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Indiana University  
BLOOMINGTON FACULTY COUNCIL 

March 2, 2010 
Indiana Memorial Union – Georgian Room 

3:30 P.M. - 5:30 P.M. 
 

Attendance 
 

MEMBERS: Geoffrey Brown, Bruce Burgun, Carolyn Calloway-Thomas, James Capshew, 
Nicholas Clark, Angela Courtney, Jon Dilts, Carrie Donovan, Erika Dowell, Lucas Fields, 
Lessie Jo Frazier, Thomas Gieryn, Karen Hanson, Robert Hatten, Brian Horne, F. Robert 
Jacobs, Valerie Markley, Jack McCarthy, Patricia McManus, Jennifer Miller, Michael 
Morrone, Robert Noel, Elizabeth Raff, John Raglin, Diane Reilly, Michael Rushton, Ranu 
Samantrai, Debora Shaw, Richard Shockley, Sonya Stephens, Joey Tartell, Herbert Terry, 
Vasti Torres, Maxine Watson, Sue Whiston, James Wimbush 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT WITH ALTERNATIVES PRESENT: Eric Arnolds (James Ferguson), 
Robert Arnove (David MacKay), Rob Aspy (Margaret Baechtold), Sarita Soni (Geoff 
Conrad) 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Randy Arnold, Jack Bielasiak, Elizabeth Boling, Purnima Bose, Arthur 
Bradley, Andrea Ciccarelli, Gregory Demas, Julia Fox, Laura Ginger, Mary Gray, Valerie 
Grim, Patrick Harbison, Patricia Henderson, Michael Jolly, Padraic Kenney, Paul 
Losensky, Eugene McGregor, Jenna Morrison, Eric Sandweiss, Peter SerVaas, Richard 
Stryker, Adam Szczepaniak, Alex Tanford, Neil Theobald, William Wheeler 
 
GUESTS: John Carini, Charles Carney, Amanda Ciccarelli (Provost’s Office), Pete 
Goldsmith (Dean of Students), Autumn Harrell, Krystie Herndon, Fred McCall, Alex 
McCormick, Sue Talbot (Trustee), Malika Tukibayeva, Brad Wheeler (VPIT), David Wise 
 

 
Agenda 

 
1. Approval of Minutes 

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/minutes/09-10/02.02.10.pdf 
 

2. Memorial Resolutions for Val Nolan Jr. and Frank Kelley Edmondson 
Val Nolan, Jr.: http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/09-10/B16-
2010.pdf 
Frank Kelley Edmondson: http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/09-
10/B17-2010.pdf  

 
3. Agenda Committee Business (10 minutes) 

(President Erika Dowell) 

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/minutes/09-10/02.02.10.pdf�
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/09-10/B16-2010.pdf�
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/09-10/B16-2010.pdf�
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/09-10/B17-2010.pdf�
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/09-10/B17-2010.pdf�
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4. Presiding Officer’s Business (10 minutes) 

(Provost Karen Hanson) 
 

5. Question/Comment Period (10 minutes)* 
 

6. Endorsement for the Academic Building Energy Challenge (15 minutes) 
(Rachel Weeks, Intern, Office of Sustainability) [ACTION ITEM] 

       http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/09-10/auxiliary/BMCI.pdf  
  

7. Re-Envisioning Faculty Governance at IU Bloomington (30 minutes) 
(Erika Dowell, President of the Bloomington Faculty Council) [DISCUSSION] 
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/09-10/B18-2010.pdf 

 
8. Resolution on Shared Governance (30 minutes) 

(Erika Dowell, President of the Bloomington Faculty Council) [ACTION ITEM] 
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/09-10/B12-2010Rev2.pdf 
 

 
*Faculty who are not members of the Faculty Council and who wish to address 
questions to Provost Hanson or President Dowell should submit their questions to the 
Faculty Council Office. Our documents are available at: http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/. 
To send e-mail to the Faculty Council Office: bfcoff@indiana.edu 
 
 

Minutes 
 
AGENDA ITEM 1: APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
HANSON:  First order of business is approval of minutes from February 2nd.  A wave of 
honesty goes over the room.  Do you want to delay the approval of the minutes until…?  
No, okay, so moved.  Second!  All in favor?  [Aye] Minutes are approved.  Next I want to 
turn to Vice Provost Gieryn for memorial resolutions for Val Nolan and Frank 
Edmundson. 
 
AGENDA ITEM 2: MEMORIAL RESOLUTIONS FOR VAN NOLAN JR. AND FRANK KELLEY 
EDMONDSON 
 
GIERYN:  We have two memorial resolutions for faculty members both of whom died in 
2008.   
 
Hanging in the basement of Kirkwood Observatory on the Indiana University campus is a 
battered sign, dated Aug. 31, 1932, announcing “Indiana Univ. Eclipse Station.”  While 
the path of totality passed well north of Bloomington,  where only 80% of the sun’s disk 

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/09-10/auxiliary/BMCI.pdf�
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/09-10/B18-2010.pdf�
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/09-10/B12-2010Rev2.pdf�
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/�
mailto:bfcoff@indiana.edu�
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was covered, the eclipse made a lasting impression on the young Frank Kelley 
Edmondson, then an undergraduate student at Indiana University. 
 
Frank was born in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, to Clarence Edward Edmondson and Marie 
(Kelley) Edmondson.  Growing up in Seymour, Indiana, he became interested in 
astronomy at an early age.  After graduating from Shields High School in 1929, Frank 
enrolled at Indiana University.  He was a member of the IU intercollegiate debate team 
for four years.  He was initiated into Phi Beta Kappa as a junior and was a member of 
Sigma Xi, and he remained an active participant in both throughout his life.  He 
graduated in 1933 with a degree in astronomy and earned a master's degree in 1934 
based on professional experience earned while holding the Lawrence Fellowship at the 
Lowell Observatory in Flagstaff, Arizona in 1934-35, where he worked as an observing 
assistant to Clyde Tombaugh.  While in Flagstaff, Frank met Margaret Russell, the 
youngest daughter of famed American astronomer Henry Norris Russell of Princeton 
University.  The young couple instantly bonded and became engaged after knowing each 
other only two weeks.  He and Margaret were married on November 24, 1934.  Frank 
and Margaret remained inseparable until her death in 1999. 
 
Studying under astronomer Bart Bok, Frank received his Ph.D. in astronomy in 1937 
from Harvard University, where he completed his dissertation on “The Absorption of 
Light in the Galaxy.” In that year he joined the faculty as an Instructor in Astronomy at 
Indiana University.  Frank became the second member of the Astronomy Department, 
with Professor W. A. Cogshall, housed in Kirkwood Observatory. Frank served as chair of 
the department from 1944 until 1978.  Under his leadership, the University acquired the 
Goethe Link Observatory in Brooklyn, Indiana, a gift from Dr. Goethe Link, a noted 
Indianapolis physician and avid amateur astronomer.  Frank established a graduate 
program in astronomy, and enlarged the Department of Astronomy from two faculty 
members to eight.  In one of his favorite stories, Edmondson bet Professor Cogshall a 
chocolate ice cream cone that President Herman B Wells would fund a new position for 
the department, knowing full well that Wells had already agreed.  Frank retired from IU 
in 1983. 
 
The orbits of many asteroids, which must be tracked over time, were lost during World 
War II when the work of observatories was disrupted. Frank and his colleague James 
Cuffey established the Indiana University Asteroid Program, and he is credited with 
determining the orbits of 119 asteroids from 7000 photographic plates taken with a 10” 
astrographic telescope at the Goethe Link Observatory.  Frank selected names for each 
of these asteroids, honoring IU Presidents, prominent scholars, and important Hoosier 
and astronomical landmarks.   
 
During his years as a faculty member at Indiana University, Frank advised Dr. Alfred 
Kinsey on statistical techniques for his pioneering studies of human sexuality, and also 
shared with Kinsey an abiding interest in classical music.  The music and the programs at 
the IU School of Music brought great joy to Frank over his career at IU.   His memory for 
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programs he had heard in the past was phenomenal. 
 
Frank is best known in Bloomington for his remarkable skill as an educator.  He loved 
teaching.  He taught elementary astronomy to literally thousands of students, often 
taking advantage of his knowledge of music to introduce astronomical topics with 
appropriate musical selections.  His popular, award-winning, televised astronomy course 
was broadcast to students throughout the state and is widely remembered even today.   
 
Following in the tradition of IU’s legendary President Herman B Wells, whom he greatly 
admired, Frank devoted his career to service. In 1957 Indiana University became one of 
the seven founding members of the Association of Universities for Research in 
Astronomy (AURA), which founded the Kitt Peak National Observatory.  Following the 
formation of AURA, Frank served as a Program Director for Astronomy at the National 
Science Foundation (1956-1957), helping to assure funding for the new national 
observatory.  He served as Vice President of AURA from 1957-1961, as President of 
AURA (1962-1965), and as a member of the Board of Directors (1957-1983).  Upon his 
retirement in 1983, he became the AURA Historian, writing  AURA and its US National 
Observatories (Cambridge University Press, New York, 1997), based on his personal 
experience plus ten years (1978-88) searching archives and taping eighty-five oral 
histories.   In 1964 Frank was awarded the Order of Merit by the Republic of Chile for his 
work in helping to establish the Cerro Tololo InterAmerican Observatory.  In 2007, he 
commemorated the fiftieth anniversary of the founding of AURA by naming one of the 
remaining Indiana asteroids Aurapenenta.  Frank served as the Treasurer of the 
American Astronomical Society for twenty-one years, from 1954 until 1975, and was 
also a leader of the Minor Planet Center of the International Astronomical Union, 
serving as its President from 1970-1973, and chairing the U.S. National Committee of 
the International Astronomical Union in 1963-1964.   
 
Closer to home, Frank assisted Indiana University in many ways as it continued to grow 
during the 20th century, and he received a Distinguished Alumni Service Award from the 
University in 1997.  His contributions to astronomy were honored by the Indiana State 
Legislature on the centennial of the Department of Astronomy in 1995.  Frank’s 
commitment to service is a hallmark of our campus, and one that the Department of 
Astronomy is proud to continue. 
 
Frank enjoyed the many coincidences that sparked new connections and initiatives in 
his career.  He liked to say that he was the right person in the right place at the right 
time.  That was almost always true, and often because Frank himself understood and 
anticipated what would be needed, and made sure to be ready with an answer or 
guidance.  He has been an inspiration to generations of students and colleagues and will 
be long remembered. 
 

*** 
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Indiana University Maurer School of Law lost a legend when Val Nolan Jr. died on March 
27, 2008 in an auto accident at the age of 87.  Val was a special person, a kind of 
Renaissance man – with a dual career as both a law professor and professor of 
ornithology.  He was exceptional as a teacher, scholar, scientist, adviser and reluctant 
administrator, but more than that, he lived a storied life that inspired his students, his 
colleagues, and his friends. 
 
Born in Evansville, Indiana, to a prominent Irish Catholic family, Val was the eldest of 
three children.  Each of Val’s grandfathers had served as the mayor of Evansville, and 
Val’s mother, Jeannette Covert Nolan, was a newspaper woman and author of novels 
and non-fiction for young adults.  His father, Val Sr., was an attorney, a graduate of IU 
Maurer Law, and a trustee of Indiana University.  Val would tell stories of his early years 
while his father served as Evansville’s prosecuting attorney.  These were the days of an 
active Klan in southern Indiana, and bricks were hurled through the window and crosses 
were burned in the yard of his family home.  The family was relieved when Val Sr. 
accepted the position as U.S. Attorney in Indianapolis.  Val Jr. attended Shortridge High 
School, and in his senior year, he decided to take a special course in ornithology – a 
decision that would change his life. 
 
Captivated by the subject, Val pursued the study of ornithology independently when he 
went to Indiana University, for there were no such courses offered.  He took a broad 
liberal arts course at IU majoring in history and classical studies, where he learned Latin 
and Greek as well as French.  He graduated in 1941, Phi Beta Kappa, and planned to 
attend graduate school.  But in Val’s senior year, his father died suddenly of a heart 
attack, and with that shock and with World War II looming on the horizon, Val put his 
plans to go to graduate school on hold.  He accepted a job, offered by a family friend, to 
be a deputy U.S. Marshall. 
 
This work led to an offer by the Secret Service where Val served on the White House 
detail protecting President Franklin Roosevelt.  When pressed, he told stories of 
witnessing history as President Roosevelt met with world leaders, assisting in the details 
of a command performance by Irving Berlin, accompanying the president to Hyde Park 
in the Roosevelt roadster, and traveling the country inspecting secret military 
installations. 
 
Although this was important work, Val was a young man and wanted to join the war 
effort.  So with his new connections, his Phi Beta Kappa credential, and his facility for 
languages, he was accepted into the U.S. Navy’s Japanese Language School.  He 
graduated at the top of his class and as a member of Naval Intelligence he was stationed 
in the Philippines and then in Japan, first to help with the war in the Pacific, and later to 
work with the Japanese people after the war had ended.  For years we heard rumors of 
his cracking enemy codes and saving important war plans, but Val always modestly 
denied these more daring tales. 
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Throughout the war, Val dreamed of returning to school to study ornithology.  His 
brother, Alan, then at Harvard Law, helped him meet an ornithologist at Harvard.  But 
instead of advising him on how to pursue his dream, he discouraged Val from entering 
the field.  Disappointed, and believing that a career in ornithology was no longer a 
possibility, Val decided to go to law school.  He chose Indiana to be near his family and 
the birds that he planned to continue to study, now as an avocation.  Val graduated in 
1949, first in his class with a near perfect grade average, and he served as the editor in 
chief of the Indiana Law Journal.  He was offered teaching positions at the law schools 
of the University of Chicago, and at Penn, but he chose to teach at Indiana because of 
his continued affection for the area.  He taught property because of a curricular need at 
the time, and remained in this area throughout his career. 
 
All the while, he pursued ornithology as a self-taught scientist, compiling an impressive 
record of research, and building a reputation as a major scholar in the field.  In 1957 he 
received a rare double Guggenheim in both law and ornithology, and in 1967 his work 
was acknowledged with a joint appointment at Indiana in both the Law School and the 
Biology Department. 
 
In Biology, he taught Advanced Ornithology, Animal Migration and the Biology of Birds.  
His comprehensive work, The Ecology and Behavior of the Prairie Warbler, won the 
William Brewster Memorial Ward in 1986, given to the most important book on birds of 
the Western Hemisphere.   
 
In 1987, Val was given the Indiana University’s Distinguished Alumni Service Award.  In 
1989, he was inducted into the Indiana University Law School’s Academy of Law Alumni 
Fellows, and in 1999, he was honored by one of his former students with the creation of 
the Val Nolan, Jr. Professorship of Law.  Val was an inspiration to his students in both 
law and ornithology.  He was a supportive colleague, a passionate scientist, a valued 
friend and a loving husband, father and grandfather.   He leaves behind his wife Ellen 
Ketterson, Professor of Ornithology at IU, with whom he shared both his life and his 
science; a sister Kay; three children, Val III, Ann and Bill; and four grandchildren. 
 
Vital to the end, Val died on his way to conduct field research on the birds to which he 
devoted his life.  He will be missed by all who knew him. 
 
HANSON:  If we could stand for a moment of silence for our colleagues…?  Thank you.  
Next, Agenda Committee business.   
 
AGENDA ITEM 3: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS 
 
DOWELL: Thank you.  Alright, a number of things for the Agenda Committee today. We 
have ballots to elect next year’s new members of the Council will be mailed out 
probably by the end of the week so you can expect to start receiving those in the near 
future.  Many of you are aware probably of the university’s involvement or the Faculty 
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Council’s involvement in the Coalition for Intercollegiate Athletics.  A group involved in, I 
guess you could probably say, reform movements in intercollegiate athletics.  Our 
current representative to the group is Bruce Jaffee.  He wanted us to know that there 
was a resolution that was recently passed out of COIA that will be received here at some 
point for discussion. It’s a very interesting process in that the faculty senates are 
supposed to vote on releasing the document out of COIA into the faculty senates for 
discussion.  So the Agenda Committee took care of that initial sort of approval and it will 
be coming back to us.  It’s nothing particularly objectionable.  It’s just sort of a 
statement of best practices relating to athletics and academics and funding issues, 
things like that; principally, things that we’re already in compliance with here at IU.  
Also, COIA is working on an application to become a 501(3)c organization and looking 
for contributions to help in that application effort and it may not be possible for us to 
contribute the small sum that they want from university budgets – from our budgets or 
coffers – so I’ll let you know if we need to pass the hat in the future to help with that 
effort.   
 
The ad hoc committee requested by the Budgetary Affairs Committee at our last 
meeting: we’re working on recruiting people to people that committee so you’ll hear 
about more of that in the future.  The re-envisioning faculty governance document 
that’s on our agenda, number seven, has already – gosh, inspired several emails to the 
office and I want to thank everybody for those emails.  I apologize for not responding 
yet, but I’m gratified at the interest people have shown.  At least one faculty member 
has gone so far as to volunteer to serve on the committee which I think is…shocking!  A 
first, maybe.  And I just want to say thank you. 
 
Let’s see, Simon Atkinson, who’s the president of the Indianapolis Faculty Council, and I 
will be meeting with Michael McRobbie tomorrow afternoon.  I expect to bring up some 
of the issues that he mentioned in his state of the university address relating to faculty 
governance as well as his perspective on some of the committees that he outlined 
establishing in that address as well as other related issues.  The Calendar Committee has 
been circulating a proposed Labor Day/Fall Break calendar  document that many of us 
have maybe seen through departments and schools and it will be ready for us to look at 
officially for the next meeting.  So, sometime between then and now we’ll have that out 
through Faculty Council channels for examination.   
 
Let’s see, let’s see…and David Wise brought to our attention that we had a lack of 
follow-up on an issue that he brought up at a meeting last year, last Fall, regarding 
athletics vending machine money – or vending machine money and where does that go?  
Does it go to athletics?  Does it go into other places? We’ll be picking up the ball that we 
dropped and following up on an answer to that for you, David, hopefully by the next 
meeting. 
 
And I think that’s the basic outline of what I have for Agenda Committee business.  I’ll 
hold any introductory remarks to later items on the agenda for later. 
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AGENDA ITEM 4: PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS 
 
HANSON:  Thank you, Erika.  I just have a couple of, well, a few items.  One, I want to 
congratulate the students on this campus who really did a superb job yesterday in a kind 
of remarkable activity.  One alum and then somebody else from IUSA had been 
contacted by a friend of a friend who knew a young woman, a senior at Duke University, 
who was suffering from non-Hodgkins lymphoma, and they decided to organize a bone 
marrow drive on the campus and they did this within a very short period of time.  They 
enlisted an enormous range of student groups.  It began with IUSA, but it eventually 
involved all the residence halls, the Panhellenic Association, Inter-Fraternity council, the 
Black Student Union, one service club after another, the various parties running for IUSA 
next year, they took over the Frangipani Room yesterday and they signed up 952 bone 
marrow donors.  It’s really remarkable.  They were standing out in the hallway with, you 
know, swab your cheek, save a life message.  And they drew in people who were just 
passing by as well.  They had the event extremely well organized and it was really 
remarkable.  They got a diverse range of bone marrow donors for an extremely 
important community service and in congratulating them I mentioned that I’d let all of 
you know about it, too.  If you’re under 55 years of age, you can sign up online to do this 
because they will send a kit.  So if you have questions about it, you can probably 
increase faculty and staff participation.  But they just did a marvelous job, so 
congratulations to the students.  That was really a wholly student run activity with 
incredible results. 
 
The other things that I want to turn to are elements of the president’s state of the 
university address.  As you know, there were a few things there that bear heavily on our 
operations.  One of them was the formation – the call for a formation – of a committee 
to look at the Old Crescent buildings and think about how those might be repurposed 
for more central academic uses, in particular uses for the College of Arts and Sciences.  
The president suggested that Vice President Morrison and I would chair that committee 
but we’ll be working out later how the membership on that will work.  The New 
Directions in Teaching and Learning Initiative is something I think we want to fold into a 
number of initiatives that are already being undertaken.  Primarily, our Vice Provost 
Sonya Stephens’ shop, but there may be some other new things we’re adding to that, 
too.  There’s nothing more to announce on that now, but we will take note of it and take 
it in hand on campus.   
 
The other very large issue that has to do with academic reorganization.  And that’s 
something we’ll not enlist your thoughts on right now.  That will be clearly a committee 
appointed by the president.  He mentioned that he would work with faculty governance 
and the alliance in thinking about that, but Charles Bantz and I will be chairing it and – 
particularly since Erika mentioned that she’s meeting with the president tomorrow – it 
would probably be a good thing to, you know, begin to think about that and think about 
how you want to structure an initiative of that sort.  That also reminds me to give you a 
bit of an update on a smaller issue of a query about organization – academic 



9 
 

organization – that we have been pursuing since essentially last October.  We talked a 
little bit about this last week and there are a few new developments to mention.  This is 
the Telecommunications, Communications and Culture and Journalism discussion.  The 
task force that I described to you last time is meeting with the various units and working 
assiduously. I’ve also met with the full faculty and graduate students and – not at 
Journalism, although I met with some Journalism graduate students – in 
Telecommunications and culture – I mean Telecommunications and Communication and 
Culture and out of the discussion with the faculty in Communication and Culture, I came 
to be convinced that although I had initially thought that having people who were 
utterly uninvolved in this would be the best constitution for the committee, that they 
were sufficiently concerned about there not being what they thought of as a fully 
humanistic viewpoint on it that I asked Susan Gubar to join the committee and she did.  
And then because I anticipated that Telecommunications might well want somebody 
from the social sciences on, I asked Jimmy Walker who also really readily agreed to be 
on the—he’s in Economics and is co director of the Workshop in Political Theory.  In a 
meeting with Telecommunications, a proposal was made to have – was it elected? — or 
at any rate, representatives of those faculties meet among themselves.  This is 
something we broached a number of times actually with the chairs and also with the 
other department to see whether or not they might themselves – you know before we’d 
kind of been basically working through the chairs and the deans – but the faculty 
themselves thought that they could meet with their colleagues and perhaps make a 
different kind of proposal than the ones that came out kind of disjoint from the chairs 
who had consulted with the faculty.  And I’ve said I’d be happy to support that, too.  So I 
don’t know if that’s taking place.  The only thing I suggested was that they had to kind of 
keep on a timeline that was responsive to the Trustees’ query.  And that would mean 
coming with, you know, beginning to meet right away and coming with some kind of 
proposal – even if an inchoate one – but something.  Or saying there’s nothing more we 
can do about this, but beginning to have some response by say, well, mid-April.  That 
could be taking place in conjunction with this other group that’s looking at the issues.  It 
can fold into it.  It could take a variety of forms, but both groups would be working and 
the task force itself wouldn’t be coming forward with a recommendation until those 
faculty groups are meeting.  So that’s where we are on that.  But one of the things that 
this suggests is something about how complicated and without real guidance a 
reorganization process is.  And that is something we’d have to fold back into the 
discussion about the larger reorganization review that we’re tasked to undertake right 
now, particularly since that would also be pulling in questions about the relation 
between Bloomington and IUPUI.  So I’d welcome your guidance and thoughts on that.   
 
AGENDA ITEM 5: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD 
 
HANSON: So, any questions about any of this? 
 
TERRY:  I just have a friendly comment on where that seems to be going.  It appears to 
have been agreed that the three groups will be the elected advisory committee in 
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Telecommunications, the policy committee in the School of Journalism and some kind of 
an advisory committee –  
 
UNKNOWN FEMALE SPEAKER: Executive committee. 
 
TERRY: —executive committee in Communication and Culture.  The heads of those 
three units are, I think, meeting Friday and there’s an effort being made to find the time 
next week for all three groups to get together. 
 
HANSON:  Any other questions or comments about that?  Okay, well we may get into 
the other – or any comments about a review of academic organization as a whole? – I 
saw nods, but no raised hands.  Okay.  If there’s nothing on that front right now then 
we’ll move into the next item, from Rachel Weeks who’s an intern in the Office of 
Sustainability on the academic building energy challenge.  Is Rachel here?  Hmm…well, 
I’ve exchanged emails with her.  I suspect I could present their request, but perhaps she 
is thinking about when this would occur on the agenda and we’re ahead of time.  So 
maybe we should just move this to a little later and see if Rachel comes.  Otherwise I’ll 
let you know what she’s asking from you.   
 
Alright, let’s move to number seven then, Re-envisioning Faculty Governance at IU 
Bloomington.  Erika? 
 
AGENDA ITEM 7: RE-ENVISIONING FACULTY GOVERNANCE AT IU BLOOMINGTON 
 
DOWELL: Alright, this is a draft of a plan to respond to some things that came up in our 
discussion of shared governance resolutions over the past weeks.  I won’t say that the 
Agenda Committee has a consensus on how we should seek to address what we could 
do better in faculty governance or whether our current structures, processes, the way 
we do things now, is particularly suitable to the environment we work in now but this is 
one way to think about how to make that happen and make it happen on a schedule.  
Certainly some people on the Agenda Committee thought that the Agenda Committee 
should just do it themselves and others disagreed, and so this is a, what I think of as a 
hybrid, that would include people or at least one person from the Agenda Committee 
and others who perhaps have a more – I don’t know – who have a little bit more 
distance from the current sort of structure who might be able to have a better kind of 
outsider view or at least a different sort of view.  And so I welcome your comments on I 
guess whether this is a good approach.  If you have comments on what kind of people 
ought to serve on a small committee to do this kind of work, if you have additional 
broad questions that you think ought to be posed to such a group.  And I’ll just leave it 
at that.  This is a draft plan and I believe that this is a committee – an ad hoc committee 
– that the Agenda Committee can charge on its own.  I’m not expecting to bring a plan 
that we all need to vote on and agree on, but I bring this forward today as a discussion 
item to help give the Agenda Committee a sense of the Council’s views on moving 
forward.  Thanks. 
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BROWN: I had a quick question about it.  Is this tradition mostly at the level of university 
wide governance or also providing some guidance to faculty governance at school 
levels?  Because I think my experience is there’s some inconsistencies in how faculty 
governance works at the school levels and the role of faculty governance. 
 
DOWELL: I view it as taking the BFC as the center, but looking at relationships with the 
schools and looking at relationships on the university level and I would expect that it 
certainly could create recommendations for policy changes that might affect how school 
faculty governance is organized.  Does that make sense? 
 
BROWN:  Yes. 
 
DOWELL:  Others on the Agenda Committee should feel free to… 
 
CALLOWAY-THOMAS:  I just re-read the president’s message, I was present after the 
hearing as well.  But I was struck by some hard questions that the faculty should be 
attentive to.  
 
DOWELL: Yes? 
 
 CALLOWAY-THOMAS:  And I’m wondering whether your committee, the one that 
you’re forming is going to address the issues that the president has raised in this 
address. 
 
DOWELL:  Yes, and we can certainly add a note to that explicitly to the charge to the 
committee.  I should note that also the University Faculty Council is supposed to be 
embarking on some sort of similar self-examination but there’s no particular plan for 
that at the moment. 
 
TERRY:  I’d like to say something as a member of the Agenda Committee about the 
question of governance and schools.  And it’s also coming out of being a member of the 
Budgetary Affairs Committee which has asked for the creation of an ad hoc committee 
to look at the faculty engagement in budgeting.  You know, as a response as a part of  
RCM, much of the real decision making about budgets has flowed down from the 
campus level to the schools which makes effective functioning of their Budgetary Affairs 
Committees and that sort of thing very important.  In the challenge and the request that 
we made to the BFC Agenda Committee for an ad hoc group to study budgeting we 
asked that that group take a look at faculty engagement at the level of the schools and 
how committees and budgetary affairs committees and that sort of thing were working.  
Frankly I hope that this group does something similar here. That it doesn’t just look at 
the relationships between the BFC and those governance units, but actually takes 
something of a look at how faculty governance is working in those units.  Not to tell 
them how to do it, but maybe to take a look at it, maybe to develop some best practices 
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recommendations, maybe to develop some comparative data as well as on the BFC.  
Because I think what we, you know, have done with RCM is not only transfer budgetary 
authority down but much of the day-to-day policy making and things that really affect 
faculty members’ lives.  We don’t adopt very many policies anymore at this level largely 
because we’ve adopted most of the ones that we may need.  And it’s sort of at the 
lower level where that would go on.   
 
The second thing I’d ask, because it came up in a meeting that I was at last night is what 
kind of support are we going to be able to provide this committee?  What kind of 
budgets and staff and that sort of thing will this group have so it can get its work done 
and have the resources to do its job? 
 
HANSON: Well, there is a budget that goes to the BFC and we’ll see if there’s something 
else that needs to be added to this in order to support this work, but I’m happy to have 
my office help support it.  Other questions or comments?  Particularly comments? 
 
DOWELL:   Yes, particularly comments!   
 
GINGER: Volunteers? 
 
DOWELL: I don’t think we need volunteers yet, but…  Does quiet indicate general 
support at at least a lukewarm level for this kind of thing?  I see a couple nods?  Yes?  
Herb? [laughter] 
 
TERRY: One additional comment for those that didn’t read the president’s address and 
relied upon the Herald Times’ report of it.  The Herald Times focused on the budget and 
other sorts of things.  The two things that he mentioned that didn’t get much support in 
reporting in the Herald Times were one has already been mentioned by the provost; this 
notion that there should be some committee to take a look at the broad academic 
organization of IUB and IUPUI, a committee to be chaired jointly by the provost and the 
chancellor of those two campuses, is to ask fundamental questions.  Do we have the 
right schools?  Are we doing the right things?  As the provost said, this is, you know, a 
big important issue.  One that I hope the president was honest in when he said that he 
would be checking with faculty governance in the memberships of that group.  But 
that’s a crucial issue.  It will take some time.  I doubt that there will be a report at the 
end of 2010 as the president asked for.  I think there’ll be some kind of an interim report 
that will indicate there’s more to come.  But that’s where that will go, it could occupy 
several years. 
 
The other is what he had to say about faculty governance.  For those of you that didn’t 
catch it, on the one hand he said that he thought faculty governance was in trouble at IU 
and I think he’s right.  He indicated that faculty governance was an important tradition 
of this university.  I think he’s right.  He indicated that faculty governance may have to 
vary depending upon the level that is involved.  In other words, the faculty governance 
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that might relate to the Trustees or to the university administration or to the campus 
administration or to the department might vary.  I think he’s probably right there.  He 
implied that we should delegate most things to the administration at those higher levels 
because the upper level administration has to respond nimbly and ably to many external 
constituencies.  He’s right, there’s a difference.  I hope we can find ways to be engaged 
in that difference in a way that is productive.  From what I’ve heard around campus, 
there are two things that you can do in response to the president’s statements.  You can 
disbelieve them and simply believe that he really doesn’t really care about faculty 
governance, doesn’t believe in it and we shouldn’t bother to even engage with him on 
it—fine.  Or you can take it at face value and say this is an open invitation to get 
involved and to reinvent or reconfigure faculty governance, think about how it works 
best for this campus, but also within the entire university system.  And he’s right.  Think 
about how it’s working at lower levels as well.  I hope that this re-envisioning faculty 
governance committee is IU Bloomington’s contribution to what I hope will be a 
dialogue with the president over faculty governance and how we take faculty 
governance institutions that emerged over years at this campus under people like 
Herman Wells and Ken Gros Louis and figure out how to make them work under current 
conditions, and I hope this committee will be a very important one, one that will come 
back with a good quick report in 2010 that can be a subject for BFC discussion next year. 
 
HANSON:  I think that the document that Erika has brought to you really asks a couple 
of questions that you probably do want to discuss.  I mean, is it alright for the Agenda 
Committee to appoint the committee?  I mean, that’s one question.  The other question 
is: what categories of people would you like to see on this?  People who’ve been very 
actively involved in the BFC or in the policy committees of their own units or people 
who might not have been?  Perhaps because they’re disaffected or perhaps because 
they just haven’t been brought into this.  I mean I think these are things that the Agenda 
Committee wants guidance on. 
 
DOWELL: That’s true. 
 
HANSON:  Does the Agenda Committee appoint?  We’ll take them one at a time.  This is 
like a reluctant class. 
 
DOWELL:  Any objections to the Agenda Committee appointing this committee?  Okay.   
 
HANSON:  We’ll take that as a mandate. 
 
DOWELL:  Yes, take that as a mandate.  Any thoughts on who should serve?  I had, 
written in my first draft that I circulated through the Agenda Committee, indicated that 
we ought to have a current member of the Agenda Committee, we ought to have a 
former president of the Faculty Council from you know a decent period of time in the 
past and that we ought to have someone more junior who does not have experience 
particularly with faculty governance.  And based on comments from the Agenda 
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Committee, I dropped both of those for our draft and left it rather open.  So any 
comments you have on – I suppose categories of people is tough – because it’s specific 
people that you really care about is… yeah, anyway…Ralf, yeah? 
 
SHAW:   I think somebody with a historic perspective regardless of what category they 
come from would certainly be important.  And also I think that somebody who has 
considerable experience at the departmental or school level would also be a really 
important perspective to have. They may also have campus level experience, but I think 
having someone at the school or department level would be very helpful. 
 
HANSON:  How crucial do you think it is to have people from every school? 
 
SHAW:  It’s impossible. At least… 
 
DOWELL:  Will that undermine the legitimacy of the committee? Diane? 
 
REILLY:  This might sound like a paradoxical suggestion but it might be helpful to have 
someone who has been in administration and has returned to a simple faculty role so 
that someone who understands the pathways of communication that will be necessary 
and will be able to comment on where the breakdowns take place. 
 
HANSON:  That sounds compelling.  Other suggestions? Ralf again? 
 
SHAW:   I think we might get somebody—I don’t know how you would identify this 
person—but if the idea is to come up with suggestions for best practice then you really 
want people either who have a variety of experiences or who are very good at 
identifying people to interview and to identify good models.  So I think that rather than 
just having someone who’s an advocate for a particular position you want somebody 
who’s open to getting lots of ideas. 
 
HANSON:  Another question that I see Erika has asked here or something that implies a 
question is that, there’s a suggestion that the committee would consult with faculty 
governance groups at other institutions.  Are there institutions you know of as models 
here or cautionary tales [laughter] that this group should put on the list for this 
committee? 
 
DOWELL: Herb? 
 
TERRY:  For the benefit of comment if I’d been asked—well I guess I will be asked that 
question on the Agenda Committee—one that I would put down as saying you should 
talk to them would be the University of Minnesota because I learned last year as 
president of this Council and then as a member on the CIC council faculty governance 
leaders that Minnesota, where I was a graduate student, Minnesota has an active 
faculty governance procedure.  It has staff to do it.  We have staff, but it has more staff.  
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I think it has a history of being effective, a recent history of being effective. In other 
words it’s a contemporary peer of ours where faculty governance seems to be doing 
quite well so unless somebody has something bad to say about Minnesota, I mean it 
would be my suggestion that that be one of the institutions that this group talk to.  And 
on the other matter, I mean I think we can prompt the same dilemma that the provost 
confronted in trying to name for this task force.  You could decide you don’t want to 
name anybody who has a horse in the race which would be to leave out most of the 
current and recent leaders of the BFC and regard them as the problem and to have this 
other group take a hard look at it or you could look to the old warhorses on the thing.  
Frankly, I favor a group of new blood as much as possible.  I think everything we’re 
suggesting they should talk to people who’ve been involved with faculty governance in 
the schools. They should talk to people who’ve been involved in campus governance, 
certainly.  That’s all true, but I think we need a new, and if we can find it perhaps, expert 
perspective.  I do not know if we have anyone on this campus who is actually an 
academic in faculty governance, but I would try to find out, or in governance institutions 
in general, and see if we can bring that type of expertise to the committee. 
 
SHOCKLEY:  I agree with Herb. I think that an important part of this process is in taking a 
hard look at this body.  It can be a lot easier for a committee to be critical if they’re not a 
part of it.  I would also recommend keeping it small. 
 
DOWELL:  I feel very strongly about keeping it small also.  I think it’s going to be hard 
enough to do this and I, yeah, I think keeping it small and letting them reach out to as 
many people as they can is probably the safest way to go to try to make it workable.  
Thank you. 
 
WHISTON: How do you define small? 
 
DOWELL:  I define small here with five.  Five people.  Yeah, so, it’s pretty small – for us. 
Yeah, okay? 
 
HANSON:  You want to discuss anything else on there? 
 
DOWELL:  Anything else?  Any other comments…? Certainly, a few people like I said 
have already emailed in response to this and if you’d like to respond that way please do.  
To me or to the BFC email. 
 
TERRY: I would hope this committee would reach out you know just coming from a 
meeting where we reviewed the review of a campus chancellor and there’s a survey 
process in that.  You know, I would hope that this committee reaches out to faculty and 
reaches out to others you know maybe does those kind of surveys.   Again, to solicit 
broadly. 
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BROWN:  I have one final comment about the school level piece.  I really hope this 
committee will help lend some guidance at the school levels and expectations of how 
these and faculty governance (inaudible) see some issues just around (inaudible) Some 
ways that the BFC has some written policies but it’s not clear how they feel about the 
school (inaudible) 
 
HANSON: Any other questions or comments? 
 
JACOBS:  I think the first step  of your charge involves defining the authority of the 
faculty in specific and operational ways.  I just kind of wonder if that’s the way we want 
to put it. 
 
DOWELL:  It’s not a particularly congenial phrase, I know. 
 
JACOBS: I don’t know if we have any authority, period.  You know, I just was at a 
meeting on the history of the university and the first action of the first president was to 
fire all the faculty. 
 
TERRY:  Then we adopted a constitution. 
 
JACOBS:  So I mean I think, I don’t know, that we have any authority, do we? 
 
DOWELL:  Well, you know we use the word authority in our constitution and bylaws. 
 
JACOBS:  We do?  Okay, that’s good then. 
 
DOWELL:  So that word is…we’re covered using that word.   
 
JACOBS: We’re covered? Okay, good. 
 
DOWELL: But of course, what’s underlying that is taking what’s described in the 
constitution and the bylaws and translating it into what do we really expect out of that?  
You know what do we expect to develop policies to guide entirely and what do we 
expect, you know, what are we delegating to administrators at various levels and 
expecting a particular kind of consultative interaction?  But authority is… 
 
GINGER: We have license to use that.  It says that. 
 
HANSON: Do you want to read from the…? 
 
GIERYN: The authority is ensconced in this policy but this process will expose a problem 
with many of our policies that are not well worded.  Many have not been reviewed in 
many years. Many of those are policies that pertain to the role of faculty governance 
and shared governance so this may be an opportunity as we examine reflexively what 
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this body does to also take a look and identify where certain policies need to be re-
written or in some cases written.  But we certainly have authority.  It’s in the book.  
[laughter] 
 
GINGER: He should know. 
 
CALLOWAY-THOMAS:  Well, I have another question in light of the president’s address, 
comments that he made, and in light of our re-envisioning faculty governance 
document, at the end of the committee’s charge, after the committee has issued its 
decision, then what with regard to the administration?  Are you going to allow the 
administration to perhaps have some say in this?  I mean, especially in light of the 
questions that appeared in the president’s address. 
 
DOWELL:  I would expect that this committee would talk to administrators and that 
their report would reflect the faculty perspective now, what faculty would like to see 
happen.  And hopefully in a – not in an overly idealized way – but in a way that they 
think might practically be, you know, made real.  And so in that sense the report could 
come forward with you know recommendations that might not have complete 
endorsement from say, President McRobbie, you know?  That might mean that we take 
that and work out what we can as far as you know interactions or consultation and 
continue, you know, the process.  So I hope that that doesn’t sound like we’re going to 
be back where we are now.  In some respects maybe we will be but what I hope we’ll 
get out of this is that we’ll have a focus.  We’ll know exactly what we want and that we 
will be less involved with sort of a general malaise and a general complaint of not being 
talked to enough.  And have some very specific ideas about really what we expect of 
ourselves and what we expect of administrators and what our best hopes are for how 
we can all work together with specifics. 
 
HANSON:  Sue? 
 
WHISTON:  Would it be helpful to have some ex officio members of the committee that 
could serve as consultants?  I mean, many of us, or maybe I might be the only one who 
hasn’t read the Handbook [laughter] but maybe all of you can cite it chapter and verse, 
but I couldn’t.   And it might be helpful to have someone who could serve as a 
consultant on those matters.  Not necessarily part of the committee but ex officio. 
 
DOWELL:  Well, I think that’s something we could definitely consider.  I think at this 
point we were thinking that the committee would reach out to whoever they need to 
reach out to, but that’s an idea when it comes to policy, that might be very useful. 
 
WHISTON:  And I also think that given the timeline there needs to be a commitment to 
really having a document that has real substance.   
 
DOWELL: Yes. 
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WHISTON: And if people are put on and have to meet, I think they’re more likely—it 
may be easier to facilitate.  I mean it may be easier to facilitate a meaty document. 
 
HANSON:  Other questions? 
 
DOWELL:  Okay, we will move forward and take these ideas into consideration and try 
to meet this March 9th deadline to have something final that we’ll circulate.  But not 
necessarily, I don’t think we’ll talk about it again at the Council except for updates on 
appointing the committee and its work in getting started. 
 
HANSON: Could I just add a thought from issues about political philosophy.  I think that 
one of the things that the committee should think about too is what it is to have 
representation.  I mean, are people actually representing their units, for example.  I 
mean, representatives can speak for those they represent in a couple of ways.  Either 
bringing the views of those they represent to a conversation or they can speak instead 
of those people.  And the disengagement of sections of the faculty from the fora at 
which representatives speak for them can transform one kind of representation into 
another.  And I just – I think that’s something that might be borne in mind as this 
committee works.   
 
Anyway…alright, the next – Rachel isn’t here is she?  Rachel Weeks?  Alright, then we 
will go on to item number eight, resolution on shared governance.  Once again, Erika. 
 
AGENDA ITEM 8: RESOLUTION ON SHARED GOVERNANCE 
 
DOWELL:  Once again, the resolution on shared governance. Alright, this is the new 
stripped down version with a quote from the faculty handbook, and with a few 
paragraphs salvaged from the previous version that hopefully succinctly state our views.  
I fully expect another—well, I fully expect that we won’t have a very robust discussion of 
this today since we’ve talked about it quite a bit, but I welcome comments and hope 
that if we feel like it we can edit a couple of things on the floor and that we can vote on 
this today. 
 
HANSON:  Do you need a moment to look at it?  Yes, alright, let’s just take a moment to 
read this. 
 
DOWELL:  But those of use who read it can get popcorn or… 
 
HANSON: Exactly…  (break in tracks) number 8 on the agenda the resolution on shared 
governance.   
 
DOWELL:  Right, I already gave my little introduction.  Herb? 
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TERRY:  Actually it just occurred to me reading the next to last paragraph and comparing 
it with the quote at the top that maybe we should not only call on the university and 
Bloomington campus administrators but also the Trustees to policies in the academic 
handbook since the opening thing says that the trustees and the administration should 
consult on various things. 
 
DOWELL: Sure. 
 
UNKNOWN MALE SPEAKER:  Who wants to vote on this…?  [laughter] 
 
DOWELL:  Herb just went on record, right? 
 
HANSON:  We are fortunate to have a trustee with us today, Trustee Sue Talbot. 
 
TERRY:  And who typically does consult.  
 
HANSON: Yes. 
 
 TERRY: But she’s leaving. [laughter] 
 
HANSON:  Right.  Would you like to second?  Actually was that a motion?   
 
TERRY:  Yes! 
 
HANSON: Was there a second? 
 
WHISTON:  Second. 
 
DOWELL:  Okay, discussion? 
 
TORRES:  Can that be considered a friendly amendment? 
 
HANSON:  I think so. All in favor?  [Aye] Any other comments?   
 
DOWELL:  Ralf? 
 
SHAW: I have a wordsmithy one.  I’d like to hear again the reason that we think this 
would be effective. 
 
DOWELL:  I don’t know that we believe it will be effective.  I think that the Agenda 
Committee developed it out of a perceived need for some kind of way to bring these 
issues out into the public and out of, you know, hallway complaints and discussions with 
people informally.  I think that it has started off a process that hopefully will bring fruit 
in the re-envisioning faculty governance kind of process, and so I don’t know that we 
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think it will be effective.  It’s an expression of the sentiment of the Council at this point – 
if it’s passed.  Yes, Vasti? 
 
TORRES:  I would also say that the process is consistent with the traditions that BFC has 
used in the past to sort of voice itself, and so this is sort of the first step in the process to 
voice some kind of discontent. 
 
HANSON:  Laura? 
 
GINGER:  Well, I don’t have anything on the last question so… 
 
TERRY:  Well, I have a comment on that.  I have no insight into why President McRobbie 
would include the comments on faculty governance in his state of the university address 
but it certainly may be that he was aware that the natives were rather restless and so I 
think continuing to make statements like this and to let people know that we think 
there’s a problem and that we’ll address it, but that they should address it, too, is 
productive. 
 
DOWELL: Good point. Do you have anything to say? 
 
GINGER:  Yeah, I just wondered why the first “Whereas” has two sentences in that, since 
the first one is really a fragment.  So in other words, that’s just a… 
 
DOWELL:  Okay, yeah, I didn’t know that.  It’s because it didn’t have “whereas”’s when 
we discussed it at the Agenda Committee meeting and then we added “whereas”’s kind 
of…  We can pull that out and make it another “whereas” for each sentence. 
 
REILLY:  This isn’t actually a suggestion that this won’t be effective, but I’d like to raise 
the possibility that it contributes to what you were describing before of how we feel a 
general sense of malaise and are crying that no one listens to us and now we’re saying, 
‘Nobody’s listening to us!’ But we’re not actually proposing in this any constructive ways 
for this to come about and so really the proposal that we should make should be what 
comes out of this committee that has some constructive antidotes to our malaise.  And 
so I’m just wondering if this is contributing to more of business as usual.  But that’s not a 
criticism.   
 
DOWELL: But that’s possible and I do believe there are parliamentary ways to go about 
essentially postponing this indefinitely.  But that looks even worse perhaps.  So, you 
know, this is our chance to just do it and put it behind and move forward with the 
faculty you know with our concrete proposals that will be developed in the near future. 
 
BROWN:  Well actually I like this a whole lot better than when we started.  There’s a 
whole list of specific complaints.  I think the specific complaints have already been 
voiced in a sense.  The administration fully knows that we’re unhappy about these 
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specific things but this is just a reminder that our written policies that we had hoped 
that they would follow in the future…I mean, we don’t have any real leverage anyway.  
We might as well be polite about reminding them that the faculty (inaudible) could be a 
polite way to do it. 
 
HORNE:  Well, I’d just to say to Ms. Shaw’s comment, “Will it be effective?” To me, we 
have brought this up three separate times, and to me there’s never been—I may be 
wrong—there has never been a consensus or I’ve never gotten the sense of a consensus 
that that we don’t have valid complaints.  The question is what to do about it.  And I 
would argue whether this document may or may not—when you say “be effective,” I 
would reword that to say ‘have an effect.’  But if we don’t pass this document after 
three times when we all agree, I believe it will have an effect [laughter].   And that is to 
render us completely moot at anything else we do from then on will be seen as that 
way.  That’s the effect that this document will have in my opinion. 
 
HANSON: Patricia? 
 
MCMANUS:  I actually think that it’s already been effective and this is exactly why it 
should pass.  It’s effective in the sense that if it motivates the ad hoc committee to re-
envision and re-think faculty governance what this does is it says, ‘Look something’s not 
working.’  We acknowledge that although the Handbook states it should work, we 
acknowledge that there’s been a failure on both parts, we’re going to work to see how 
we can change faculty governance and we want the same from you.  So I think this is 
actually a very important statement and I do like that fact that it’s been much trimmed 
down and it’s no longer whiny.   
 
DOWELL: Diane? 
 
REILLY:  Well, I think that that’s a very good comment, but what I’m not seeing in here is 
a statement that we are going to work harder to make this happen and therefore we call 
on the administration to do the same.  It says, “we will act quickly on request for 
consultation and work constructively with our administrative partners” but that’s again 
stating it in terms of when the administration calls on us, we’ll do what they ask.   
 
DOWELL:  Okay, so shall we add – would you feel more comfortable with a sentence 
added that says, “The Bloomington Faculty Council is also charging an ad hoc committee 
to review our own procedures, etc. etc…”  A short sentence to that effect? 
 
TERRY:  I’ve been concerned for a long time about how word of what we do distributes 
itself across the campus.  We are calling upon university and campus administrators and 
trustees to do something.  I would recommend that this be sent to those administrators 
and trustees with a cover letter from you saying the Bloomington Faculty Council has 
recently adopted two resolutions dealing with faculty governance.  We are informing 
you of what we’re doing and we’re committed to making it work on our end.  Hope 
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you’re doing the same on your end and enclosed are the resolutions.  Your comments 
very welcome.  Something like that. 
 
HANSON: James? 
 
CAPSHEW:   I have a problem with the last “whereas” paragraph.  “Are eager,” that puts 
us in a subordinate position. I mean, you know, we are the faculty.  The university 
wouldn’t exist without us, alright?  So I would say, rather than “are eager,” how about, 
“affirm their commitment to work with the administration.”  Something.  Something 
that puts us in more of an equal rhetorical position.  Something like that. 
 
DOWELL:  Fair enough.  “Affirms its commitment?” Thank you. 
 
WHEELER:  If I can comment (inaudible) the Council, I think this is an appropriate time.  
One thing that I thought about in listening to this conversation through the whole point 
is that many of our administrators, myself included, are tenured members of this faculty 
who came up through the ranks and spent much of our entire career as members of this 
faculty and sometimes the conversation has turned into, you know, a Serbian and 
Croatian, you know, mentality having spent some time there I’ll draw another 
metaphor.  The conversations I’m often in, that’s just not the tone at all.  We have a CFO 
who is a tenured member of the faculty.  The School of Education has been here and is a 
strong champion for affordability for students and a lot of things that I know this body 
cares about a great deal and the same with John Applegate and his appointment and I 
feel that way myself.  So another point of nuance in this conversation may be 
recognizing that many of the folks who do bear responsibility for a lot of tradeoff and 
fast moving decisions now in these difficult times are members of this body or could be 
elected to be members of this body because we are faculty and have many of the same 
views about research and education and the ongoing plight of the academy.  So it seems 
that may be a followup point to what we just described. 
 
HANSON:  Any other comments?  Are you wanting a vote on this then? 
 
TORRES:  I call the question. 
 
DOWELL: Okay, do we have a motion? 
 
TORRES:  I called the question, I move to accept the – what is this called now? 
 
HANSON:  Resolution on shared governance with friendly amendments that have been 
made at this meeting. 
 
DOWELL:  I guess it… 
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HANSON:  It comes.  We don’t need everything, okay sorry.  If you want to vote on it 
now, it seems to me that it should probably have one last runthrough the amendments. 
 
DOWELL:  Right.  The amendments I have record of are to take the first paragraph with 
the “whereas” split off the second sentence, create a new “whereas.”  To change the 
paragraph reading “Whereas the faculty of Indiana University Bloomington…” third from 
the bottom to change “are eager” to “affirms its commitment to working with 
administrators.”  To add the trustees to the list of offices that the Bloomington Faculty 
Council – the “Therefore by it resolved that the Bloomington Faculty Council calls on the 
trustees of Indiana University and on university and Bloomington campus 
administrators,” and then the one I don’t know about is did we, were we adding a 
sentence at the end that mentions that we were creating a re-envisioning group?  I see 
no’s.  No, cover letter.  Okay, very good.  Okay, so those are the amendments that I 
have. 
 
HANSON:  Any questions about that?  Alright, this comes to you moved and seconded.  
All in favor?  [Aye] Opposed?  Abstentions?  Alright, the motion carries.  That would be 
the last item on the list but we skipped over the item that might have come from Rachel 
Weeks.  Let me just say a word or two about that. 
 
You have something at your places I believe about the academic building energy 
challenge.  This is a competition that has been ongoing for a couple of years and has 
involved the residence halls.  This year, the Office of Sustainability is including a number 
of academic buildings in the energy challenge.  It’s a four-week competition.  
Participating buildings will compete to reduce their electricity and water consumption.  
These are all places where there’s metering.  The participating buildings are Chemistry, 
Geological Sciences and Survey, the Wells Library, Jordan Hall, the Kelley School of 
Business Undergraduate Building, Meyers Hall, Simon Hall, and SPEA.  And the winning 
building will show the greatest combined reduction of energy and water use.  In the past 
couple of years there has been quite a savings from this that also builds interest in 
energy conservation on the campus.  In the past, there have been corporate partners 
here who’ve also been supplying devices that will then help us reduce energy further 
including meters.  The idea behind the energy challenge is to plough back into other 
energy initiatives the savings from the energy challenge.  So there are some other 
details of this, but I think they want you to know about this because the competition 
begins shortly after spring break and participants are encouraged to attend the 
informational meeting on March 5th.  Have any questions or comments about that? 
 
GIERYN:  One of our number has been honored, Professor Ketterson of the department 
of Biology was recently selected as a fellow of the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science.  The president is hosting a celebration to honor Professor 
Ketterson at 5:30 this afternoon in Bryan House and you are all invited. 
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HANSON:  Well that will give you an hour to get ready unless there is any other 
business.  Is there any other new business?  Alright then we’re adjourned. 
 
DOWELL:  Alright, thank you. 
 
 


