a drain on the academic side of the house, but we are probably the university’s best customer. We write a $12 million dollar check for all that stuff every year, and it’s – it’s not over time, and it’s not borrowed, we pay that up front. We get no student fees, as it should be. We get no special university subsidy which as it should be. We get no tax payer money which is as it should be. I’m not here to say we should get any of that stuff. I don’t think we should, but it’s – but it’s challenging to pay to that bill year in and year out, especially when the out of state tuition is going up. So the legislature is increasingly – that’s wrong – the = legislature is giving us less and less money, and we want to keep an IU education affordable, especially for kids from Indiana and especially for kids who are academically outstanding, and I think the university does a really good job of that.  Sometimes it’s the out of state – out of staters who are paying the most and a lot of our grant and aid go to out of state kids. So if you look at our annual costs for our scholarship bill it looks like a hockey stick going up like that.
One of our challenges is to pay that, you know without the support that some other universities enjoy. USA Today does this every, last year when they did their evaluation of fiscal status of various athletic departments through the country, we were identified as one of only twenty- three schools in the country that are financially self-sufficient, that essentially finished in the black without – which is the money that comes out of the department. And most of our – most of the schools that are in that group are frankly schools that have gigantic football stadiums
that they fill full every week, and we don’t have a gigantic football stadium and we don’t fill it
every week, and so I’m frankly particularly proud that we’re able to watch the bottom line fiscally, make sure that – that we stay in the black, we don’t become a drain on the university. And frankly I’ve kind of wedged that in as playing by the rules. We consider that one of the ways we play by the rules. We’re financially self-sufficient. So that was a lot fairly quickly but hopefully it gives you some sense of what we feel like we’re doing in athletics, and I’m really here to hear any questions or comments anyone might have.
ROBEL: Thank you so much Fred. Can I open it up for questions, Brad?
LEVINSON: Well, thank you, and congratulations, especially on the Capital One Cup. Very close second place in light of the academic excellence you continue to maintain, certainly a class act, and it makes me proud to be on the faculty. I just had a question either for you, or for – maybe about the committee’s involvement in hiring and possibly firing decisions. There’s a note here about how members of the personnel subcommittee participate in several key personal decisions, including the hiring of the women’s soccer coach. I’m just curious, to the degree that it’s permissible, if you can enlighten us about what in fact is the role of the – of the Athletics Committee or any faculty representative on hiring and firing decisions? Is there always a search committee on the – are they always brought in? Or are there certain decisions that are sort of ultimately yours to make, or you along with a small cadre…. I’m just sort of curious about the degree of faculty involvement in those decisions?
GLASS: Let me give a little bit at least from my perspective, and then I’ll see if these guys want to file a minority report on that, or have a different perspective. There is a personnel subcommittee of the faculty Athletics Committee. We meet on a not so frequent, but regular basis with all the senior administrators so we can update them on things maybe coming around the bend. And it’s a very trusted relationship because we’re sharing with them things that we might see downstream either longer term, or mid– term, and those sorts of things. So we try to keep them abreast of those issues, and then before we actually make a change, we consult with the personnel committee and make sure they’re aware of that. We also, I’d like to think and these guys can speak for themselves, but we have a very inclusive process on our – on our
hiring of coaches, and we have faculty members on it. Kurt’s always on it. We have other
coaches on it. We have staff on it, and Julie used to say it wasn’t unlike some of the faculty processes for hiring of faculty. We take that very, very seriously, because frankly we think that they are our faculty and our best way to be successful in our athletic program. Why don’t I switch to David here?
DALEKE: In the report that we gave there’s a link to the faculty or to the university Athletics
Committee policy that was last amended in fact, to add stipulations about the creation of a
personnel subcommittee and so what Fred just described is what – what we’ve been following. As you might imagine, some of these decisions have to be made very quickly and swiftly, and so
– and have to be done with of course a high degree of confidentiality, and I think that Fred has created a conversation system where the faculty have met towards the end of some of those high level search processes, but still yet consulted before final decisions were made, and I think that’s really the essence.
ZORN: And if I can add, David’s as he said relatively new, and as chair of the committee in my two plus years as FAR, the way things go whenever there’s a personnel change is that Fred will contact both me and the president and let them know right away what he’s thinking and ask for input. So if it’s letting somebody go, for example, he will ask for counsel, and then indeed in
the searches that have occurred since I’ve been FAR have been handled a lot like faculty
searches. We don’t necessarily get involved as faculty representatives in the initial search for candidates but that makes sense to me, because I don’t get involved looking for political scientists. I’ll get involved looking for economists, right? Because I understand the field. But when it comes down to bringing people to campus, or even the step before that doing some initial screening, we’ve been involved both the pers – representatives in the personnel subcommittee, the chair of the committee and the FAR.  So it’s been a very open and inclusive process.
TERRY: Some months ago there were stories in the New York Times focusing on the impact of ESPN on scheduling, and that caught the attention of some former members of this Council who wrote to Jim, to me, to others, and I promised them that when the time came I’d ask how
–  how we’re doing with that.  What efforts are we making to influence, or reduce the influence, of ESPN or others and their desires to get more and more events, more and more evenings of the week, which may run contrary to our interests and students doing well academically?
LEVINSON: Thank you.
ZORN: So I’m going to start with that as FAR because one of the things my group in the Big Ten, the faculty athletics rep talk about a lot is missed class time, and you know, we have the Big Ten network which is very, very successful and is a model for other conferences with regard to media. And there are – there is very honestly a tug for more competition, specifically in the week with what we call the Olympic sports, not basketball and not football, and at least in the Big Ten I can – I can assure you that the FARs are carefully asking questions and putting up road blocks because ultimately in the Big Ten we have veto power, believe it or not, and we haven’t exercised that a lot because, you know, what you do is you negotiate and you talk but the – I
think the bottom line is at least with regard to the Big Ten network and even some of the pressures from outside CBS, ESPN, whatever it may be, there is a high degree of discussion and consultation and the faculty are directly involved in that. And we’re realistic enough to know you have to give a little, but we stay very close to our principles with regard to missed class time.  I think it’s safe to say that eleven of the twelve institutions currently in the Big Ten, have missed class times; there is one that doesn’t which sounds a little strange. But we have a limit, so here at Bloomington, we have eight missed class days per semester. That may sound like a lot but when you get down to it, we don’t come close to most sports to missing that many. And that’s before you have to file for a waiver, so I guess the bottom line is Herb, or Mr. President, that – that indeed there are a lot of eyes on that issue. And I think Fred can probably talk a
little bit more about that.  No? Okay.
ROBEL: Well David and Kurt thanks for your service on this committee and as athletic representative of the faculty. And Fred, thanks for making us proud. [Applause]. I believe we may stand adjourned.
MEETING ADJOURNED: 5:29PM


