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AGENDA ITEM #1: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS

(Professor Robert Eno)
BREHM:  I think I’d like to call the Council to order, if it’s ever possible to call the BFC to order in any event, that may be an oxymoron right? So we will start of course with comments from Bob Eno and the Agenda Committee business.
ENO:  I’d like to start out the New Year by wishing you all a happy new year. We have some new members I’d like to introduce. First of all I would like to introduce Walt Gantz, whom I see sitting near the clock, below the clock, from Telecommunications and who’s going to be on the Council this spring.  I’m not sure if Kelly Mix is here yet; Kelly’s going to be returning to the Council this spring.  Matt Hottell is the new moderator of the GPSO and will be replacing Rachel Anderson will be a regular member now of the Council.  All of these are new members for the spring.  
In addition to that I’d like to note also that Michael McRobbie is here with us today. He’s the alternate for George Walker, whom as I’m sure you’re all aware has not been able to be with us for some time because he spends most of time out in California.  Michael is coming now as an alternate for George and he is going to be spending much more time with us in the spring and fulfilling that Research, and for now Research and Graduate School role on the Council.  
As everybody, I think, is aware, today we are going to be spending a lot of time talking about one of my favorite topics, PeopleSoft Software. (Laughter)  It’s important I think as we go through today to bear in mind why we are doing this.  We are doing it really for two reasons, really.  There are some questions people have, people are unsettled about PeopleSoft; we’re all unsettled about PeopleSoft.  All of us to varying degrees, but most important is that we are going to be asked to make some critical decisions about whether or not we want to accommodate PeopleSoft by changing policy or not to do that.  And to be able to make those decisions well we need to be grounded in what the project is about, what these sorts of decisions involve, what sort of preparatory work lies behind the proposals that come to us so that we feel that we’re capable of making good decisions, or as good as possible, on these matters.  Today is really a prep session where we are getting ourselves ready to move pretty fast because we’re going to be on a tight timeline and we’ll be talking about that later.

We have reserved half an hour starting at 5 o’clock today to talk about the strategic planning process and Fred Cate will be visiting us to talk about that.  As I’m sure you all know, we have a Thursday forum, BFC sponsored along with the Strategic Planning Committee, a forum that’s scheduled in the Moot Courtroom to get more feedback from people about the draft that is posted on the web and to make sure that people feel they have had an adequate chance to digest the draft and to respond to it.  We have sent out messages not only to you on the Council but to all Bloomington faculty, to all professional staff, to all graduate students and to all undergraduate students.  So, we’ve invited about 40,000 people to come to the Moot Courtroom. (Laughter)  The seating is a little bit smaller than that.  The last time that a comparable number were invited I think was for the RCM Review Committee, which was held in Whittenberger Auditorium. If I remember, one person came.  That’s what I’m told. (Laughter)  I wasn’t the person, so I don’t know. (Laughter)  So we’re going to swim between the extremes, I expect.  Thursday we will meet at this time in the Moot Courtroom and I hope that BFC members will come.  Those are all the things I want to touch on for now so that we can get to the PeopleSoft matters as soon as possible.
AGENDA ITEM #2: PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS

(Chancellor Sharon Brehm)
BREHM:  Then I shall be brief.  I was thinking as I was walking over here what I would tell you today.  Obviously there are things that are going on that are very important. We’ll hear about PeopleSoft and strategic planning, and then Arts Week starts at the end of this week and I hope you will all come to the opening festivities when I will also make an announcement about the “One for Diversity” fund, which is, I think, a very important fundraiser for the campus.  So I invite you to find out about that and if, by chance you miss that opening, we will have information about the “One for Diversity” Fund on the website.  And probably the next time we meet I will tell you some more about that, I don’t want scoop my own announcement.

The other thing I thought I would just mention to you is that last week I was in Texas. We did four cities, meaning four alumni clubs, in four days.  That meant you get up in the morning, you pack your suitcase, you go to the plane, you hop on the plane, you go to a city, you unpack your suitcase, you do your gig, you get up the next morning…it was quite something. But what was very striking to me and also Ken Beckley, the President of the Alumni Association that was with our small group, was that how interested our alumni are in the academic achievements of the faculty, the students, and of the programs.  In four cities, four events, we received maybe—none of us are actually sure whether we had even received one—but let’s say that we received one question on athletics.  Everything else had to do with what is going on at the university, what are the students doing, what are the faculty doing, what are the major interests.  I think sometimes we have this view that the alumni only care about athletics.  And at least I can assure you that is not entirely true.  There may be some for whom athletics is their major connection to campus, but there are many who really care about other things deeply.

The other point that I would make to you is that our alumni, particularly in Texas, we want to encourage some of our other alumni clubs to do this, do a wonderful thing for us: they recruit outstanding young students to come to Indiana University Bloomington.  And this is something they are very—I mean the Dallas club last year recruited 31 students, first year, last year, to come from Dallas. That’s just Dallas, one city. This year, they think it will be in the fifties.  So our alumni are really out there in the field, they’re interested in our accomplishments, they promote our accomplishments, and they send us outstanding students.  So it was a good trip and really gave me a lot of faith and confidence in our alumni.  So I thought you’d like to hear about that. 
AGENDA ITEM #3:  QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD
(Chancellor Sharon Brehm and Professor Robert Eno)
BREHM:  Questions or comments?  Yes, Mike.
MORGAN:  They didn’t ask about athletics because they already know. (Laughter)  They did ask about academics because they don’t and they’re from Texas. (Laughter)

BREHM:  Now, Mike…

MORGAN:  My in-laws live there, I know. (Laughter)  
BREHM: But did they come to the club event?

MORGAN: It wasn’t an athletic event. (Laughter)

AGENDA ITEM #4:  PEOPLESOFT CONVERSION AND ACADEMIC POLICIES
(Professors Don Hossler, Becky Porter; Ms. Norma Holland; Ms. Laurie Sullivan;

Mr. Roland Cote; Mr. Mark McConahy)

BREHM:  I think we’re all eager to move to the PeopleSoft conversation, and we have lots of people here.  Norma’s going to start for us, the point person.  Norma Holland who is the Associate Vice President for University Information Systems.

HOLLAND:  Alright, Don Hossler and I will be doing the presentation today, and we have the other people that you see on the agenda here to help answer and facilitate questions that I am sure you will have.  I would like to say just reiterate what Bob said.  We want to give you a status and some background on the Student Information System and also talk a bit about the Student Enrollment Services organization, which will be supporting the Student Information System in production and already is.  We want to discuss how we can address the academic policy and functionality gaps that we find in the software, in the PeopleSoft software, and then talk about faculty involvement in the decision-making process as we move through the implementation.
I’m going to just start with a brief background and history of the Student Information System and the SES. I know some of you know this from previous presentations, but perhaps some of you are new.  The student system that we have now, our Legacy system, is about 25 years old, 20 years old, 25 years old.  And in 1997-98 we began to make plans for a new Student Information System.  The strategic charter mentioned this and we looked at reviewing should we build in-house or should we take a look at what vendors are out there and buy a package. We did presentations to this group, to the University Faculty Council, to the IUPUI Faculty Council, and the regional campuses during this review period.  And PeopleSoft was recommended as the package of choice.  The functional unit that was leading that recommended this; the technology unit endorsed it as being something that we could support in-house.  Also six of the Big Ten/CIC institutions already had adopted and implemented, in various stages, PeopleSoft.  Interestingly enough, Purdue at the time decided to build a student information system but now they are on the path to buy a system.  I am talking to people at Purdue and they are looking at the vendors right now for a student information system.
SCT was another vendor that did not meet the technology requirements at the time.  No major institution, certainly no institution of our size had SCT; some smaller schools did at the time.  And Indiana University had already acquired the human resource management system in PeopleSoft.  So this SIS plan was presented to the Board of Trustees in December of 1998 and they endorsed that plan.  They also reaffirmed it in 2001 with some enhancements and refinements.  I might mention that the Information Technology Strategic Plan and the University Information Systems area had a number of systems to be implemented and the Student System is the last of those.  We have been successful in implementing the Library system, OnCourse, Electronic Research Administration, the Information Environment, the Human Resource System most recently, and others.  Don will speak more of the Student Enrollment Services organization in a moment.
You have in your handouts there a copy of a timeline.  This is not detailed.  If you are interested in more of the detail, I put the website down there and you can certainly see a lot more detail on that. But I just want to go through some of the high-level activities that are going to be happening.  We have already implemented part of the Student Information System, and that is the admissions module.  Part of that was implemented in October of 2000, and the second phase of Admission in October of 2001.  We still have some outstanding issues to be addressed in the admissions area, and we will be doing so. On the high-level summary here we will be implementing in phases starting this coming July 2003 and going through December 2004.  The functionality within PeopleSoft will be phased in.  We are targeting fall of 2004.  The functionality will be phased in as needed throughout the academic calendar year as the student needs those services.  The high-level activities, if you can follow this I’m just going to mention a few, this summer and fall we will be building the course catalog and the schedule of classes in PeopleSoft; and next spring, if you look at March, April of next spring a little over a year from now, we will be beginning advising for students for the fall registration term.  We will be registering students in spring of 2004 for fall of 2004.  That summer, summer of 2004, we will be assessing fees; we will be disbursing financial aid.  In the fall class rosters, classes will start we will do the drop and add, refunds, all from the new system.  We will produce grades, transcripts, enrollment certification reports, and other needed reports in that fall timeframe.  Once we begin this phased implementation, we cannot easily go back, so we need to keep moving.  We will have some contingency plans, but we plan to not have any huge problems that we can’t keep moving forward. Actually, one of the reasons that we are doing a phased implementation and that we’re not implementing everything all at once is that it’s really less risk overall in terms of what could go wrong we can address things in more modular ways. 
So policy decisions do need to be made in these areas as we begin phasing in these modules.  The project team needs to plan for this 18-month phase-in period.  They are planning to put together what they’re calling a “preliminary scope” document.  And that scope document will detail all the customizations that are needed.  They want to do this by the end of next month, at least the preliminary document.  And Don will talk to you in a minute about how we are working with the various faculty groups to accomplish this.  The team will move quickly into design and development activities.  We can do some minor tweaking once we get going but we really want to start with a complete scope document and understand what academic policy changes that we need to accommodate as early as we can.  The team needs to know this so that they can make sure that they are going to meet this implementation deadline, which is extremely tight.  Are there any questions on this timeline?
SENCHUK:  I was wondering what you meant by the suggestion that at a certain point there was no turning back. What does that mean?

HOLLAND:  Well it means that once we get going we are not planning to build interfaces to the old Legacy systems, that’s very costly. So once we start moving we plan to complete each module on schedule as planned.  Now we do have some contingencies if things go drastically wrong but we’re not, we certainly don’t anticipate that happening. 
SENCHUK:  Contingencies of the sort to go back to the Legacy program?

HOLLAND: Well, I don’t know do you want to say anything bout that? 

SULLIVAN: The team right now is looking at contingency plans.  So for example, in our phased implementation strategy, we have approximately seven to nine different milestones within that overall timeline.  If we get down the path and say we’re in the fourth milestone and suddenly we run into major problems then somehow we will have to go back to the Legacy student systems and become operational in that environment. The details of this plan, or this contingency planning is just starting to happen right now so I don’t have real specific information for you. 
ENO:  Just to clarify on the timeline, Norma, the end of this timeline in 12/04 is the time when we plan to turn off the mainframe that supports the legacy systems, am I right?
HOLLAND:  Well we probably won’t turn it off December 31st, we’ll probably leave it on for several months and there are other systems there that we need to retire as well. But on 12/04 all students will be in the new Student Information System.  That is not to say we are done with the Student Information System, there will be enhancements ongoing after the initial implementation in December 2004.  But the mainframe we plan to have definitely retired within the six months following the Student Information System implementation. 
ENO:  At that point, there is no turning back to Legacy?

HOLLAND:  No.

MORGAN:  In order for us to cooperate in the best possible way and participate in the best possible way, we not only need to know when a module is going to be actually implemented, but we need to know when for each of the academic-sensitive issues that module is going to be initiated. And sufficient time before that time of initiation for relevant information: costs and advantages and whatever to be evaluated and presented to us for discussion and deliberation. Now, is that material that we’re going to receive today? That is a list of the initiation times for each and every one of the academic sensitive areas relevant to any given modules so that we can have sufficient time to discuss it before the implementation process begins?

HOLLAND: Do you want to address that?
HOSSLER:  Let me contextualize that a little bit, Mike.  Actually although there certainly are and there will be some important academic issues will arise, the vast majority of the decisions don’t touch on the academic side of things. So yes we have, I mean, given the duration of the time we have we have not built into this to go over each one of those in an item by item fashion. But we have a list of those, certainly are prepared whenever we get to that part of the discussion to talk about some of them. I don’t know where the right balance is here. I don’t know if anyone in the group does because we could spend this entire hour, remaining hour on just one of them. But yes? 

MORGAN:  The answer Don is today, tomorrow, the next day a list of all the initiation dates for all the relevant work, relevant for all of the academically sensitive areas that this body needs to deliberate about. That’s what we need. And then in advance of those dates we need sufficient time with all the relevant information: costs, disadvantages and whatever, so that we can intelligently deliberate about whether to request that they be initiated or, a special option, or whether it simply be dropped. Otherwise, we can’t make an intelligent decision. Now I hesitate to use the word we, I have been criticized for that before…
LION:  I was about to do it again. (Laughter)
MORGAN:  Some of us need, in order to make an intelligent decision, the kind of information that any deliberative body would like in order to make an intelligent decision.

BREHM:  Mike, I’m going to pick up on the word you used, which was “relevant”.  That it seems to me to be the word that needs to be defined. That is, what is relevant for this body of people?  There are obviously operational decisions that are going to be made all the time that I would not view as relevant to this body.  If they are relevant, we are going to be here for the next 20 years talking about this.  So I think it’s drawing that line that really is the issue. 
MORGAN:  It’s obvious; we have a document here that says “Academic Priority Issues in the PeopleSoft Conversion Program”.  When it was presented to us, we were told that it wasn’t necessarily complete.  Of course we’re not talking about operational matters.

BREHM: Mike, would you let Don respond please? Thank you.

HOSSLER:  The issue of who the “we” is not trivial in all of this because it’s not just the Bloomington campus.  Many of the, it depends on which policies we have, many of the policies are similar or are the same across all the campuses but they are not all the same. I don’t remember exactly, but approximately a year or year and a half ago, the UFC approved a body called the Academic Priorities Committee and that kind of the first part of this process.  To give you some context for this committee it was really patterned, conceptualized, to be somewhat similar to the Capital Priorities Committee on the Bloomington campus.  Now I underscore Bloomington campus because if I tried to use that analogy to describe how the committee would work on any other campuses, there would be no context.  So the Academic Priorities Committee is kind of the, except for things that affect a specific campus like GradPact, the Academic Priorities Committee is kind of the first point of discussion, kind of vetting this through. We are also trying to work with the Educational Policies Committee on the various campuses to alert them to that. So, it’s not so clean as to say that every issue will come exclusively to the Bloomington campus and be discussed by only the Bloomington campus for a deliberative decision to be made.  I am very aware that runs against the norms of a lot of things that have happened in the past. On the other hand, this is not the first time I have made note of this to this body.
HOLLAND:  Don, this might be a good time for you to just pick up on the decision-making process. It seems to flow well here if you want to do that we can adjust. 
HOSSLER:  I’ve got two graphics here that just try to explain conceptually how this works. If you turn to the one first that really looks like a wheel without many spokes in it.  I’ve not specifically plugged any decision in there because how this unfolds would depend upon the issue.  But there are a number of stakeholders so to speak in these decisions, and depending upon the issue, obviously influences which stakeholders get involved.  I’m going to start at the top and work my way around. The VP sponsors group is comprised of the Vice President for Academic Affairs, the Vice President for Long-Range Planning; obviously those are the Chancellors of the two large campuses. It involves the Vice President for Information Technology and Research, Michael McRobbie, and Judy Palmer, the Chief Financial Officer.  Most of the time what they are looking at more the general direction of the project: is it moving along on the timeline that’s been designed?  And how is it doing budgetarily?  Occasionally some issue comes up that is sufficient contentious and cuts across all campuses that they might get involved in decisions like that, although I don’t think that has happened to date.  
Then there’s an Executive Committee that is comprised of—and by the way I should make special introduction here of Becky Porter. Becky is a Professor in Indianapolis, she functions in a role similar to mine and she’s the former chair of the Faculty Council in Indianapolis and former co-chair of the University Faculty Council. Becky and I, it was Bill Plater; it was Bill Plater became the Interim Chancellor of the Indianapolis campus. Bill and I are the co-chairs of that committee. And then on that committee are representatives university administration, academic affairs, and administrative affairs primarily on the two large campuses.  Jack Tharpe, who is Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs at the Kokomo campus is a representative, represents the regional campuses. And I’ve left out the UITS representatives: Norma, Laurie, and the head of the SIS, the actual SIS project Sarah Chambers. 

That group kind of tries to manage the various issues that come through and determine which ones the executive committee can decide which tend to be the primarily administrative issues. A decision about who we’re going to handle something like the fact that some units on some campuses have courses for no credit for which students pay and some courses which have credit for which students don’t pay, and how we’re going to replicate those kinds of things in the Student System Environment. 

There is also a broader steering committee that involves all the campuses, which is primarily used as a communication tool.  Now on the smaller campuses it’s just the Chancellors, but on campuses as large as Bloomington and Indianapolis some of these decisions touch on the Deans in some ways that they have to be involved in the decisions. Let me give you an example of how a Chancellor or Dean might get involved in something. There may be something, and this does not tend to be true of the Bloomington campus, but there may be something on some of the smaller campuses that the Bursar’s really want on that campus. And the cost of that modification would cost each campus an amount of money where the Chancellor would simply step in and say that’s not important enough to me to want to pay those costs.

Finally, in the faculty area, you have faculty governance and the Academic Priorities Committee.  Issues that touch on the academic side like repeat rules, grade forgiveness policies that we’ve been spending a great deal of time on. Those things are discussed at some length and continue to be discussed at some length. The Academic Priorities Committee is charged with taking that information back to the UFC, and on this campus and I think Indianapolis in particular where I think faculty are more involved in these things—although the groups are not the same. We are making, certainly in the timeline that we have in front of us, I think it’s fair to say that some people might not feel like there’s enough timely consultation, but given the timelines and the costs of the project we’re making an effort to take issues to the Educational Policies Committee, certainly Dave Daleke has been not just reactive but proactive, as has Bob as they’ve seen issues they say this is one our strong advice to you is to make sure you take this to the Educational Policies Committee as well as just discussed in the Academic Priorities Committee. 

And so Mike, within that context, back to your question, there are thirteen issues right now that we consider academic, but they are not all policy issues. Example: how we’re going to handle midterm grade reports and deficiency notices, how we’re going to deal with something like how the faculty might enter grades in an electronic environment in PeopleSoft. Are those things faculty care about? Absolutely. Are those things that the BFC has taken a formal vote on? In many cases, no. So there will be a consultation process but in some of these areas where there are no formal faculty votes it will be much more consultation than prolonged discussions given the timeline. I think, I don’t know, I think I’ll stop there Becky. I don’t know if you want to add anything? You’ve been involved in a lot of…
PORTER:  I have been in my administrative position for 18 months.  So like many of you, I have been struggling to understand what is going on because I entered into the midst of this and I didn’t have all the background and I didn’t have the gradual process. And although I wish I had a Darth Vader pen because I understand that I’ve now crossed over to the dark side of administration after being a faculty member I haven’t had the pen that long that I don’t remember faculty concerns as we look at these initiatives. And I have to say I started off with the concern that I have heard expressed from several of you: are we at the point where we have some outside force that is impinging on what we as faculty have decided are appropriate policies?  One of the things that I have been impressed with as we’ve worked with the team that’s developing this, and remember that we have our functional folks, the people from the Registrar and the Bursar’s office that we’ve worked with so closely over the years in faculty policy, are on the team directing this; they have really gone about looking at how can we make this product do what the faculty want it to do? And some of the issues that started off looking like they were going to really make us pull out our hair, they have figured out ways to accommodate them. So you have to be really careful as you get incensed about an issue because if you wait another week and talk with the team, they’ve come up with a way to handle it. Recognize that this is moving along rather quickly, so the story changes and you have to be prepared for those updates.  The perspective that I come from and I sort of, I’ve been looking at the GPA related issues, and the perspective that I come from is what we are working on is trying to replicate the situation that’s in place now.  Now as we look at this, as we come up, I think there are some interesting questions that faculty might want to discuss.  But we really don’t have time for the faculty to go through the deliberative process, so if we can work on the good faith that what we should do is develop a system that allows us to put in place what we have now, that that’s the bargain that the faculty have made with the administrative side.  At the same time, as we have these issues kind of come to the surface that perhaps faculty will want to talk about, they can work on those issues within that deliberative process.  If things change then down the road when we get through this 18 month implementation, we will be in a position to make those responses.  But as much as possible, what would help us, is if the faculty indicated direction and be very careful about passing at a precisely worded policy statement because that kind of takes the room, the wiggle room away from us, and that on our side that the obligation that we have back to the faculty is to tell you when we’re going to run up to a problem and let you know how we intend to go around, go about solving that problem. So that’s kind of the perspective. If we get to the end of this and we have some time and you want to talk about some of the GPA related issues then I can address some of those.

BREHM: Eric had his hand up a while back. 

RASMUSEN:  You made some good remarks there.  And I’m trying to focus Mike’s comments a bit.  There are two things you should definitely try to tell us about—maybe one definitely.  First, we need to know about anything that would violate BFC policy like Grade Context Reports or Grade Distribution Reports which would disappear also and nobody quite realized it until maybe a week ago. And those we’d like to know quickly because we’re not going to suddenly say oh, get rid of those because you have to in four days. The second class are degradations of current quality that in your judgment faculty care about. Such as currently OnCourse has pictures of students in it, as of this semester, a wonderful thing. If there’s a sense that will disappear let us know because you want to know whether we value that or not. Then the third class, as you mentioned, that might be possible improvements over the current situation. I’m thinking of the obvious improvements like being able to upload your grades via a spreadsheet. And that’s a judgment call for you. Maybe not of us will notice or complain if that isn’t done but it might be something that would be a good opportunity to improve at this time.  So try to use us, especially for those last two things, as a sounding board, so you can find out what the faculty really value. GPAs for example, I’m sure we don’t really care about in the slightest. [LAUGHTER.]
HOSSLER:  There are at least two colleagues in this room right now who would come out on very different sides of that issue if we get into an extended—I can look at that end of the table and see that we would come out on very different sides of that discussion in this body alone. 

[Several people make comments at once with laughter in background.]

I think those are, I think you’re right and that is what we are trying to do.  I mean we brought GradPact and we brought Grade Context—I’m not suggesting that people were glad to hear those discussions—but things that are going to affect us specifically we are trying to bring those to you. I think the issue of, bringing in new software creates interesting discussions. Like now that we’re talking about the fact that in PeopleSoft, the fact that faculty might be asked to enter grades electronically it does bring up this discussion is it going to be all through Oncourse, are we going to build a separate spreadsheet? One thing I can tell you absolutely for sure is we will not have enough time and money to build enough directories from spreadsheets to accommodate all the different spreadsheets people might want to use. That won’t happen. And if this body passed a policy today saying we want it to do that it wouldn’t happen overnight. I mean that’s part of this. Even the old Legacy system we couldn’t do everything as quickly and as timely and sometimes as specifically as faculty policy suggested. 
BREHM: Dietrich?

WILLKE:  I just have a cost-conscious question because I am reading through all this and I know there are issues that might not be important, but my always, it is my concern is that when there’s a policy and something that goes against the policy and when you say that the cost would likely be quite high. From student perspectives, we are already running out of money everywhere. That is something that I hope would be brought if something can be done if it’s something that cannot be changed the policy or might not be changed. 

HOSSLER:  Well that’s a nice; I’ll just use this opportunity to take out the other graphic that just shows a chart. Again, there’s no issue in here but I’m just trying to--this is illustrative of the kinds of discussions that take place. I mean if you go back, this discussion, a discussion about something an issue on this spreadsheet could take place in any one of these circles or more than one circle where it’s this analysis of what would it cost on the SIS side to customize this if it doesn’t meet our current business requirements? 

The other question that comes in is if we don’t customize—the SES is really, just think of it right now as that the current student services areas perhaps they’ll be reconfigured a little bit but if we don’t customize it, what will it cost, and I know you don’t use this language regularly and I didn’t either until I got in this role, but the functional side? The functional side are people like the Registrar’s Office, the Admissions Office, the Financial Aid Office—what will it cost on the functional side to make this happen? And then there’s yet even one other level of analysis even if it didn’t look very expensive to do it without customizing on the SIS side or on the functional side, is this in effect a pass down to the colleges to the schools? Say, it’s not going to cost anything but we really didn’t do any analysis of what it’s going to cost schools, it’s going to cost the school a lot but we won’t talk about that. We’re really trying to take all three levels of analysis into our discussions as we try to deliberate through some of these issues very much along costs because these are not inexpensive projects. We’re doing this for far less than a lot of places but there are still costs associated with it.
BREHM: Bob?
ENO:  On the issue of the timeline, Mike’s question about giving us advance notice of the timeline, my understanding from what Norma said, is that the basic idea is to complete discussions of issues related to academic policy by the time you need the preliminary scope document at the end of February; which means we have a very very short timeline for these discussions.  The discussions of the relevant policies have already begun in the Academic Priorities Committee, which is system level and those discussions are very technical.  Some of the discussions have been going on in the EPC, which is somewhat less technical, and that is the committee that will advise this Council.  The final discussions that will reach this Council are probably going to be scheduled for February 4 and February 18, our next two meetings, for which this meeting is to lay some groundwork.  This is very short time.  It is unlikely any of us will feel comfortable, fully comfortable, with the decisions feeling we understand the background and we can evaluate all of the cost-benefit judgments that are reported to us from the EPC or from the APC. But that’s the best we have, because the costs of delaying further are to throw the timeline out of whack which begins to accumulate additional costs.  In terms of policy, Don, looking at this list, it appears to me the only two policy issues are ones that we have already begun to discuss in the committee structure; the grade replacement policy, which is extremely complex with the GPA issues that Becky Porter talked about, and the grade context report issue. 
HOSSLER: Yes.

ENO: Which I think we already have a recommendation from the APC and the EPC, the Academic Priorities Committee, but the EPC hasn’t considered it yet. Part of what we would like to do today before we get to the end of our time is at least begin discussion of at least one of these issues to start revving up because the timeline is so short, because we have so much help here today to help us think through these things. 
BREHM: Eric?

RASMUSEN:  Actually, the reason we only have two weeks is because we weren’t told we had a deadline at the end of February.  If we were told that last October then maybe we could have started deliberating in the fall.

ENO:  The information basic to our decision-making was not generated until December; I think is when it really became clear. 
SULLIVAN:  I just wanted to add a point that we are trying to put together an entire picture of our scope to help us plan the remaining implementation phases.  We know that there are going to be continued discussions in some areas concerning academic policy.  When we put together the original list, we didn’t know enough about PeopleSoft in terms of could we find a work around in the software, could we change our business process, or do we need to develop a customization and what is the cost of that? I think for most of the issues that we’re seeing on our list we are able to accommodate them and some, most of the price tags are not that high.  So I feel like you won’t be seeing that many issues that are going to affect the academic policies the way they are written today.  There are going to be some changes in areas like registration, Automated Course Exchange, waitlisting, and some other areas.  And those again, I’m not sure if those are the type of issues that we would bring to this committee; we will certainly discuss them in the APC. And then I want to just say we have two years before we are completely implemented.  If there are issues that are of strategic nature or that are not being accommodated the way you want, those decisions, there is some wiggle room as Becky said, for making those changes down the road.  So, the end of February is not hard and fast.  We do want to have all of the administrative changes outlined by then, we want to have a good sense of the academic issues whether we’re going to continue to replicate policy as is, whether we can retire a certain feature or program like GradPact, so those are kind of the big decisions we are looking for at that time. 
BREHM: Dennis?

SENCHUK: I hope this will be regarded as a constructive suggestion. I certainly worry about the expenses of all these changes and wonder whether some of them couldn’t in fact be born more broadly by a number of academic institutions, all of which probably have many of the same kinds of problems. If we have simple solutions of the sort that can be worked within the context of the present program it would be nice if those could be shared broadly throughout the land. If we have things that require some kind of a software bridge then it seems to me there ought to be some way of getting other institutions to defray some of the costs and to share benefits. 

PORTER: Well I can’t speak from the technical side but I do know from talking to the technical folks that indeed we are, that they are in conversations with other institutions that have implemented the PeopleSoft product and sharing strategies and sharing information on how they’ve made the system work. Other times when there are issues about how the PeopleSoft logic works that we think ought to be changed fundamentally they are going back to PeopleSoft and talking to them about making changes. So, as you suggested we are indeed trying to use all of those resources so that it doesn’t have to become an IU specific change that we can maximize.
SENCHUK: I’m particularly concerned about the contractual implications of making actual software changes and I think there is presently no way in which PeopleSoft would allow for some kind of sharing of reprogramming costs?

SULLIVAN: Well, I’m in several advisory groups associated with PeopleSoft across higher ed and what we do is have a lot of discussions about kind of the top ten enhancements that we would like to see PeopleSoft make in their software. So we don’t continually have to make those changes at each of our institutions. One of the areas that we’ll see some good improvements in for example is the handling of visas for students and faculty members and that’s something that all the institutions have said, you know, your processing within PeopleSoft is not adequate. You need to make these changes to accommodate some of the new INS restrictions that are coming up. So we do work with other institutions, we do work with PeopleSoft to try to get them to implement some of the changes that we’ve put in place and the higher education, as an organization, is very organized in trying to communicate these changes to PeopleSoft.

HOSSLER: The other thing that I would just make note of is that at least among Big 10 there’s this kind of gentle persons’ agreement that if one institution finds a work around or develops a particular program that will make a function work outside of PeopleSoft, they share it amongst campuses, institutions at no cost. But one thing that has surprised me too is in fact if you ever wanted to sit in on all these meetings you would be surprised at how dissimilar practices really are from university to university. For instance, this issue of how repeat rules, FX policies, what grades show up on a transcript, that I think we all assume that this is just the way the world operates in fact the reason PeopleSoft doesn’t replicate what we do is because University of Michigan was a beta site. And what PeopleSoft does is almost an exact replica of what the University of Michigan does which is not very similar to what we do. The University of Michigan is a pretty good place. I just mean, I think you would all be surprised by how different institutions operate and so it isn’t as easy as saying well we all want the same thing because frequently we don’t because our practices are so different.

BREHM: Mike.

MORGAN: [End of Tape 1, Side A, some words lost]. If we’re going to be dealing in the two subsequent meetings with a very limited number of issues hopefully we’ll have not only some detail about costs, initial costs and ongoing costs, and costs in terms of expenditures already made for various policies or whatever. But in addition hopefully we can have Neil indicate to us where the funds might have to come from if they were to come from our budget. Whether any attention had been given in advance to set any funds aside for special accommodations for the needs of this campus and if they haven’t then where they might have to come from so that we can properly, have an understanding of not only what the cost might be, but what the disadvantages might be in terms of other expenditures around campus.

BREHM: Ok, I want to just say we’ve got 40 minutes until 5 o’clock so we need to move along. Yes, Barry?

RUBIN: At almost every forum talking about PeopleSoft that I’ve attended the focus has been on all the problems. Yet, my impression is that there have to be enhanced functionality and new functions that come from that investment, if not other than getting rid of the mainframe doesn’t make a lot of sense to be doing this. I wonder if the group of you could go over what the primary additional functionality that we’ll get from this investment will be and how that might affect us strategically.

HOSSLER: I have some things on sort of a meta-level, but I think you’re mostly interested in the academic, how the academic records and advising probably.

ENO: This is Mark McConahy. Mark runs the project and was from the Registrar’s Office.
HOSSLER: Mark is the Senior Associate Registrar on the Bloomington campus. Any of the existing policies, I shouldn’t say any. Many of the existing policies in the Legacy system that people are happy with have been jointly completed, you know done by folks in UITS and people in Mark’s organization. So along with some key people in UITS who are not here, we were glad to get a few folks around to say how does this really work, you’d be hard pressed to find someone better than Mark and a couple folks in UITS if they were here.

MCCONOHAY: Well, just to respond directly to Barry’s question. One of the first things that comes to my mind is, you know, one of the reasons we spend a lot of time dealing with problems associated with the software implementation are those are the challenges we have to overcome. And quite frankly we are much more prepared to deal with some of the challenges that we were encountering than actually trying to identify many of the positives you get out of the software. I think it can be answered though on a couple of levels, I’ll answer directly about the function. 

The first is, you know, generally speaking, over and above the kinds of things an application does to support the various academic functions that you all partake in, at a very fundamental level there’s a certain level of support that has to happen—a certain architecture that must be supported and a certain level of standards that have to be put into place in order to achieve certain economies of scale and still achieve the kinds of functionality and the applications that are here that we have to have. And one of the things, one of the primary motivations in moving from the set of applications in the mainframe to PeopleSoft and the architecture we’re moving to is just exactly to accommodate those kinds of things. So, let’s say that there was a break even point, and I don’t know exactly how you would measure that break even point but certainly ignoring the infrastructure change puts you at risk of saying you know, this doesn’t do some of these things very well and therefore I grade it lower, but I’m actually gaining benefit because overall I’ve been able to move to a new level of technology and support it in a way that’s economical for the institution.

[Male Speaker]: It’s worse, but cheap to run?

MCCONOHAY: There’s a fundamental difference in how you have to do this and you have to…for 20 or 25 years, and I’ve been here 20, for all those 20 years we have been very, very accustomed to taking the kinds of things that we want to do, we want to support certain kinds of functions and academic policies, and more importantly, and probably closer to your hearts, academic practices, and we want to support those things, and not only do we want to support them but we can define exactly what they are. And then we say, ok, we’ve defined exactly what we are now we’re going to define the support system to make it happen. And of course the fit between defining the practice and then defining the support application is actually very, very good. But, if you now change that concept, that paradigm, and you say ok now what I’m going to do is buy a suite of applications, a suite of functions, and then instead of saying now I’m going to specify in all of this how exactly everything is going to work, instead what I have to do is say ok I have a suite of applications and I have a set of practices and academic policies that I have to support, now it’s a puzzle. And I’ve got to put that suite of practices on top of that puzzle and see what happens. And in some cases, is your name Eric? And in some cases those things come out to be pretty good. And in other cases they don’t come out to be good. And when they don’t come out to be good that’s when we end up having to define what we call an approach paper, do some cost analysis, and decide whether or not we’re going to support it in a way that we’ve become accustomed to or try to either change the practice that supports the policy, change the fundamental nature of how we support the policy, or change the policy entirely. And those are the pieces on the margin that end up in front of a body like this.

HOSSLER: Part of the trouble we’re having here is that we have talked about this pretty regularly as there are literally hundreds, perhaps thousands of policies that you’re not hearing about because there’s no problem. If we have, if we were spending a lot more money on this we could spend the time generating all the fits to show you because think of how complex this place is and really how few issues are coming to you. Let me give you a few examples of things I am aware of, we really expected much more focus on the gaps, we really didn’t come prepared to talk about the fits. 


One of the things that many, especially the Professional Schools, have struggled with over the years is they run courses, weekend courses, courses that don’t start at standard times, things like that. When I was Department Chair, some of you in Education will, and Neil will certainly smile at this, some of the courses that were offered in the School Administration program that were offered at atypical times, the only reason we were able to do them is because Sandy Strain, who has worked here since she was 17, and she knew how to go over to someone in the Registrar’s Office and kind of get this in, even though from a technical point of view this just was not very easy to do. It’s very easy in PeopleSoft to have different sessions take place.

Issues related to, right now, correct me if I’m wrong, but I think going back to some of our discussions, but in the old Legacy system it’s pretty difficult to show double majors and things like that or multiple minors. 

MCCONAHAY: At least as they are concurrently enrolled.
HOSSLER: As they are concurrently enrolled. Easier to do in PeopleSoft?

MCCONAHAY: Easier to do.

HOSSLER: Things like LAMP program; still not easy to do in PeopleSoft but easier to do in PeopleSoft than it was in the Legacy system. There are a number of issues like that. Another good one that doesn’t touch faculty but it certainly touches recorders in your schools and so forth. Right now in the Legacy system we don’t really have a transfer credit module. Now there’s good news and bad news about what I’m about to say. Our implementation budget is based on just bringing things up in the first phase up to where we currently are and then we’ll go in and start bringing up some of the additional functionality. PeopleSoft has a really good transfer credit function. We probably will not be able to afford to bring it up in the first stage. That’s not a loss in functionality; nobody’s going to lose anything. But once we get past this first 18 month implementation we’ll have a chance to bring up the transfer credit module in a way that I think will really help everybody. So there really are winnings in this and in some of the non-academic areas there are other wins. The realities are, you’ll probably only mostly hear about the gaps—one because it would take a lot more staff time to add all those up and fully explain those to you; and I think in some sense that’s the nature of life, you know. You tend to take for granted the things that are working and want to focus on the things that aren’t working.
HOLLAND: And truly in the area of financial aid, a big improvement here. Every year there are regulations that change by the federal government. We need to receive those, analyze them, go into the code, change the code, test the code, etc. With a vended product such as PeopleSoft those updates are delivered to you automatically and we see examples of that in our most recently implemented HR system too with taxes, etc.


HOSSLER: That doesn’t touch faculty, and some of you weren’t here when I made this comment but three years ago we almost did not, that’s probably a little overstatement, but we came close not to delivering financial aid any place at Indiana University. Why is that the case? Because there were only a couple people left at a billion dollar operation that knew how to write code to that old system. And so now we’re going to have an external entity with much more resources that are doing those upgrades every year.

And to put this cost issue in perspective too a lot of just, I’m going to steal an email note that Bob shared with me, maybe you were planning to share, but the University of Illinois purchased SCT Banner. The University of Illinois’ budget is in excess of 300 million dollars

ENO: That’s the total budget. The on the face budget is 187.

HOSSLER: 187. Bob sent an email, “how are you dealing with this?” to his counterpart. And his counterpart said something like we’re having to change too many academic policies, don’t let software drive policy. And you can take that as this is a statement for don’t let software drive policy, but what I’m really taking this is as whether you build your own as Purdue has tried to do and has now stopped after spending a lot of money, SCT which perhaps is the only software that might be scalable to a big place, the budgets a whole lot more and the issues at the meta level are the same. These costs are, they’re I think unavoidable, and I think we’re trying to be good stewards of university resources to minimize the expenditure so that the costs can be spent on the academic side of the house.
BREHM: Well I’m looking again at the clock and I’m also looking at the several sheets of paper that we’ve gotten. Norma do you…I mean where should we go now in this discussion?

HOLLAND: I think people have asked about costs and we can talk about that and then we have a communication that we can talk about. Costs. These ERP systems are not inexpensive. The Educause organization 

ENO: What’s ERP?

HOLLAND: Oh, I’m sorry. These systems such as PeopleSoft are called ERP that stands for Enterprise Resource Planning. These systems are not inexpensive. Recently Educause did a study of the institutions that had looked at these types of systems and looking at the benefits, looking at the costs for customizations and there is an excellent report that they put out summarizing all this and we will make that available for you. But we want to talk about what this has cost at Indiana University. 

The costs I’m going to give you are for development and for implementation over a six year period. On the technical side the budget is 27.6 million dollars. Of that figure about 20 million was funded from a special state allocation. The remainder of that was reallocated from UITS, University Information Technology Services, resources. Don do you want to do the functional?

HOSSLER: On the functional side there are people, staff like Mark, professional staff like Mark McConahay who you’ve heard from that are contributed from the Bloomington campus, from the Indianapolis campus, a relatively, from University Administration, UA has also contributed several professional staff to be working on this project. A few from the smaller campuses and for most of the campuses their contributions have been cash to kind of help implement PeopleSoft. And those totals, the total cash value of those contributions from Bloomington, Indianapolis, University Administration, and the regional campuses is about 11.4 million dollars.

In addition to that on the functional side there are some one-time costs that are associated with this SES organization but in the real sense they are kind of—we made a good faith effort, a serious good faith effort to see if could get through this implementation period without any back fill. In a certain sense these SES costs are back fill costs. What do I mean by that? I think perhaps the last time I spoke with you I mentioned almost having to think of three projects going on simultaneously. You have functional staff and technical staff who are implementing the PeopleSoft software, building in all the decision logic that will make it run. You still have this nagging little problem—people still have to make the Legacy system work. So there’s your second project. And in the interim we’re going to have to hire some temporary people to do some of the things because we will have two systems going simultaneously for a while; we’ll have the Legacy system going and we’ll be operating in a PeopleSoft environment. We cannot turn all these Legacy systems off all at once. You might ask why? If we had done that we would have to build a lot of interfaces or else do the big bang, as it’s called, which is a little scary. This is a pretty complicated project and what you would be saying is we’re going to set up all the decision rules and remember unlike our old Legacy system if financial aid didn’t work it didn’t affect necessarily, or too much, registration and other things. But they did operate independently, they sat on different platforms. In some ways there was different programming. In PeopleSoft they are all integrated so if one part fails it all fails. So Big Bang wasn’t particularly attractive. We’re going to do all this programming, flip the switch on one day, and keep our fingers crossed that everything works. Interfaces are also not attractive because you spend a lot of money building interfaces and they are temporary. You do all the programming to make the two systems communicate with one another and then sometime a year or two later you turn it off because they’re all right and it’s not used anymore. 

So that’s why we’ve gone about this route. But there are, in a little sense then if you will, three projects going on simultaneously populating decision rules in PeopleSoft, running Legacy, and in the interim running PeopleSoft because we’ll phase this in and certain parts of PeopleSoft will be working when in fact some things are still happening in the Legacy system. So that’s the 9 million, it’s these are temporary costs if you were to see a full chart of this you would say that no one in that organization, in that temporary area, is anticipating to work more than 2 years, possibly less. The jobs are being advertised that way so that once we are no longer operating in 2 systems the functional folks who are working on setting up PeopleSoft will come back and help you out with the current systems. We may discover there are some additional costs; we are not hoping for that. But we’ll know more closer to the end. 

So the functional costs are the, you know, these are not 11 million dollars in new knowledge, this is the cash value of people who will contribute to the project—there is not new money in that. The new money is going to be that temporary backfill area to get over the hump during implementation.

BREHM: Yes, Jack?

MALE SPEAKER: On your timeline I guess you are assuming a level budget between now and December 2004. Given the condition of state revenues if there are some budget tightening during this time how will that affect your timeline?

HOSSLER: If state budgets, you know, if we get a reduction in the state budget, how might it affect our timeline? 

SULLIVAN: Well there’s a couple ways to look at that. One is that we don’t want to lose the momentum of the project; we do want to keep on moving, keep on configuring the software and doing the analysis design work. It may be that we have to wait to turn it on. I mean if we were severely crippled by the state budget then that might be that maybe it’s a year later or it might mean, and this is again part of the contingency planning that we need to do, it might mean that we do have to do more of a big bang implementation. You know maybe we have to do more of the functionality in one go-live phase and so those are some issues that we’re facing. If we do the implementation exactly the way we’re doing it now it means starting it a full year later so instead of targeting the fall 2004 term we would be targeting the fall 2005 term and then it would be an 18 month roll out of the functionality.


HOSSLER: I think obviously Jack it’s how, if there were budget cuts, how severe? We had an aggressive budget and the bigger the cuts the more problems it would create. 
MALE SPEAKER: A follow up question you note the cost for the waitlist would be significant. And I just want, my understanding is that when you customize for the waitlist on the current version of PeopleSoft when they do an upgrade that’s fairly significant, you would have to redo that customization for that upgrade. So how often do those upgrades, do you anticipate those?
SULLIVAN: Ok, PeopleSoft delivers a major upgrade every 2 or 2 ½ years. For higher education that means doing a major upgrade every 4 years. In between major upgrades they deliver what you call minor releases. The minor releases may include patches or fixes to the existing functionality and it may also offer some new functionality. But from an impact perspective they are much smaller in scope than what you would see in a major release. And just in terms of major releases the 8.0 version of PeopleSoft delivered a web interface. So all of the processes are now available over the web. The next release they are working on right now so we don’t know but about every 2 years they actually deliver the major upgrade and we have to implement it on a four-year kind of timeline. 

MALE SPEAKER: So it’s not a one-time cost to develop these customized packages? So every four years in essence the BFC makes a decision that would be required to reinvest to adapt to the new version.

SULLIVAN: Right, the project team will be, every four years, will be assessing the new software developed by PeopleSoft, will be comparing that to the customizations we’ve made in the software, and we will have to reapply those customizations unless we choose to have more discussions on maybe retiring some of those customizations. I mean that is a possibility for future discussions, but.

HOSSLER: One of the things that, you know again, I was certainly not aware when I find out in this role is, that we were spending a fair amount of energy every year to either add customizations or to keep some of them working. So in a certain sense some of these aren’t, this isn’t a new world, or necessarily an entirely new cost. But again, coming back to this chart of where you think about SIS and SES and costs to the unit. I mean really the waitlist is a perfect example Jack of all the analysis, I don’t think is done yet. Or is it? 
McCONAHAY: No, by no means is it all complete, but we have done a lot of work on that.
HOSSLER: To replicate as much functionality in the waitlist. And then one of the things that will happen in both the executive committee and this is the kind of issue that would, although it’s not a faculty policy, I mean there’s no BFC policy on Automated Course Exchange, but because it’s, because we know it’s something that’s highly valued that we will also take place in APC. And part of that discussion will in fact be that these are the estimated costs of doing this and that’s probably one that I’m guessing Becky and I at least will also go back to the deans on our respective campuses and say here is the cost associated with it. Is this, is that functionality so valuable to you, that would be advisors and other groups speaking on the students side, but on the academic unit side there will be an opportunity for deans to say that functionality is so important to us we are willing to pay the costs and we are willing to pay the upgrades. Although we won’t be able to give them an exact figure on what the upgrades will cost, there are some rules of thumb out there that we’ve learned, but that’s exactly the kind of thing where it would probably go to APC, it would go to deans on the two big campuses, and chancellors—is this something we want to pay for? 

HAMBURGER: I just wanted to follow up on that question. Just to me it’s almost incomprehensible that this problem of waitlist would not have been dealt with on the other 8 campuses that PeopleSoft has been working. It seems to me a completely logical thing that you would want to have a system to allow students to sign up for courses.

HOSSLER: Actually, Roland can probably.

HAMBURGER: And then the second part of that question, on a technical basis it’s also incomprehensible to me how it could be so hard to do a work-around. In 20 years there should have been some advances in database management.

COTE: Waitlist—I’m Roland Cote—waitlist is very, very dear to my heart. The Automated Course Exchange is very dear to my heart. And we have, the campus has, a significant investment in our current system, our current Automated Course Exchange—a truly significant investment. We got into the design of this in the early 1990s basing the whole design on our operating systems at the time. And the operating systems were solid, good and the Automated Course Exchange was designed to fit into those systems. And we modified those systems a little bit in order to make it work. We came up with a product that actually met all those specifications that we thought we needed in our office and speaking for the students, and that the faculty asked us to put into it. I mean it was one of those things that Mark talked about earlier where we went through the whole design process and basically delivered exactly what was wanted. And it turned into an extremely valuable tool.
A lot of people didn’t want it. Some people around this table said no, no we don’t need this. It turned into a very valuable tool. Now it is, this is going back now to what Becky said earlier as well and what Don said earlier, about generalizing this product. Somebody asked a question earlier about can’t, what about other institutions? Couldn’t we get other institutions to do this? They don’t operate the way we do. And believe me, the Automated Course Exchange is absolutely unique in what it does, in its functionality and in the completeness of its functionality. And it was a significant, I’m not going to minimize, a significant investment on a campus this large. Huge investment. Huge investment in resources, in people, and in actually ongoing operations. But the benefits have been phenomenal. It’s dear to my heart. I’m sorry that’s why I jump to this, and yes there is a waitlist functionality within PeopleSoft; we will, that’s one of the things that the project staff is doing now. How can we leverage the functionalities that this PeopleSoft system delivers to make it approximate, this gets back to Becky’s comment, make it approximate what we do now. That’s basically what we’re trying to do. Let’s at least try to deliver, to the extent we can, what we deliver today. We won’t be able to. That’s why we’ll be coming back with some problems and some issues but the underlying assumption that the project has been working with is what we have today has worked—it has supported the academic community ok. So let’s replicate that. Is that the best way to go into one of these systems? Absolutely not. Barry asked about what’s the good? What’s the good coming out of this? There’s a lot of great stuff in PeopleSoft. But we don’t do some of the great stuff that it might do. We might want to and if we were going to approach this in a more deliberative fashion we will probably get to this point in coming up with this scope paper of here’s what it does, here’s what we can’t do, blah, blah, blah. And we’d probably have a huge discussion—long time—why are we doing it this way? Well, we’re bypassing that right now in order to get this thing up and running. So it’s a compromise. That’s the compromise we’re making. And what we’re hoping for is by December 2004 we’ll have a system that’s up and running and doing just about most of what we want done and from that point on alright let’s tweak it, let’s figure out what needs to be changed. This policy is not logical, it doesn’t make any sense, let’s throw it out. Oh, that allows us to do this kind of thing now. These are the kinds of discussions that will be going on but we can’t afford to have them going on in too much detail at this point because we’ll never get the product implemented. And that will cause the costs to soar. Sorry.

BREHM: Well, it’s important. We have 10 minutes before we’re going to start the discussion on the strategic plan which I believe we need to discuss because we’re having the open meeting. How much can we get done in the next 10 minutes on PeopleSoft?

HOSSLER: Sharon I just want to add one more cost piece to this. I talked about the technical costs and the functional costs; there will be some costs that will actually just roll out somewhat predictably to individual campuses. Let me give this example. Unpredictably because not all campuses, for instance, use electronic academic advising systems. We do. So they’ll be some one-time costs when the School of Education is asked do you want to continue to have all the decision rules related to academic advising put into PeopleSoft Academic Advising product. I think the answer will probably be yes and there will be costs associated with doing things like entering all those decision rules. It’s a one-time cost; once those rules are in there it will be just like our current system. When you change your policy somebody has to go into the current system and enter in the changes in policy so that electronic advising system works. So there will be some of those kinds of additional costs that aren’t really, I mean, formally in the SIS or SES budget, but each campus will have some cost depending upon exactly—there is at least one campus that doesn’t use electronic advising mechanisms at all it’s still all human beings. So that campus, unless they decide to spend the money, there will be no additional cost but any of the deans know that delivering the advising by advisors is frankly more costly then being able to have a lot of it delivered electronically. 

So that kind of lays out all the costs.
BREHM: Ben?

BRABSON: I have one comment and one request. The comment is this: you’re telling us, as I understand it, that the next 18 months or starting in 6 months that we are obliged to essentially freeze all our expectations in some sense for 18 months. That is we would have to go away and come back 18 months later and then begin to reformulate policy. My guess is that we won’t do that as a faculty and we may generate perhaps a backlog of information. But 18 months from now, 2 years will now we’ll come to you with all the things that we’ve been thinking about that need to be changed. The second detail is this that there are lots of workarounds that you have managed to take care of and I really think that as time goes on those workarounds are going to, will continue to be very valuable to us and that you will come up with more and more of them as time goes on. One of the things I ask, well returning to Mike’s comment earlier, it seems to me that ultimately the way to make the two meetings extraordinarily productive for us, the next two meetings where we talk about PeopleSoft, is to really make things as clear to this group as you can. And that means really laying out costs and decision points so that we can look at the branches and see what’s going on and see the costs item by item. And if we only get through 2 of these, the major 2 as Bob recommends, in the next 2 meetings so be it. But it seems to me that we’re going to have a very hard time dealing with sort of the generic conversation that’s been going on without actually getting to the point where we have information enough to actually make useful decisions for you. So my request is that you provide us with as much information as possible.

BREHM: Yes, Al?

RUESINK: Don are you in a position to base what a high cost or a very low cost and something about how these are calculated in terms of hours and time per hour and who’s making the estimates and those kinds of things so we have a little flavor for what would be coming when we get some of these costs coming.

SULLIVAN: I could just say a few things. We have done probably 20 approach papers and I would say that the hours estimates vary from 100 hours for a particular issue to I think maybe 500-600 hours for multi-institution changes, that might be the highest cost area that I’ve seen. Right now I think we’re looking at approximately 15,000 hours of changes and essentially that means that these are hours that the developers are going through analyzing how long it would take to make the changes on a one-time basis, do all of the testing activities that are needed, and then also we also try to put together an ongoing cost to say what will it take to implement these same changes on an ongoing basis in our upgrades. We’re also looking at functional costs so we look at the one-time development costs from the function of a business analyst to see what it takes from their perspective to assist with the customization. And then we also look at if we didn’t do this customization what is the impact on the business unit. So if there was a workaround or a customization that we put in PeopleSoft, if we didn’t put that in there how many hours and what kind of effort would be required on the functional side. Is that what you’re looking for Al? 

HOLLAND: I just want to add one thing on Barry’s question on what are the, what’s the new functionality here. As Roland pointed out you know given our budget and our time frame we’re almost considering December 2004 as phase 1 and if you know there is functionality that the faculty deems important that we want to turn on after that point we can certainly do that. But if you’re interested in seeing a list of that we can certainly provide that.


HOSSLER: In fact, just a little bit more context on that question of costs and so forth. There are some things we look at where it’s going to be $8,000 and for the most part we’re going to do those. A real example that I gave a while ago but to show how these cost benefits work, you can only appreciate this if you’re in a budget office or if you’re a graduate program coordinator who has any budgetary responsibilities. PeopleSoft, the way it’s delivered with fee remissions, if you get a fee remission the entire value of that fee remission would load on the students’ account. Well anybody at the graduate level knows that most students don’t take 12 hours but the full 12 hours would have shown up on the students’ account. What our current system does is literally you are authorized to take 12 but since many doctoral students only take 8, 9, 6 all the doctoral student ever gets is what they register for. All of those dollars would have loaded on the students’ account and it would have been either a huge expense to the academic units or the estimates were on the Bloomington and Indianapolis campus alone—this would also be true of any grants, any federal grants—it would have cost about $250,000 a year in additional staff to make that work. It was I think about $50,000 to do the modifications. We’re doing the modifications. ACE on the other hand, this is a little unfair because it’s a little cavalier, but the originally estimates to try to fully create all the functionality of ACE were in the $350,000-$400,000 range. That would have used up a huge amount of those 15,000 hours; it was estimated at 5000 hours. So what this group, what the project team has been working on is ok, can we get 80 percent of the functionality of ACE—and I’m just using that as a straw figure for the moment—with 20 percent of those costs? Those are the kinds of tradeoffs that are going in terms of looking at the budget, looking at the timeline, looking at the functionalities that are desired. There’s that kind of tradeoff that’s kind of being made as we move through the implementation. 
BREHM: Bob?

ENO: When people are asking about good information, getting good information that will allow us to make a cost-benefit analysis, there’s a point that I really want to underscore, anticipating that Councils like this would not have the background or the time to become expert in these sorts of understanding the types of approach papers that are being generated for this and understanding the parameters of the project. We arrange to have a committee, that was a committee of relative specialists—including relative specialists among the faculty to be the first pass on this to receive the full reports, to get deep into the analysis, and that’s the Academic Priorities Committee. We have excellent campus representation on that committee by faculty. We have Bill Wheeler, who is here today, we have Ted Miller, I don’t know if Chris Haynes is also here. These are people who have been dealing with these issues for some time and really can grasp what’s going on in the technical issues and they give us our first read through. Bill and Ted are on the Educational Policies Committee; we move down a level in expertise but we’re still a fairly small group and we’ve met a number of times, we’ll be meeting more intensely in the coming weeks to try to get a grasp on the issues and try to deal with the cost-benefit issues in such a way that we can bring an encapsulated recommendation to the Council that tries to summarize the cost issues, the benefit issues, and the technical issues for decision making. But it’s not all the information and once more these issues are incredibly complex—we’re not going to get to the GTA issues today, but one of the problems with the GTA issue is that it has to do with an 8 campus structure with constitutional authority with who gets to set what appears on a university transcript, to what degree the units have autonomy to set their own standards that may be reflected on various versions of the transcript that become official or stay unofficial. We have a university level, we have campus levels, we have unit levels, we have the possibility of defraying costs from contributions at each of those levels. It’s very difficult and very complex to come out with a simple solution and say well should we keep the policy or should we change the policy here’s the cost here’s the benefit. We have several associate deans with us today because we anticipated if we did discuss that we’d be moving into areas where we may ask units or suggest that units pick up some of the cost for modifications that would pertain to their special needs. Other cases, as many of you all know, this is a flexibility that the campuse has to support so that units feel they have autonomy to design their program needs and have them reflected in the PeopleSoft system the way that enhances academic performance. We’re not going to have time to feel fully comfortable in this Council with all of these matters because we don’t have time to get the expertise and we don’t have time to think through all of the modifications. And meanwhile Mark and people like Mark are coming out with solutions that keep changing the picture, partially or wholly on all of these issues.


BREHM: I think at that point unless someone objects we will draw this first session to a close and are there any other final comments. Yes, Peggy?

INTONS-PETERSON: Just a question for Bob, you talked about all of these reports from committees are those going to be available to us in advance of the meeting?

ENO: The reports of the committee? We’ll get as much information to you in advance through email as possible. We’re running very little ahead of the Council.


BREHM: Barry.

RUBIN: One final comment, just a caveat. When HR was implemented one of the first elements that went into place was Time Management. As of now every two weeks I get an email from the Time Management system that says I have to go in and authorize the payment for all of the graduate students who work for me—something that takes about 30 minutes every 2 weeks if I can figure out how to do it. Previously I had to do none of this. So now it’s taken up a significant amount of time every other week for something that didn’t affect me at all previously. Please don’t let something like that happen here.

BREHM: Yes, Ted?

MILLER: Just a point of information about that Barry. Time Management is not a PeopleSoft module; that was something the university decided to do on its own.

RUBIN: So PeopleSoft will improve on that? Thank you.

BREHM: Thank you very much to all the people who participated in the PeopleSoft discussion. This is round one. There will be other rounds to come. 
AGENDA ITEM #5:  DISCUSSION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING DRAFT, PRELIMINARY TO CAMPUS FORUM
(Professor Fred Cate, Chair, Strategic Planning Committee)
BREHM: Now let me ask you to switch your attention to a very different level of discourse. As you know the Strategic Planning Committee, and there are representatives here on the planning committee, would those representatives of the Strategic Planning Committee on the BFC please identify themselves? Raise your hands. [End of Tape 1, Side B, some conversation lost]. 

The Chair of the committee is going to talk to us. As you know they have produced a draft; it’s on the web. Both the Academic Priorities document and the Mission and Values document. And so Fred will bring us up to date and then also I very much encourage you to go to this open meeting on Thursday?

ENO: In two days.

CATE: Well hello again. Since last I was here it’s gotten colder, you’ve gotten PeopleSoft, and the Strategic Planning Committee has gotten its draft out. As you know we released the draft just before the winter break. That draft included a draft review process, included draft academic priorities; draft general themes which we thought should be used along with the academic priorities. The one thing it did not include was a mission statement and we have not been idle over the holiday break and in fact the mission statement was released last week and faculty received emails of that today. I’m told that was because of PeopleSoft; everyone else received their emails last week. 

Today we’ve received 1016 responses, that’s 940 bad email addresses, 65 over quota, 3 who rejected it as SPAM and wanted to be deleted as students to the university, something we told them we could arrange for them, and 3 substantive comments for which we’re very grateful in response just to the mission statement—because of course they were positive and that’s why we were grateful for them. Seriously, certainly in response to the document released prior to the holiday break we received quite a number of comments and the general tenor of those including those from the BFC Long Range Planning Committee for which we’re very grateful, have been positive although you can imagine that they’ve all had some minor to major suggestion that we could do to improve the document and we are busily meeting to try to implement those in time to still comply with the deadline of having finished this process by the end of the January.


But I’m really here less to talk to you and more to, first make sure that you are aware of the forum Thursday afternoon at 3:30 in the Law Schools’ moot court room, to which certainly you are all invited as are all faculty and staff and students with an interest in this matter, to discuss with the members of the committee who will be present specific suggestions for changes or recommendations for other issues we might address. Even though we have to deliver a report by the end of January as you know the committee is not disbanded then it meets for another year after that and so there will still be time to take into account comments even if they are all able to be included by the January 30 deadline.

But also I’d like if you have other comments in addition to those that many of you have been kind enough to email I would love to hear those now or be able to answer any questions. I’ll defer to my colleagues on the committee who are here any questions that you might have?

ENO: Fred let me just add one thing now. One other thing we might talk about is we’re going to be meeting on Thursday. If you have ideas for the way that meeting, 2 hours long, can be most fruitfully conducted and what issues are highlight issues to discuss, that would also be helpful to hear. 

BREHM: Yes, Al?

RUESINK: My question will be related to that. What would you like? What would be most helpful to the committee in terms of the kinds of things we bring, the way we bring it, should we bring it in draft document and just comment on the paragraph that we have prepared for you? What do you see as being most helpful to you? 

CATE: I was hoping when you were talking about bringing things you were referring to refreshments and I certainly would support that and we would be very grateful. We could provide a list of things. I think in almost any forum would certainly be welcome. In terms of being most likely to be included right now the most useful form would be either comments on specific language or proposals for specific language because those are easier for us to go through; we can go through them in a fairly expeditious way. In no way is that intended though to limit you. To the extent you think we’ve got it wrong on a priority, we’ve left one out, we’ve included a wrong one, there’s a lack of specificity, it’s too much specificity or whatever—those comments are of course also welcome and we’ve received a number and we’re addressing them as aggressively as we can.
BREHM: Yes, Barry?

RUBIN: Can I also add that thinking beyond the bounds of one’s own unit is really critical for that. We had many comments which were well you forgot my unit in the strategic plan and those were not nearly as helpful as ones where people took a campus-wide perspective and thought about things strategically from that larger, from the entirety of the campus rather than from my unit. So thinking about things from the IUB perspective rather than a particular school or unit I think is going to be very helpful to us.

BREHM: Yes, Judd?

ARNOLD: Kind of a long question, I really noticed the liberal arts focus and the interdisciplinary approach that really seemed to be stressed. My question is with a liberal arts focus first of all a lot of freshmen come here wanting to be business majors, I think one year over 50 percent of them did. And the way that RCM is set up with who gets funding it really hurts the liberal arts departments, especially the humanities, which really seemed to be stressed. What was recommended really doesn’t address that. How are we going to address that? And then how are we going to address the RCM issue which I think kind of stands contrast to that.

CATE: Great questions and I’m probably going to do an inadequate job addressing them because almost always I defer substance to the committee and say we’ll discuss that—in fact tomorrow when the committee next meets. Let me say with regard to RCM, we have discussed RCM a lot in many different sort of ways and settings and although it’s not in any way been our task to review RCM, as you know that’s been done, I think on the whole we have generally been struck by the notion that RCM is not at the heart of most of the issues we’ve been looking at. That most of the issues would exist without RCM and that the opportunities for addressing those issues are not particularly strongly affected by RCM. So we have tried to be, I think this is fair to say, there are many members of committee here so I would welcome their comments, but as RCM-neutral as possible. So it doesn’t matter whether with or without RCM we believe these are the appropriate priorities and issues that need to be addressed.

With regard to the question of liberal arts in particular in that section we tried to make the point of the connection between liberal arts and other pursuits, including business or law, or other things that one might traditionally think of as somewhat removed from liberal arts, and noted the importance of liberal arts both to this campus historically but also to education outside of what you might think of as traditional liberal arts education. My guess is, speaking now of entirely my own opinion, that both in the liberal arts section and perhaps in the arts section generally, we’ve not quite yet gone far enough in clearly articulating our thinking; we’ve identified the area, we’ve said some things which I think are true and on the whole not highly controversial, but one of the things we’re taking up in the remaining meetings we have before the January 30 deadline, is whether we can do better with those types of sections. And so any comments now or in the future would be greatly appreciated on those. 

BREHM: Michael?

HAMBURGER: Fred you might recall from some comments I sent I was very troubled by the handling of the sciences in the planning process. Immediately as I’m reading it I remembered an exchange that Ben started at a separate meeting a few months ago noting that there was a Life Sciences subcommittee that was presumably people in the life sciences and whether there was going to be a, I don’t know what we call it, a life sciences initiative.

CATE: More life sciences.

HAMBURGER: More life sciences, and it turned out that in fact there was primarily the outcome of the deliberations was a very strong vote for some life sciences, where it seemed to me the physical sciences almost entirely left out, and the environmental sciences almost not discussed in the document. I guess starting with a general sense I’d like to hear a little bit about how the sciences were viewed, whether there was some kind of vetting process, in the COAS document for example there was quite a detailed description of several interdisciplinary science initiatives. So it was all examined and then left with that one. And finally I’d like to hear a little bit of discussion about this applied sciences initiative because in contrast to the life sciences this is a scenario where Bloomington is probably quite weak in nationally and it seems strange to highlight it.

CATE: OK. Let me say with regard to life sciences I doubt if we engaged in the type of systematic review that you are talking about; in other words looking at all sciences across the campus and then trying to make determinations. Nor was that our intent. It wasn’t a failure of process; it may have been a failure of intent. Rather our goal with that was particularly looking at both the deans reports which we had and also from our own committee memberships’ perspective to identify those areas which seemed so obvious for further investment, for focusing attention, that they would be strategic investments. As opposed to, and as you know we spent a lot of time in the report saying this wasn’t any effort to say these areas are more important than others or these areas are more worthy or more in need then others. In fact we were struck by needs in many, many areas and the effort was really to say where can you put a dollar strategically to get the biggest, literally, bang for the buck. In our view saying all sciences was not strategic. All sciences would have just been a great big hole that would have swallowed us up; we would have gotten no strategic list, we would have done certainly some good with that money. But in terms of delivering a strategic result I think the committee was fairly you know broadly shared the view that we needed to be more defined rather than less—that we needed to focus to that extent. It won’t surprise you to know that for example when we met with President Brand, which was long after we had adopted that academic priority; I took his presentation to say that he might very well have been satisfied with that one priority. That if there was a most strategic thing to do that was it because of the bridge building it involved between us and Indianapolis, because of the future of the university depending on having that sort of viable life sciences program, and because of the investment of focus already taking place in that area.

In terms of the applied sciences we were trying to reach the same result, although I think we were coming at it from a different way, which is the notion that there were many features we had of putting together a program or an interdisciplinary center that would draw on the various elements of applied sciences, informatics, mathematics, whatever, that if brought together would deliver a much more strategic value then when they are just dealt with separately. And so this was an area where we thought we saw the potential for synergy on this campus that would make a tremendous difference if that synergy could really be capitalized on. And so that was our suggestion not to invest, if you will, new resources in any one of those particular areas, but rather to invest resources in bringing those areas together to see if we could sort of from that build a platform that would support, not only the work of those areas but a much wider range of work. It’s not, let me say, I’ve certainly said this before, this is not precision science; this is not you know we got it right and you can do the numbers and see we did. This is value judgments made in one setting by one group of people who have spent a tremendous amount of time looking at these narrowed sets of strategic choices.
HAMBURGER: Can you define a little better what you had in mind by applied sciences?

CATE: I can tell you what we said about applied sciences, I can tell you what I have in mind by them. I think the notion was to look, and here I suppose I should give credit to where it’s due our colleague Bill Aspray on the committee, who talked about these sciences that bring enabling tools, not only to their own inquiry but to the inquiry of other disciplines as well. And so we were particularly there, as I think we listed in the report, talking about mathematics, informatics, information science, statistics, areas that would fit that definition and that if brought into some sort of synergistic relationship with each other, more than currently exists, we thought would have a particularly strategic advantage for the campus. 

HAMBURGER: You didn’t include in that range of things, things like material science, engineering applications, applied environmental engineering?

CATE: Many of those would undoubtedly be included. We didn’t ever try to make an exhaustive list of everything that would be included under any heading, at all. That would have been the entire document.

HAMBURGER: But the issue of engineering is quite a big one for this campus and our relation with other unnamed state institutions in Indiana.

CATE: I am well aware of that.

HAMBURGER: Should we make an investment in moving into those areas? 

CATE: That clearly was not a statement in favor of trying to create an engineering program.

FEMALE SPEAKER: Michael, are you, it might be a semantic issue here or a definitional one. Do I understand when you, for you, applied sciences means engineering, or that’s the accepted.

HAMBURGER: That’s the core of it. Of course there are a large number of areas that might be included in that—you mentioned a bunch of mathematical and computer science applications so there’s a wide area where people in the moribund sciences for example get involved in it and where I think there are big opportunities for us. But we have to think those through pretty carefully before making them a major strategic investment.

MALE SPEAKER: If applied sciences means informatics, I think that has to be clarified. 

CATE: Well it certainly doesn’t mean informatics; we listed informatics as an example of an applied science.

BREHM: Bob?

ENO: It’s an interesting point that Michael raises. This is a public document that we’re preparing and it’s going to have enormous impact in the legislature we do want to take care that it’s not misread by those who may come in with certain presumptions. This is not my area, it is pretty distant from it, if there is, if it’s going to be read, a section like that, to mean that we are in fact thinking of engineering but speaking about some other things that are peripheral and that this is read as a poor strategic choice given Purdue’s stature then we probably drafted it wrong. So we want to be sure that we draft it correctly and say what we mean. I’d be real interested to know if in the responses that the committee has received if there’s been much response along the lines of well you’ve got these areas wrong. You’ve left out important areas or these areas are misconfigured, they are not strategic priorities. Have you heard much along those lines or are you hearing more global sorts of things?

CATE: I think, and again other members of the committee I’ll defer to you, I don’t think we’ve heard any comments saying you have either the wrong areas here or there’s a very clear area that you have left out. We have certainly had suggestions of this area could be reinterpreted or is it broad enough to include this or is it too broad so that it includes too much. I don’t think we’ve received any comment from anyone saying you know I would cut out 2, 3, and 5 those are not strategic. Or how could you have missed x, y, or z. 
ENO: Let me just ask you to respond to one thing. That’s encouraging as it is. I wonder whether on Thursday if one thing we ought to do is really probe to see if there are people out there who are upset about areas being left out or what they are seeing. Specifically ask that question in the course of the day.


BREHM: Barry?

RUBIN: There were comments that were to the affect how could you leave out my area as opposed to you have left out this area that is critical but I am in such and such a school and isn’t this strategic too and shouldn’t it be included. So there were a number of those. And those were the only ones that I think targeted specific areas that were left out. My comments were somewhat of an exception because they were much more global in context, campus wide. But most of the specific comments were how can you leave out this area which happens to be the school or department that I’m in, which was basically self-interest. And the truth is all of those comments were very valid because the ones we received weren’t from units that generally could be targeted, but again I think overall we didn’t see anything that was inappropriate to include. Nobody said that these were the wrong things. And there were very few suggestions I think on the environmental sciences, I think was one that I think would be incorporated under life sciences fairly readily, and we did agree that we would add some language to do that in the document, in the changes I believe. But there weren’t any big ones where people said this was a major thrust of the university and we’re missing it.


CATE: Let me also say if I may in response to that even those comments with only one exception that comes to my mind immediately were not, in terms of let’s add a sixth priority, they were don’t you think number four is really broad enough that it includes my department, why don’t you list my department here. And I think that just to give a little more credence to what Barry was saying is a little bit if you sensed just a tiny note of skepticism, even from someone as optimistic as Barry, about those comments, it was because they were really why didn’t you list me. They weren’t add a priority to get this in, it’s I know you listed 5 departments why wasn’t mine one of them. And so there was a certain feeling of self-interest involved in those.

RUBIN: But in a sense that reflects the fact that we were hitting the right priorities because obviously if they were the wrong priorities people wouldn’t ask to be included them. So I take that as a positive sign.

BREHM: Eric and then Ben.

RASMUSEN: Cancelled.

BRABSON: Let me just make one comment Fred and I have to preface this by saying that I’m not from SPEA because I’m going to ask 
CATE: Why wasn’t SPEA listed?

BRABSON: Why wasn’t SPEA listed? You know one of the underlying themes which is extraordinarily important running across these if you will is the idea of collaboration among the sciences. Our science building is being built largely to support the collaboration among sciences; this has to be a centerpiece of our future in science at Indiana University with no exception. That said, one of the ways which is enormously collaborative at this university and something that other schools cannot advertise is the existence of this magnificent institution called SPEA. It is a place where truly in an interdisciplinary sense chemists, biologists, physicists, from all disciplines in the sciences actually come together and they do what turns out to be extraordinarily valuable work for the 21st century; I’m making it all very dramatic. Now that said it seems to me that one could make a case that instead of life sciences that environmental sciences could indeed be placed centrally as a focus for this university. And the number of reasons for that I think extends even beyond the life sciences, much as I love the life sciences—heavens knows physics right now is hiring biophysicists. Why are they hiring biophysicists? Well they’re hiring biophysicists because biology is a hot area and we want a piece of it. So we’re going to do that. But the fact is that environmental science which raises enormous issues that are indeed impinging on us is a far broader area in my view. Now one can argue about that but it seems to me that to leave it off, to leave it out, where you have supportive information coming from many directions is not a good idea.

CATE: Let me say that this came up very briefly at the very end of our last meeting which was just last week. As you may know we have both the Dean of SPEA as well as a faculty member from SPEA on the campus and the question was raised whether their interest in being selfless had in fact caused them to not speak up when maybe they should have in defense of an area. Coming from law myself I can’t even imagine this kind of situation. Fortunately Dan Dalton was there to explain it to me. That is now on the agenda at the next meeting to sort of address that issue a little more clearly to see is there something there that needs to be done—either in terms of the way we describe one of the existing priorities or thinking about whether there should be another priority in this regard. I would suspect if we do something it would be more likely to be the former than the latter, but that’s just my prediction.

BREHM: Yes, Ted?

MILLER: We know that the activities of this university are structured around schools, departments, things like that. Do you expect that the committee is going to make any recommendations regarding alternative structures that might make possible the development of the kind of things you are talking about?

CATE: No or let me at least say not at this point. Early on in these discussion the committee did discuss the question of sort of how far it wanted to go in terms of discussing the structure of academic departments and was there a need, and it felt that it simply had inadequate time and resources to go into that as an academic priority. As I mentioned before we have another year though, this should put fear in all of your hearts, in which we’re charged to address more general priorities and I would not be surprised if at least some of the general priorities we discuss have to do with the structure of governance, information flows, whatever within the university. Again, that’s totally a prediction. We have not come to that discussion at all.
BREHM: Ben?

BRABSON: Sorry, one other thought which comes from Michael Hamburger. This has to do with looking at strength in Indiana and recognizing that there is this other institution—it begins with a P and I forgot how you pronounce it but that one—they are doing some nifty things, clearly. Is there any room in our thinking for strong collaboration with any of their programs? Or is that completely off limits?

NASH: We’d have to learn their name. 

CATE: We have discussed this in enormous detail, greatly. And really both sides of that question, both optimistic, should we be doing more together to build on those strengths, and also less attractive sort of competitive side how much do we need to be worried about what’s going on up there. The report does not go into this in detail, in large part because we didn’t reach a great deal of consensus other than to recognize that it was not wise to address the latter issue and on the former there seems to be a real split of opinion on the campus and I think also on the committee. Recognizing that in some areas I think collaboration would be enormously important; it’s really hard to imagine some areas in which we might advance reasonably without advancing a new partnership. In other areas I think it’s more likely to be competition rather than cooperation and I guess we didn’t feel, we didn’t reach the level of detail of feeling we could go through those based on our knowledge and say we reach out with open arms here, there, and yonder but you know, not over here. Although my guess is that is a fairly realistic description of what you know the future might look like.
BRABSON: There is enormous hay to be made clearly with the legislature; I mentioned that, as you are well aware. 

BREHM: Barry?

RUBIN: I think it’s safe to add that the complacency with which we have been viewing that other university is no longer a valid perspective. And the committee certainly agreed to that—that we do need to pay, quite a bit of attention to what’s going on there. 

BREHM: Yes, Judd?

ARNOLD: One other thing I really noticed a lot was the K-12 pairing and really working with high schools in the educational system. And really on that a lot of the feedback that I’ve gotten from people, from a lot of legislators in the state is that they tell me repeatedly when I say give us more money is but people don’t stay in Indiana, everybody smart leaves, there’s this brain drain. And I was wondering if you talked at all about addressing that concern that the state has and one thing, just as an outsider, that I might suggest we look at is postsecondary education and working with high school kids and I know our location isn’t as conducive to Indianapolis as it could be, but maybe thinking about high school kids to come down, take postsecondary classes here in Indiana, so they’ll never have left Indiana, and then after graduation will stay and marry in Indiana, and never leave Indiana.

CATE: You’d fit right in on this committee. Yes, closing the airport was also suggested as something that would be very helpful in making going to college elsewhere more difficult. We did not discuss that in any particular detail. We certainly have discussed partnerships with K-12 schools in some detail. I would say with regard to the issue of brain drain and so forth one of the things we did talk about a lot is the relationship of the university to the state’s economy and the sort of language, sometimes maybe bordering on rhetoric, that we’ve used in the past about the university really being an engine of economic opportunity for the state. And we tried to describe that in ways that brain drain will not eviscerate; that we are an engine of economic opportunity even if a fair number of our graduates leave the state. The activities we engage in, the service we engage in, the investments we make in the economy—so that, although brain drain is undoubtedly still an issue and still on the legislature’s mind, our argument about sort of the role of the campus with the state and the state’s economy and the state public in the state is not I don’t think underlined by the brain drain argument.

If I can just make one comment going back to some of the earlier comments. Although I’m sure our focus up to date and certainly the focus at Thursday’s forum is going to be very much on the academic priorities and some of the general themes that we think should be used when interpreting them, one area I would not want you particularly in this Council to lose sight of are the prefatory words because those words were chosen very carefully. They were the discussion of enormous discussion in the committee and many presentations for people who came to the committee about the real sense of urgency—perhaps even crisis—that the campus faces if it does not get a handle on its relationship with the state, on its need for financial resources, on its relationship between Bloomington and Indianapolis, between Bloomington and unnamed universities farther to the north. That there’s a real sense of immediacy to these issues and that these strategic plan is one part of a response to that within the resources made available for the use of the strategic plan, but it’s by no means adequate. It’s by no means a complete response to that challenge. And so I hope that one of the messages that would come out of this, particularly to a group that has a real investment in this area, is the thought of sort of what else do we do, what else do we need to be thinking about, is that assessment right and if so how else should we be responding or anticipating.

BREHM: I just want to add one other thing about, which falls right along with what Fred is saying, is that now after we, we’re moving into a sort of more public phase—not only with posting the material up on the web and having the meeting on Thursday. But in addition we will be making presentations at the Board meetings. For example, we’ll probably make a presentation in the January meeting, during the President’s report. Then at the February meeting we’ll probably have a policy seminar with the Trustees and then there’s no March and the April meeting we would have again a President’s report. So all of this now will involve Gerry Bepko more and start involving the Trustees more. And I think that’s just a natural unfolding. So we’ve moved from being really, pretty much a closed group for a while, now out into the campus, some interaction there, now out into the university and actually to the public increasingly. So it’s going to be very interesting to see how the discourse changes as the participants in the conversation change. 

BRABSON: Enormous thanks to Fred. [Applause.]

CATE: Oh, thank you.

BREHM: Yes, thank you. Unless there are objections we’re adjourned.

Adjournment 5:20 PM

Julie Bobay, BFC Secretary
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