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BREHM:  We have a pretty full agenda. I would like to welcome Interim President designate, Jerry Bepko who will speak with us shortly, but I want to tell him how very pleased we are today that he could be with us and we look forward to hearing from him and having a good conversation with him. Thanks for being here Jerry. 
AGENDA ITEM #1: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS

Professor Robert Eno
BREHM: And now we start the agenda with Bob Eno on agenda committee business.

ENO:  I have very little business today. I would like you to know and it’s a great pleasure for me to announce that we will soon be sending out the nomination ballots for the BFC elections for next year. Meaning that we are on the road out already. You will probably be receiving those just before Thanksgiving and the due date for the return will be in December. Hopefully we will have the election in January; we will be on time for the first time in many years to get our work done on time. 

I do want to note in advance before the next agenda is circulated for our next meeting, that when that agenda circulates you will probably see on it an item concerning Conflict of Interest. Those who are veterans on this Council will remember enduring passing Conflict of Interest Policy last year. I want you to know in advance that there is a request, a proposal for a very very small change in that policy, one that will take almost no time and hopefully will be non-controversial. When you see it, memories of last year will flood back and I want to inoculate you against those memories. 
We will also need to finish up approving a set of bylaws for the committee that we created last year—something that we had planned to do all along so there’s no surprising disastrous feeling that should accompany that. That is all the Agenda Committee business that I have for today.
AGENDA ITEM #2: PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS

Chancellor Sharon Brehm

BREHM:  I have just a few items I would like to share with you. We have talked a great deal and will continue I’m sure to talk more about the delayed search for Provost. But you should know that there are other searches going on right now and there are also a number of reviews. The Dean of Law school search got started fairly early and is making very good progress and they are looking forward to interviewing some of what we might call semi-finalists at the beginning of the year and then hopefully having some finalist candidates in maybe January, February or early March. So, that search is well on track and I understand its going very well. 

The, also, we are looking for a new director of the Wells Scholars Program. We all tried to get Scott Sanders to continue longer and he just would not do that. But he is cooperating actively with the search. I am using the Advisory Committee as a Search Committee. We did decide that we thought this would be better as an internal appointment so we are not doing an external search and it’s been very informal and relatively low key at this point. I am meeting with that group this evening and will know at that point sort of where we are in this process. Obviously it is a very important appointment.

We also have three surveys being conducted on the Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences as well as the School of Education. And hose are in process, I presume the surveys have gone out.    
ENO:  Not yet.  Very soon.

BREHM:  Not yet. We also have a search for a new director of Radio/TV and that search got started a little bit after the law school search but as far as I know it too is proceeding on track and I think probably a month or two after the law search in terms of when they’ll see semi-finalists and finalists.
We have reviews of two administrators, Julie Knost. That review I met with the committee just recently. And Don Hossler’s review and I will be meeting with that committee in a week or two. So those two reviews, these are five year reviews, are underway.  And we have just begun in late November, I think right Neil, the added—not late November, a week ago, two weeks ago—a search for a new Dean of Women’s affairs. As you know Jean Robinson has decided to retire. I regret that; Jean’s done a terrific job but this is a time in her life when she wanted to take a break from administration. Pam Walters of the Department of Sociology is chairing that committee. The ad is out, it’s posted and the committee is about to meet. So, we are moving ahead on that one and that will be a national search. That concludes as far as I know any of the searches or reviews that are being conducted out of my office. We will move on to questions and answers, our usual period for that. 
AGENDA ITEM #3:  QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD
Chancellor Sharon Brehm and Professor Robert Eno

BREHM:  Seeing none, hearing none. I now want to turn the floor over to our Interim President Designate to speak to us and bring us up to date on any issues he wants us to focus on as well.
AGENDA ITEM #4:  DISCUSSIONS OF ISSUES FACING IU
(Interim President Designate Gerald Bepko)

BEPKO:  I appreciate very much the opportunity join you today. It is important to me and I do like the informal way that the room is organized, that’s more my taste. I like give and take and informal exchanges but because this is my first meeting and I was a little apprehensive about being in your company this first time, I have some remarks that I prepared and I hope that you will indulge me. I’d like to say these things first and then I hope we have time for some exchange. I really do appreciate the opportunity to share these few thoughts. What I’m thinking about at this time, it is more important though to me and I would be grateful if you let me hear from you about what is on your minds and any reactions you have to what I say.
I have been on the faculty of Indiana University for more than 30 years. I spent the first 7 years as an associate professor and then a professor of law at the Law School in Indianapolis. The second 7 years in the Dean’s office in the law school in Indianapolis and in the last 16.5 years as Chancellor of IUPUI and Vice President of IU. I have taught at least one course in nearly all of the 23.5 years that I have served in the administration although I stopped teaching all together a couple of years ago because of an overbooking problem which is endemic in academic administration. Those at other universities who work in my field of commercial transactions have been kind enough over the years to keep me involved in some national activities through my life membership and something called the National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws and also my continuing appointment as a member of something called the Permanent Editorial Board for the Uniform Commercial Code. 

My wife Jean and I have come to love Indiana University and its people as well as the community in which we live. When we moved to Indiana in 1972, we had a one year plan, a two year plan and a three year plan. By the end of the third we knew that we wanted to stay here for many reasons not the least of which was the supportive environment for raising our two children. The combination of Indiana University as a place to work and our community as a place to live caused us to become more and more committed to spending our lives in service to the university. 

Indiana University is the most compelling institution because it has a special culture. For one thing, it is an institution devoted to addressing society’s most important challenge—the cultivation of human intelligence. Education is the answer to nearly all of the world’s problems. Learning is important at all levels, most especially though, at the advanced levels where all of us work. Those of us who are privileged to serve in higher education, play a valuable role as distributors of knowledge that help improve lives and advance the human condition. But we are at least as important, maybe more important for encouraging rigorous thought, intellectual honesty and excellent habits of mind among our students. Universities are micro cultures and places that pursue an unyielding commitment to truth and excellence and I am proud that Indiana University is an exemplar of these values but its more. IU is also an institution at which collegiality, mutual respect and team work are cultivated and cherished.  
IU is an institution that is committed to providing excellence and opportunity to the broadest range of learners, particularly those who have been victims of discrimination. I believe IU has created an optimal combination of these traits of institutional personality, blended in different ways in different parts of the university to address the needs of particular programs. Around and amidst this blending, have grown wonderful traditions and wonderful people whom I admire very much. These cultural features and values of IU originated and have their foundation on the Bloomington campus. It was when I was a young law professor and invited to teach here as a visiting professor that I learned the origins of IU and how IU Bloomington had shaped and energized the other campuses. How IU Bloomington faculty had raised the levels of achievement across the university as those faculty members provided leadership among their national peers. I taught here at the Law School in Bloomington in the summers of 1976 – 1980 and the first summer that I taught here, the Law School arranged housing for me in Eigemann Hall which incidentally was comfortable but not highest on my list of reasons to love IU. Later I coauthored a student textbook with law school professor, Dr. Boshkoff, one of the best if not the very best teacher I have ever encountered. These visiting appointments here in Bloomington stopped only when in 1981 I began my life of overbooking by becoming Dean of Law at Indianapolis. But that did not reduce my time in Bloomington. As a member of the administration I estimate that I have spent more than a thousand days here over the past 21 years. 
As Interim President, I will be here in Bloomington, at about the same pattern as Myles Brand and other Presidents considering that there will be a biennial session of the General Assembly during four months at least of the interim administration. In practical terms, this will mean that I will be in the main office of the IU President which remains here in Bloomington two or three days a week. We will continue though to reside in Indianapolis but will likely spend many nights here in Bryan Hall on campus. To tell you something about how I approach these things, the responsibilities of administration, I want to tell you that not long after my appointment as Law Dean, I heard the late Commissioner of baseball and Yale President Bart Giamatti talk about baseball and academic administration. Shortly after I heard him speak about these things, I began having a recurring dream about baseball and perhaps because the World Series just ended and there are these important changes taking place in my life, this recurring dream has come back even more vividly than before. 
Now when I was Dean of the Law School, I dreamt that I was playing baseball and the game was not played by the usual rules, however, since my team composed of four players, two Assistant Deans, an Associate Dean and me, we were always in the field. The other team comprised 30 or 40 law faculty who batted continuously even though they made outs. I was always the pitcher on my team although reminiscent of the earliest days of baseball I was called the server and not the pitcher and the word server was printed across the back of my uniform. Law faculty members would come to the plate in no particular order although some seemed to bat more than others, some of us struck out or made out on pop flies but that never seemed to stop them from running around the bases as if they had hit safe land. The grand stands in the small baseball field in this dream were always full of law students and law alumni who cheered every hit and occasionally came down from the stands and ran around the bases taking the time while running to tell me that parking was inadequate or if an alumni, that the law school was not providing enough practical training for the students. 

In 1986, around World Series time, when I became part of the university administration, my dream began to change. In fact, I described this dream and my changes that were taking place in my first speech as chancellor to the IUPUI Faculty Council in September of that year. Although some faculty were still running around the bases in the dream, the faces of the batters were different. The batters had becomes the deans of the schools at  IUPUI such as Engineering, Dentistry, and Liberal arts. These batters were more disciplined and only occasionally would insist on running the bases after being called out but they were much more threatening hitters. The crowd in the grand stands also had changed, both were much larger, the stands were filled with sections of students, faculty and alumni of different schools who would cheer when their dean came to bat. The most formidable batters of all seemed to come from the School of Medicine. The school’s supporters, medical students and alumni sitting in sky boxes and luxury suits cheered in a more subtle way but with palpable power. 
Along the way, after a few years as Chancellor, a new feature was added to this recurring rivalry, in the ballpark there was a new score board high above the home plate with the words “Responsibility Centered Management” in neon lights at the top. The score board shows a charge to a dean’s budget for each time at bat, a separate charge for running the bases and a special extra charge for running the bases after making out. The new scoring system seems to have slowed the pace of the game and it also seems to have eliminated running the bases after making out except for a few law faculty and it has caused the deans interestingly enough to collaborate even making sacrificed bunts to move another dean along the bases. But the scoring system has caused some deans to complain about my pitches or serves and the general quality of the playing field. One dean, after striking out was heard to say, “Sometimes batting in this ball park is not what you have to pay for it.” Occasionally an IU Trustee would come to bat. One Trustee you may know, named Ray Richardson, a very skilled player in his own right, often would keep score while standing in the third base coaches box. He often complained that faculty were not putting forth enough effort, not playing defense, some were not batting enough, and others were batting too much. When batting, they too often tried to hit home runs and not the higher percentage singles that moved runners and scored. 
A fortnight ago the dream began to change again. Now the game is played at a breathtakingly new large stadium with an enormous crowd that makes a deafening noise. Each IU school and campus has its own section and the students and alumni cheer wildly when a batter from their school steps to the plate. The largest section of the grand stand is for the Kelly School of Business which has entire area of club seats and luxury suits behind the third base just down from the Medical School. And the batters are changing, Interspersed among these batters are now more Trustees, the faculties and students of seven additional campuses, the Chancellors of these campuses including Chancellor Sharon Brehm from IU Bloomington. The formidable Indian University Bloomington deans and distinguished faculty and the university Vice Presidents. Many among these batters are the most intimidating of all. The other night Rich Shiffrin hit a screaming line drive right past my head which knocked off my cap. And just last night Dean Swamy hit the longest home run in the history of these baseball games, some 610 feet as measured by a special laser device provided by UITS. It was at this moment that I woke up and each time I awaken, these days and that is often, I am reminded by documents on my night stand that this is an interim period in IU’s development and that I have been asked to sit in this chair at a particularly important moment. 
There are many forces at work within the institution and beyond with which we will have to deal in the next 6 month period. We cannot afford to slacker or be distracted during the search for a new president. Each night and each morning I re-pledge my total energy for these six months or so that I plan to serve. I want to make sure that we don’t lose a step. We must aggressively pursue the agenda already in place, as articulated by President Myles Brand and the Trustees. We must adapt and seize opportunities presented during this year. We must create the most positive conditions and be well positioned to recruit the new president who can take us through that next level of achievement as the best of the nation’s multi-campus public universities.  As I see it, the agenda for this year includes first that we rededicate ourselves to the team work that is the fundamental asset of Indiana University. Now more than ever we need to come together and unify around common goals. This is what the Trustees of IU expect and have asked us to do. In this interim period, we must take advantage of team work within the university to increase our impact, create value that is greater than the sum of the parts and presenting a united front to the external world. External unity will be especially important in this time of limited state resources and as we approach the 2003 General Assembly in which there will be more intense competition among many good causes. 
Another point on which I think we have always agreed is the emphasis on student learning. In this interim period we should re-affirm our commitment to the success of our students as learners especially as measured by commonly maintained data on such matters as retention and graduation rates and maybe most important of all the criteria for the National Study of Student Engagement that’s managed here at Indiana University Bloomington. Such excellent work has been done here on the Bloomington campus that just a little more than a year ago we were judged in Time Magazine as the best campus in the nation among research universities for first year undergraduate experiences, a distinction that we have come to call, Time Magazine’s College of the Year designation. We want to build on that success and increase recognition among top students across the country. 
We must continue our commitment to research excellence. As Myles Brand said in his recent State of the University message, Indiana University has an illustrious history as a research institution, it also has a very bright and productive future. To succeed, we must nurture our junior faculty, hire and retain the best senior faculty and ensure that compensation and working conditions for all faculties are among the best. We must supplement excellent faculty members with excellent staff and we must attract high performing graduate and undergraduate students. Despite constrained state resources we must do everything within our power to ensure that the university is second to none in research infrastructure and support for faculty research. This begins with enhancing one of our proudest traditions, excellence in the Arts and Humanities, pursuant to a four year commitment made in 2000 to support research and creative activity of these fields. Activity so important in defining our university. The Arts and Humanities are valuable because of their fundamental nature. In his owner’s university, “The University: An Owner’s Manual,” Henry Rosovksy makes this point in a way that resonates on campuses like IUPUI that are heavily influenced by professional schools. Rosovsky wrote, “The ideal of a profession should not be a mere flow of competent technocrats. A more appropriate goal is professional authority combined with the three components of a liberal education: humility, humanity and humor. I want my lawyer and doctor to have a grasp of pain, love, laughter, death, religion, justice and the limitations of science. That may be far more important than knowing the most modern drug or the latest ruling of an appellate court.” But Rosovsky’s point should not cause us to under value the radiating benefits from the Arts and Humanities to communities or the engagement of arts and humanities, creators and scholars to enhance our quality of life and attract what Richard Florida  in a recent book calls the “creative class.” The city of Indianapolis has even created a  commission of Arts and Cultural Tourism of which I am pleased to be a member. 
Engagement with our constituencies has been the subject of much discussion across the state in recent years and it’s clear that IU’s excellence in research is an important foundation for engagement. Research universities are clearly among the keys to the new economies and will be very important to the future of Indiana. We must enhance our ability to contribute to the Indiana economy in the life sciences, information technology and other fields. In the twenty-first century, Indiana University must be known for its contributions to economic growth both here in Indiana and across the country. We believe that we have special opportunities with respect to life sciences and information technology and some other fields and that these opportunities will bring us closer together as a university. At the end of this decade we hope the Bloomington campus and the Indianapolis campus and their interrelationships will be as well known as the research triangle in North Carolina or places in California, Massachusetts or Texas that have been celebrated for their university-based economic growth and high quality of life. 
This leads to the planning and allocation process for the Bloomington campus, chaired by law professor Fred Cate. This is an extremely important process that presents extraordinary opportunities to develop new models of preeminence for the Big 10 and for the nation. It should also have a major impact on the other campuses of Indiana University. As Myles Brand has said, this is a once in a decade or may even a once in a lifetime opportunity. It is an invitation to envision what IU Bloomington should be in its next era of development. It will put all of us to this test to see if we can boldly envision our future and invest new resources to bring the vision to reality. This will take courage and leadership; in the process I hope it will enhance the stature of Indiana University Bloomington as one of the nations’ leading academic centers. Because of the importance of this planning process I will remain available to assist in any way that I can and look forward to being an active advocate for the processes conclusions. 

Finally, we will have to focus much attention on making our case in the 2003 Indiana General Assembly. We think Indiana University is emerging as the best of the multi-campus institutions in the United States. We have strategic higher education assets at the right places, with the right orientation to make the most important contributions to the future success of our state. We have to do more to help people understand this crucial importance and the role that all our campuses play, not only in stimulating the economy but in making Indiana a place where the arts are valued, where people understand their history and culture, where the infrastructures of life such as schools and health care are of the highest quality and where society’s choices are intelligently made. 

The early stages of this legislative process have been filled with gloom focused on the structural deficit on the state’s budget and aversion to raising taxes again for a second time in one year. But there is one promising development. Just a couple of weeks ago, the Indiana Commission for Higher Education made its recommendations and they are favorable including a proposal, a very important proposal for a special component of funding for the research university campuses tied to external grant income. The specific formula proposed will be very beneficial to Indiana University Bloomington. Even if it is not adopted in the 2003 biennium the proposal makes an important step forward in the discussion of higher education in the state. Even if the news from the state is depressing, there are promising signs in Washington at least. Just last Friday as a part of its lame duck session, both houses of Congress voted to double NSF funding over the next five years. 

In this interim period, I look forward to working very closely with my good friend and colleague Sharon Brehm. Since she arrived at Indiana University, Sharon and I have spent much time together talking about the role of Chancellor and sharing our experiences as Chancellors of the two largest campuses. I am impressed by her talents and energy, I understand the challenges of chancellors and I will do all I can to support Sharon and make this an excellent year for Indiana University Bloomington. I have had a lot of experience working with the Chancellor of the Bloomington campus. As many of you know, Ken Gros Louis and I worked very closely together for many years. There is no one I respect more or who has greater insight into our institution and its history. And I have asked Ken to accept appointment as a special advisor during the interim presidency as well as to chair a small advisory group whom I will consult on university wide matters. 
This summary and agenda is really just the starting point for me and for you. More important, is what I said at the beginning that I hear from you about what I have said and other matters that you may wish to take up. My job for the next month or so will be to listen carefully and to ensure that we are united in our expectations for the work of the administration in this interim period. I believe we can be very productive in the interim period. I believe we can be very can seize opportunities and I believe we can present a set of institutional conditions that will attract our next president who I hope will be among the very best if not the very best president in the United States. In this period of time you can trust that I will keep on pitching and that I will be a faithful server as your Interim President. Thank you. [Applause.]
BREHM:   We do indeed; we are in good shape in terms of time. We have time for lots of discussion and engagement. So, first up? 
BEPKO:  I noticed that they did not ask any questions in the question and answer period.
BREHM: They were waiting for you.

BRABSON:  Jerry, your reputation goes before you as a person who is extraordinary effective in working with the legislature here in Indiana. With that reputation comes the sense that you have of the legislature at the moment and what they think of Indiana University in general and in particular. What are the problems, what are the barriers, what are the burdens that you see? Where are train wrecks in our immediate future with regard to the legislature and its view of Indiana University? The second part of the question is this, when you deal with the legislature, is it best that we deal with the legislature as a single person or as a number of different people from different campuses.  
BEPKO:  Let me answer the last question first and say that I believe that because of the way we are organized, everyone will look to Indiana University as one supplicant and unit coming to the legislature for support. So, while we may have component parts, I think that the most effective way to approach state government is as a unified university. Now, in the course of things, there will be people, members of the General Assembly who are from different parts of the state who might be more interested in one or another part of Indiana University than another. But I think that in general we would like to keep focus on the entire enterprise which I think will result in the greatest success. We stand to gain much more by being unified and I think we tend to be easier to deal with when we are separated and divided up. 
Now, you said how are we viewed? I think that Indiana University is widely respected and that Indiana University Bloomington in particular is revered. I think that there probably are few campuses, few universities in the country that have the kind of loyalty and dedication of alumni as Indiana University Bloomington has. I think a problem and our greatest obstacle is that Indiana is not a very wealthy state, in fact, it is a poor state right now and the structural deficit that exists within the state—meaning that the state is planning this year to spend more money than it is going to take in by $700 or $800 million. This is a really confounding problem for people who love higher education and love Indiana University in particular. How they will bridge that deficit gap, how they will deal with other claims that are being made that may be less discretionary than funding for higher education, and how they will balance all that is something that will be very difficult to resolve and I think that is our main obstacle. If they had more in a way of resources, if revenues from the current system of taxation exceeded budgeted expenditures for this year, I should think that they would be looking at all kinds of ways to enhance higher education. I should say that there is another issue that could come into play and that is that while the Commission for Higher Education has made a recommendation that may be unilaterally favorable to research universities, Purdue and IU, there are also recommendations that have to do with a new community college and the community college is likely to be very popular. It is easier to understand, it exists in more places and politically has a lot of influence.   
SENCHUK:  I understand and realize that being an interim spot like this is a very difficult position to be in. I am just wondering to what extent you see yourself as committed to the administrative initiatives of your predecessor.
BEPKO:  In fact, what I have said represents pretty much the agenda that’s already in place. My intent was to embrace the agenda that exists. I may not have mentioned that people may view as the existing agenda but the intent is to not create a new agenda, to take the agenda that is already in place as adopted by the Trustees and as articulated by Myles Brand and to use that as our agenda for this interim administration. I would like to clear up one thing but I think it’s pretty clear already, but one of the advantages I have in being an Interim President is I am not a candidate for the permanent job.
MORGAN: Jerry, I like the metaphor, I do not like baseball particularly but I do like the metaphor. But there was one little feature of it that resonated with me and that is that as you got closer to the present, you conceived of all this enormous increase in high level, high paid upper administrators that we have over the last eight years acquired. As that, I conceive of them as fielders myself. Very very over paid plethora of fielders that we do not need. You asked for some of our concerns, I think we are desperately concerned, I am desperately concerned, I apologize for that we. I am desperately concerned with the inflated budgets of upper administration. I think that this has been a corruption in the RCM process. We have a lot more upper administrators making a $150 to $200 thousand now than we had eight or nine years ago. Many of them, positions that just are not and do not seem necessary to us at all—and of course we weren’t consulted. I would think that in approaching legislators that some indication of internal redistribution of funds and resources would show to them how seriously we are attempting to accomplish some of our lofty goals and the goals for the state university out of the resources that we currently have recognizing how difficult the environment is. 
Now one of the ways that we have tried to cope with that is to inflate these upper level administrative positions and bring in more and more and more and more students who, our enrollment people not withstanding have included increasing numbers of weaker students, who need more and more support work, who actually diminish the quality of a lot of the education that we are able to provide. Frankly, without sufficient resources to deal with adequately; it is not just matter of providing classrooms for them, it is the kind of remediation that some of them need that we are just unable to provide. If we were not noteworthy for this I think our situation would be very much worse, but it is bad enough the way that it is. So I think we are really concerned about the academic quality in the institution in terms of the student body. We are desperately concerned about the internal allocation of resources and I wonder if there is anything that can be accomplished during these next months at least to indicate to us and to the university community at large and to people outside that we are very anxious to use the resources in the best way and maintain the quality of the institution? Frankly, I don’t see losing a lot of faculty, being unable to retain top faculty who are going elsewhere, and increasing the student body by bringing in weaker and weaker students is a sign, or an acclamation of our excellence.   
BEPKO:  And your question is what do I think about all that? I’ll answer that.
MORGAN: The most important thing is how do you like the shuffling around in the metaphor?
BEPKO:  I think that I’ll have to wait until tonight and have the dream again to see how that actually plays out but what I intended to convey by way of the metaphor is that I am out there pitching and serving and I don’t seem overstaffed in that respect. I think that we should to respond to your point, I think that we should be showing to the stake holders of Indiana and beyond, donors and people who support us that we are good stewards, that we have lowered our costs and that we are increasing our productivity and very difficult to show but to make ourselves more transparent so that we can explain to people how we are getting better. I believe we are and I believe that we have a great story to tell. I think that this is something that we should be explaining to our publics and exactly how we go about that, I would like to reserve some judgment. I am not saying anything more about it today but I certainly agree that recruiting better and better students is important. In fact I mentioned that in the alluding to the fact that Time Magazine characterized Indiana University Bloomington as College of the Year. I think that it is the college of the year. It is one of the nation’s treasures and we ought to have students beating down the doors to study here more so than they are today and I’m all for working hard to achieve that. 
ENO:  Jerry, I would like to ask you about the relations between and among the campuses but with particular focus on IUPUI and Bloomington. From a faculty perspective I think it feels very clear to me that there has been a great deal of mistrust and mutual suspicion between IUPUI and Bloomington over the years. I haven’t seen that thing reduced; I have seen attention paid on at the administration level to try to make the best, as you put it, to make the whole more than the sum of the parts to put two campuses together to forge connections between the life sciences initiative as a major initiative in that direction. But I have not seen any evidence in the last few years on the faculty level and on a personal level that this type of mutual suspicion has been dissolving and that we are getting any closer to forming a type of access of effort that could be characterized as team work on the faculty level. Do you have any ideas about how the program of cooperation which has very much become a theme at the administrative level could actually be transferred to the level where the faculty see one another, faculty see one another more as mutual opportunities than as mutual competitors in the negative sense?
BEPKO:  Well I do not have any specific proposals to make. I think that over the long term, it is a matter of trying to encourage people through a variety of the means that may be available to us as colleagues. I think that you cannot force these things because only faculty members themselves can decide if some collaboration is really useful and productive. So we can only create the conditions in which these things will grow and to try to encourage their growth. I do believe in the notion that in the future, maybe beyond, certainly beyond the time that I will be working, but maybe so far that it is hard to talk about it. But I believe that the campuses of universities while they will maintain their particular cultures and their particular strengths to draw and attract students because that is where the students go, it is the campuses. At another level they will not be as much world cities as they are today or they have been historically. And we’ll have more collaboration and more opportunities to create something greater than the sum of the parts through research and service activities, public engagement of various kinds that will make us stronger. Exactly how to do that I think is very difficult, I know how difficult it is and I know that sometimes forcing the issue may actually work just in the opposite direction then the one you are trying to go. I just think we have to be patient and persevere and take advantage of the opportunities that are going to be presented within Indiana especially with respect to engaging with the larger community.
ROTELLA:  Our last guest in your spot was the late head of the Athletic Development. And the public face of this university is so often not what they say about us in Time Magazine, but what they say about us in Sports Illustrated. And you are now in this important seat and you are obviously capable of thinking about athletics since you dream about baseball. So, I am wondering what plans you have for your six months which is going to be a very interesting six months in terms of relationships between athletics and the university? What plans do you have formulated for dealing with the issues that will be in front of you?
[End of Tape 1, Side A; Some conversation lost.]
BEPKO:  We have an Acting Athletic Director and I think that is a situation that looks to be good and stable for the interim period. I also know that with all these transitions that are taking place, and they may be interrelated because it may be that the market for athletic directors, and I am not sure of this, but it may be that the market for athletic directors includes some very capable people who would not want to accept appointment unless they knew who the president of the university was going to be. So it may be that we will not be able to act really quickly to change the arrangements from an Acting Athletic Director to the permanent athletic director, on the other had it may. I don’t have any plans, I know that it is very complicated and I know that there is a great deal of interest in the community focused on this but I think we will just have to take these things and analyze them slowly. As you probably know or can imagine, the trustees are very interested in this because it does generate so much external commentary. But as soon as there is any planning under way I would think that this group would be involved and you will know about it.
HAMBURGER:  Maybe a follow up on Elyce’s comment, I wanted to get your thoughts on the structural anomaly that places the athletics program along with many other administrative functions essentially outside of the oversight of the Bloomington campus and under the central university administration. It seems to me looking from the outside, when I arrived here and incidences that have occurred since then, that it really is a structural anomaly that gets in the way of a lot of the academic work that we need to do here. Any thoughts about the opportunities for changing the role of the Bloomington campus administration in oversight of the administrative function here? 
BEPKO: Well I think that the trustees are going to create a job description for the new president and I think they are going to ask for lots of commentary about that. I think they are engaged in that right now and I think that the time to make points like this will be in the drafting of that job description. I also think that it will depend to some extent on who is recruited as a new president. I can see some presidents, candidates for our presidents position, coming from another university where he or she is already the CEO having one view of how the office here should be arranged. On the other hand I can see people who may come from other walks of life having another view of how these things should be arranged. So I think that this is an important time to raise issues like that and I think that the trustees are very much open to that and are seeking thoughts about how to define the presidency. I think they will go into this with a predisposition and they will have drafted a job description but then once they get into the candidates they may have some different influences that may change their approach. I do think that there is a reason why, I have heard from people who are resident of the Bloomington campus that they like the idea that the president of Indiana University is directly engaged in the Bloomington campus. But what you’re suggesting is that there may be ways of adjusting that engagement, may be there is too much engagement in some areas and not enough engagement in others. Those are very subtle and great refinements that I think would be good to talk about at this time.
RUBIN:  I was encouraged to hear you reiterate Myles’ theme of the economic development contribution that the university makes to the state. I am wondering based on your experience with legislature, how receptive is the legislature truly to us representing that, that IU contributes greatly to the economic development of Indiana and what can we do if they are not receptive to make them receptive or if they are to enhance that receptivity. 
BEPKO:  Well we’ve done a lot over the years. I think that I should comment here on something that was said earlier about my own role. In recent years I have not been as directly involved and I do not think it is fair or accurate to place too much emphasis on any one individual as a part of our approach to state government. It is really a team of people, a very large team of people including people within the university family and outside the university family. We have a group called Hoosiers for Higher Education, we have lots of friends, alumni and people who believe in higher education who are very helpful and who altogether orchestrated with a series of common themes to advance. This is the force that will help us penetrate the state government. I think that there is movement and that people are better able to see the impact of the research campuses and research universities on the economy of Indiana. I think they have looked around the country and they have said, well, our condition is good and in all the places where conditions are good they have found in the midst of the goodness are a research university or two. So I think that the realization is growing. I think evidence of that is the Commission of Higher Education’s recommendation that research campuses get direct subventions related to their grant income and to their expenditures for research. But will it take root sufficiently in this session so that we can get back on track and get our problems solved and have investment capital to the future, I am skeptical but always hopeful, always sanguine. We will keep pitching and serving. 
BASU:  From your perspective, do you think that RCM has benefited the academic mission of this university more than it has cost us?
BEPKO: Well I think that probably it has had a different impact in different places. Overall I would think that it has been beneficial. Most of the things I hear RCM blamed for is the application of what is post hoc ergo proctor hoc, fallacies. Something happened after RCM therefore RCM was responsible for it and I think that properly understood as a way of better understanding the flows of resources within the university and fixating authority and responsibility in the same places actually as far out into the institution as you can possibly get without losing, without having centrifugal forces take over. I think these are healthy things that it creates an information rich environment where people have lots more information about what is actually going on, what the real dynamics or the financial dynamic of the university are. In that sense I think it is desirable. 
I know that there have been some more specific problems but I think that my belief has been that we can work through those, take advantage of the information rich environment that’s created, take advantage of the insights that RCM provides, take advantage of putting the authority and the information in the right places so that people can make decisions. It always seemed to me that it was important for, although I have heard counter arguments and I respect those arguments, but I always thought it was important for the people who decide about enrollments, who is admitted and who isn’t, I guess I am thinking about the schools that admit their own students, to have some sense of what enrollments more or less mean in terms of finances. Putting those things together in places in the university where information could be put together and the authority can be exercised with good judgment in light of that information was positive for the university overall. I think probably there has been more receptivity to this too in Indianapolis where I have spent most of my time in part because so many of the units have an opportunity to increase their own enrollments and other resource bases without competing with other units on the campus. It is increasing the pie rather than deciding how to divide it up and it is probably more difficult for that to happen here in Bloomington where there is a student body recruited at the undergraduate level anyway that is recruited as one student body and then under RCM I can see how competition would develop over those students who are coming here. So, I think that there are different challenges in applying this but my sense is that both at Bloomington and Indianapolis, RCM has been reviewed by dually constituted faculty council entities and committees and that all the reviews have been positively, at least the recommendation is that it be maintained. 
BREHM:  If there are no more questions  I want to thank you so much, Jerry, for being with us and I look forward to working with you for the rest of his year and into the summer and as long as you possibly can.
BEPKO:  Can I stay for the discussion of the strategic planning?

BREHM:  I would hope that you would.  Thank you so much.  (Applause)

AGENDA ITEM #4:  UPDATE ON STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESS

(Professor Fred Cate, Chair, Strategic Planning Committee)

BREHM:  And now we move to the Strategic Planning discussion and Fred Cate is here with us to talk about this. While Fred is moving to the front let me just express my gratitude to Fred and to all the members of the Strategic Planning Committee. This is a lot of work, a lot of effort and they are just hard at it from the day that they got started. Neil and I visited with them briefly last night and it is a very impressive committee and they are, and I think you’ll see, moving ahead. And I just want to thank Fred and thank the rest of the committee for taking on this assignment.
CATE:  Thank you very much, it is a privilege to be here. I am sorry to hear the Conflicts of Interest are going to be back on the agenda. I appeared before you on Conflicts of Interest five or six years ago if I recall. I guess it means that there really is no such thing as progress. I have a hand out for you, I know this is always annoying because it means that it’s not properly noted and it does not have the heading and I apologize for that. I  know you will have ample chance to get even with me. Let me just, the great thing about talking about Strategic Planning is of course that really, a third of the people  in this room are on the Strategic Planning Committee and so anything I say will not only be wrong but will almost certainly be contradicted as well. So, let me just give you a sense of what we are doing, some of the issues we are facing and where we at least think or hope we are going.

You see from this sheet that is coming around, if I can just start with the past a little bit, the committee was appointed at the very end of September. It was frankly a somewhat devious move by the Chancellor to appoint the committee so that it could meet once in September. I did, on the 30th of September so that she could always say that it had the month of September to work. Since then it has met six additional times, so, it is meeting virtually every week now and will continue to do so right through Christmas and I would imagine January as well. We have five tasks, as you well know. Three of those tasks have a fairly urgent deadline, a nearly sadistic deadline, that of February 1, 2003. A Statement of Mission and Values, a Statement of Academic Priorities—I will come back to that in a moment—and a process for reviewing proposals that address those academic priorities. We did have two additional sets of activities which we have to complete: the Statement of General Priorities which we have until May 1 and then recommendation on bench marks, a review of the academic priorities and a consideration of whether they need to be revised for the next year of 2003-2004 which we have until next December 15 2003. 
We have spent most of our time engaged in a number of activities which I think you would predict even without hearing them from me. The first was reviewing a set of Deans’ reports which the Chancellor had requested from each of the academic deans and the Dean of University Libraries so that we would have some input right from the start about what the Deans and the Policy Committees of the various schools identified as school priorities. Where were the areas of competitive strength and where might initiatives be focused that would best leverage that competitive strength? We have also drawn on a number of other resources and I would pause here just for a moment to say many of you have served on committees or chaired where you promised all of the support you needed until the moment that you said yes and then you knew what would happen there after. Thus far, this has been really just a remarkable process because the Chancellor’s office has accorded enormous support. We have a really excellent staff member, Judy Woodley, from the Chancellor’s office who has been very busy working with me and other members of the committee collecting documents from other campuses, from the history of this campus, from other universities so that we would have the widest range of resources to review—not only on how other universities deal with these issues but thinking about the future challenges that higher education is likely to face. We have had, as I mentioned, a number of meeting and in those meetings as well as meetings to come we have had the good fortune of meeting with people from the community and from the university who have brought a variety of perspectives to bear. We have heard from Judge Najam who is a long time member of this community, President of the Society of Advanced Studies, as you know his father was also a professor here and really brought a remarkable perspective from the community. We have heard twice now from the Chancellor, we will be meeting with the Chancellor and with President Brand again in December. We have the Dean of the Faculties, Moya Andrews on the agenda, who has graciously agreed to share her thoughts. Michael McRobbie, other people, George Kuh, people who have really brought the benefit of their experience or their research in these areas and that has already proved very valuable to the committee. 
And then finally of course the committee members have been drawing out on their own expertise and their own private meetings and their own interactions with their faculties or their colleagues or with other students and staff. So that we get, if you will, the broadest representation, the broadest variety of perspectives in the room possible. 

Now that I suppose brings you up to date on the administrative details and that I could have done by email. So let me turn just a moment to what we are really doing and really looking at. The types of issues that the committee is facing I think you would have accurately predicted right from the start but let me just offer you a couple of perspectives on that so that you may be able to offer us additional guidance. One of the first issues which I do not think is quite fully resolved but we have at least found a sort of working accommodation on is the scope of this review process, the scope of this planning process. Had the committee been given three years to do it, the scope would have been somewhat clear for a very base broad based, a very exhaustive inquiry. Given that instead we had five months to do it we are half way now in that five months period on the Mission Statement and Academic Priorities, we have really sort of brought together a sort of combination of views on scope. On the one hand looking, particularly where the Mission and Vision Statements are involved, at a mission for the campus, thinking about the campus as an integral whole, as a unit and thinking about our charge as really reaching across the campus. On the other hand, where the academic priorities are involved, we are aware that we have been given a very unique opportunity, in fact, a truly unique opportunity which is to make recommendations regarding the investment of a comparatively small amount of money compared with the campus’s operating budget. But a huge amount of money compared with the amount of money that is usually available for new initiatives. And so the question we have been asking is where would strategic investments of limited resources make the greatest difference in the life of this campus? Not what do we do, what should we be doing, how well can we do it? This will not be the sort of report, I warn you now, in which everyone is going to find some warm and friendly language for themselves in it. When we talk about these priorities, the thinking I think increasingly of the whole committee is instead focused on strategic investments, strategic leveraging of very scarce resources. Where can we most make a difference?
Toward that end, that suggests another issue that we have spent a fair amount of time on and will undoubtedly spend more on which is a level of the type of priorities we might identify. Here I have to give credit to Sharon, in our very first meeting together she said, “I think your biggest issue is going to be coming up with the right level at which to make recommendations.” I at the time thought how did she have any idea what our biggest issue was going to be, it was clearly going to be the fact there is 26 people on this committee. But she has in fact I think been proved correct that the trickiest issue we face is the level at which to operate. The easy thing to do is to operate of course at a very high level. You know we want to support innovative teaching and effective learning environments. Well great, that is not going to be very helpful; you probably cold have done that without ever having come together. So the issue we increasingly face is how specific to be, how far down to go and to that extent we are trying although I have no idea whether we will be successful, trying to use the amount of money available as something of a guide. What would be a useful type of investment given if we are talking for example in the upcoming year something in the neighborhood of five or six million dollars? What would be the type of priorities that you could divide that among and still make an effective strategic investment? If you had, for example six priorities. Six priorities that at a million dollars each you could actually accomplish something with, you could continue to do the math on this to break it up in different ways but the point is to come up with that level so that we are operating at a sufficient level of specificity that we actually do come forward with something that would have the potential for making the difference because that is very much our goal. At the same time we do not want to be unnecessarily prescriptive, we do not want to be so specific that we take away the review process from the Deans or from the process that will follow us as to how the money should actually be spent. And that is also difficult. 

After spending two hours together one evening, we can almost always identify a specific thing. If you just put $40,000 here and that would be a major and terrific investment, but that is more specific that we are trying to operate. Finally, the last issue which I think has increasingly begun to attract our attention is how to bring the committee together and these priorities together and the Mission Statement and Vision Statement so that they reflect a distinct vision for this campus. That we are not a Strategic Planning Committee for the university and we are not a Strategic Planning Committee for each of the schools or units. That what we are trying to do is articulate a plan for a campus that will create, would make actually true what you where talking about earlier Jerry, the making the whole better than sum of its parts and keeping that focus is very much where our attention has been given. Today we have divided into a number of working groups. These groups have all met; let me tell you, in addition to all of the full committee meetings I have mentioned. I do not want to oversell these workings groups, in some instances the working group may reflect the fact we immediately thought the area was important and likely to yield one or more strategic priorities.  Some of the working groups may reflect the fact that we had earthly idea of what someone was talking about when they raised the topic and so we said let us have a working group that is to define what on earth it is you are trying to say. But those working groups are laid out here under Arts, Diversity, Information Technology, Inter-disciplinary and Partnership Issues, International and Global Issues, Life Sciences, Education and Learning and then the Mission and Vision Statement working group. 
Now, our goal, our hope, our plan and our ambition is to have a draft of these documents ready for campus review prior to the holiday break so that that document would be available for consultation, for discussion in this body and elsewhere well in advance of when we owe it finally to the Chancellor on February 1. That document will certainly be subject to our revision as well as to the revisions and comments that will come in from others but it is the target we are shooting towards. Towards that end and towards the end of having a process that is as open and inclusive as possible. We have encouraged input in any way that anybody wants to offer it. We have a website on which every document the committee looks at is already available. You do not even have to come to committee meetings; you can stay home in the comfort of your own home and read the very things the committee is seeing there. We have had press releases and updates, we have our own email address, and we will talk to anybody who wants to talk with us, we are the most desperate group of people you have ever met—it’s like we have no social life at all and all we live for, this is what I imagine you are feeling like these days as well Jerry, all we live for is the chance to talk with groups about what we are doing and to hear information back. For people who prefer not to meet with the entire committee or where time has made it impossible for the entire committee to meet, we have happily set up individual meetings or small group meetings so that we could gain the widest range of expertise as possible and those are still on going. So people like Curt Simic and Dick McKaig and others who clearly have an important perspective on these issues, we can get their views in even though there is not time for the full committee to meet with them. So, let me stop there and say first to the other committee members here. You should certainly have your chance to say anything you wish and to the extent that there is time on the agenda we would happily welcome your input. 
BREHM: Would the other committee members like to comment? 
HAWKINS:  Chancellor Brehm thank you for appointing Fred as our chair. He is excellent.
CATE:  That is kind, what she is actually referring to is that the meeting before last, Barry Rubin my colleague and yours suggested that since I would be appearing here before the Council that maybe the committee would like to instruct me as to what to say. Now my mother has been trying for thirty something years to instruct me as to what to say. I admire the mindless optimism of Barry that the committee would possibly be able to do it.
MORGAN:  I am not on the committee. I like the idea; I like two things that you said particularly. One is the business about level and the other is the business about strategic investment. There were a couple of things that you said that did not appeal to me and that is that the largest group of people that you seem to have invited directly to speak to the whole committee are so far administrators. Since I don’t always think of them as the best people to inform you about what the campus could be doing. The other thing is that somehow supposed to continue into some kind of mission, right? I don’t like homogenizing something which, by its very nature is very large, serves multi purposes, very complex, provides all kinds of value for different groups or different people or whatever. I think that the effort to homogenize this is PR driven, I mean it’s not driven by, it’s not driven by as if somehow we have a concise perception of what this campus and this university ought to be like. Educational institutions aren’t like that, I mean, they are very heterogeneous. Let’s, if we had a conception that we did not want to invest the funds unless it dealt in some significant way with a variety of constituencies rather than one narrow one, ok…then let it go at that and then search for it and ways to identify it or whatever. But I just don’t buy, I mean, I think this is just you know for sound bite purposes—you know, let’s make a message our of the university. so I would advocate not doing it and just being honest with people that we’re not just one thing, we’re lots of things. And frankly we’re not even going to be able to formulate it except by just tying it all together into some almost innocuous statement that’s going to be more or less meaningless at that level of extraction.
CATE:  I agree with you and if that reflected on what we are doing, I would take that very much to heart. Fortunately it does not. There has been no effort, and I think the other members o the committee would say, to come up with a homogenous purpose for what we’re doing. I think when you see the academic priorities in draft, and you will have ample opportunity to comment on them then, you will see that there is nothing there that is homogenous, that there is nothing there that, if you will, is trying to find a common thread throughout the campus. I do think we face an important task, as I said, in thinking about the campus having an identity—an identity distinct from the university and distinct from the individual schools and to the extent we have been asked to form a mission statement that is responding to that. But the priorities, the things that will guide the funding of the money, are as wholly heterogeneous and dispread as you could imagine. On the administrative point, point taken. I would tell you, our committee has works with administrators, faculty, staff and students and to this day I would say, and again open it for others on the committee to comment, I don’t think there’s any sense of people speaking of the role that they are in. Some of the most vigorous defenders of particular faculty initiatives are Deans or staff members. Some of the strongest proponents of student initiatives are faculty members, people who you might not think are that concerned with it. And certainly the administrators if you will that we’ve talked to, have all also been faculty members. And I do not believe in this notion that you suddenly lose the things that brought you there just because somebody becomes an administrator.
MORGAN: Only youth leads you to say this. I would suggest though that I did not mean that the people on the committee obviously didn’t include regular faculty—I mean I know the people, I can read the list I know what’s going on the list. It’s just that when you talked about the people that you invited to the whole committee, they were all high-level administrators rather than any faculty members and you suggested that it should be other faculty members that talk to other faculty members. Why not have some faculty members come and talk to the committee about how precede the university?

CATE:  I still believe that lawyers can be people too!

GELLIS: Once again your youth!

CATE: It was my mindless optimism that attracted me first to Barry.

BREHM: Kim?

K. WALKER: I will just mention one opportunity you might want to take advantage. As Gerry cited Richard Florida we have invited him as the first speaker for Arts Week. And he will be here on campus January 22nd and you might want to have a few people have a discussion with him about the rise of creative class. 

CATE: Thank you very much. 
BREHM: Rosann?
SPIRO:  When I think about the university and when I travel to various places far away from here, the thing that I hear about the most, probably besides Bob Knight, and that’s scary when you go half way around the world and they are still talking about Bob Knight. But the thing that I hear about the most is probably the School of Music. The reason we hear about the School of Music is because it has achieved recognition as being one of the most excellent programs in the world. And it seems to me that what we should—and I’m embarrassed to say this because I look at some people on this list who certainly know a lot more about strategic planning than I do—but it seems there should be an assessment of all the programs on campus and where they are on that scale of recognized excellence in the world. And then we should decide, okay, where can our dollars have the greatest impact? It may be protecting the investments we already have, you know, the School of Music had a problem a few years ago, I don’t all the intricacies of those but it seems to me that was an investment that we have to protect, to keep it great. And we make some strategic decisions about where can that money move programs the furthest on that scale to recognized excellence. It may be a small program, it may be a big program, you know, and you say there are some programs that you can get at star quality and there are some programs that no matter how much money we dump in it we’re not going to get that. And, you know I think it’s an assessment of sort of strengths and weaknesses and what are the opportunities to move individual programs or individual schools or however you want to look at it—maybe it’s our language programs. You know the reputation there is greater. Maybe it’s, I don’t know what they are, but it just seems that that would be the best way to figure out how to spend money for what it’s worth.
CATE:  Let me just respond briefly, some of that we are doing but in all honesty and, I also believe in honesty so that’s going to be my third strike…

MORGAN: No that’s a good one.

CATE: …I thought that given the time frame available to the committee, to engage in a sort of exhaustive enquiry into each unit or each school is frankly beyond both probably our competence but certainly our ability. What we have done is do some surrogates for that. One of the questions that we specifically asked the Deans is to comment on their ranking and evidence for that. Another, we have RUGS has supplied with a lot of documents on rankings of graduate programs and analyses that they have done over the years on rankings and programs to the extent that evidence is available in ways that its already assembled or is fairly easily assembled by us, we have been doing that. But I wouldn’t want to mislead you into thinking that in five months it would either be possible or within our ability to actually go in and make those inquiries unit by unit.
BREHM: I’d like to just piggy back on this for just one second because the other step in this, and again this is on the website if you want to look at this whole outline of the process, is that after the academic priorities are articulated, then if you notice that on this list it says that the process of reviewing proposals, because that then triggers another process which we have not created yet. The only thing about that process that was stipulated in the original charge is that it would be Dean led. That is, that the Deans were charged to go work with their units and with each other to put proposals together and that for any, for the funding from the Commitment to Excellence Fund and for funding that the effort must either, the proposal must indicate that the project either has attained international recognition and or this will help sustain it. But, it speaks to the issues that you say. So in addition to the sort of information that the committee has that’s available, that will again be very much a focus of the actual review process. So it comes at two levels. Judd?
ARNOLD:  My question had to do with you said that you have a limited amount of resources, I believe it’s about $20m, and that money, if my memory serves me correctly, is coming from revenue from the $1000 freshman fee with the caveat being unless that money is needed to make up for a lack of state funding. Are you currently anticipating having all that money at your disposal and if not how much money out of the $28m, about, do you think that you will have in the end to use for strategic planning purposes?
CATE: Let me answer that and let me defer the chancellor to the extent she wants to add anything to that. We, I think are largely unconcerned, if you will, with the question of how the money will be spent down the road. Specifically, we won’t be making decisions about that. So, whether the request is for projects of this size, or of this size, all that we are interested in, if you will, is the scale or the scope issue. It is an issue that has been of some concern to the committee, largely by the time you have eaten Union coleslaw for the fifth time you really want to know that you are really going to have some outcome from this process. We communicated that to the Chancellor that we as a group, certainly hope and we understood her to say that as much of that money as possible would be preserved for the uses, with the caveat as you noted, that if we cannot make payroll, some of that money may have to be used elsewhere but that’s a matter on which we’ve expressed an opinion but have no, if you will, independent role or certainly no control over that.
ENO:  I’ve got a couple of questions, Fred.  One is, a lot of what you said about your trying to prioritize has to do with projects and it has to do with units. I’m concerned about the consideration of the types of expense that will be necessary to put into campus infrastructure to accommodate long term project growth and long term unit growth. I’m thinking of classroom development, I’m thinking of tech development, things of that nature. Are you dovetailing your considerations that are focused on projects and units on a consideration of the type of needs that we have to find money for campus wide development in order to accommodate these things? Is there a constituency on your committee that’s directing itself at a campus level rather than a unit level in order to push for this consideration and in connection with that to some degree also thinking about Judd’s comment about the use of money, are you considering the degree to which it may be necessary to make cash investments as opposed to base investments. Base investments being more long term broken units the way we usually think of. 
CATE:  He is just being polite, in fact, he had to explain it to me three times on the phone what the difference between cash and base is. That’s why he reminded me again what the difference is and I appreciate that, I kindly appreciate that. The answer to the first is, the answer for the both is probably no. In another words, if I can take them in reverse order, although we are certainly thinking about initiatives in terms of both cash and base, again that is really a decision that will be made through a review process after us. And so if we identify as a priority something that could be met both with base projects but also with cash projects, I assume that review process would review both of those and I don’t anticipate, although I don’t know, I mean at this point I’m speaking only as one member of the committee, that we would make a recommendation in advance on that because we are the ones who reviews those, those proposals specifically.
In terms of infrastructure I do think we have a little more concern with that. As you know, one of our additional obligations by May 1st is to look at broader campus issues so certainly in that way we will. In the way that you specifically raised in terms of connected to academic interest. I think the answer is yes but only to a degree which is we certainly, when we talk about things that would be potential priorities try to think about them in a context of practical considerations. What would you need to make that priority, to have projects that met that priority work, what would it actually take? Moreover, a fair number of the Deans’ reports, and I would offer here as an example frankly the RUGS report, one of the two specific issues identified by RUGS was need for equipment funding; and that was one of their two academic priorities. A priority, by the way I would notice, mentioned all the way back in the Self Study report for the last accreditation for the campus, that equipment funding was a major unmet need. And I think we are well aware of that, for example when we talk of things like faculty in different units that infrastructure needs are tremendously different from those different units as you all know. An issue that we are aware of, although we have made I think it’s safe to say no step towards resolving and maybe even don’t intend to try to take a step toward resolving, is the question of do we make investments where investments may be more expensive, for example hiring chemistry faculty is the example always used or do you make investments where investments may be able to be made with less money? You could probably hire 10 faculty in some departments for what it cost to put one chemistry professor in a lab. It is an issue that I think we acutely aware of. It is not an issue that I think when you, as the priorities come out that the priorities are going to specifically respond to. In other words, they are not going to specifically, if you will, try to make that choice or make a recommendation for that choice but I could be wrong. I could be wrong as to where the committee comes out. 
RASMUSEN:  I just wanted to say that I hope you have lots of divided votes and high emotions on the committee. I don’t know how its going so far. Just because it’s the sort of committee where you seem to have all the players in one room and it would be nice to have them thrash things out. 
CATE:  Yes, once I instituted the no-alcohol policy I can tell you things have definitely taken a turn for the worse. Your point is exceptionally well taken and I completely agree with it. I think frankly if you want to think about the committee’s work in phases we are moving into the contentious phase because up until now we have been gathering information, putting things on the table, identifying good ideas, potential priorities and now we enter that phase and we are acutely aware of this, of having to take things off the table. And say your priority is gone. And that I think is where we will see more of that.  
HUFFMAN:  Yes, given what you are talking about with the campus wide initiatives and the level that you’re looking at, is it safe to say that you are hoping to put this together in such a way that the College and various schools will be able to continue with the process and make it more dynamic as opposed to something that is going to be static and die in place. I am hoping that is where this process is going to go.
CATE: Especially given those two choices. Let me see group which one would you want? But I appreciate it, again, you are signaling clearly so I would know the right answer. We are acutely aware and it’s something we have talked about a lot, not really wanting to be dynamic, but of wanting it to be something that has life outside of the committee room so that a department, or a unit or a program outside of the school will be able to say can we translate this type of thinking, these types of priorities into own activities even if it does not mean applying for money to do something or what have you. Is this something that might offer some vision or direction on many different levels and that is our goal. That is our goal. I also would point out cleverly, we are sort of stuck with this assignment for another full year so we have to, if you will, live with the results that happen after the first year and I think therefore we have a particular interest in not wanting, you know we’re not going to be away if there are embarrassing failures. There will be time to pull fingers. 
BREHM:  I think that was part of the committee assignment: no leaves until after products are seen.
[End of Tape 1, Side B, some conversation lost]
RUBIN:  If I understood it right, there was another element in there about the campus-wide perspective that could be taken by the committee or by committee members and I think Fred addressed the infrastructure issue, the campus wide side, which is something that some of us were very worried about when putting the committee together and thinking about what it’s deliberations would be like has been surprisingly the dominant feature of the committee in terms of the perspective that people have taken rather being parochial, including the deans, rather than being parochial about the units that they come from, I am surprisingly encouraged by how general the perspective is that almost everyone has taken on the committee. People are looking at this as a campus wide initiative rather than one specifically focused on any one school, particularly the school they might come from and indeed it was one of the deans who kind of pushed us in that direction right at the beginning which was a surprise to not only me but many members on the committee. So, it’s been very rewarding from the perspective of people saying that we need to focus on the larger institution rather than any one unit.
CATE: Wait until things come off.

RUBIN: Well, yes, that’s as Fred says, that’s the stage that we are going into next and it will be interesting to see if that, sort of consensus of perspective remains. 
GINGER: I am going to follow up Barry’s hopeless optimism. You’re right about that, with a cynical question, with the disclaimer that I am not on the committee and I have no insight information, this really is a naïve question. Have you had any luck or do you have a strategy for preventing this from the becoming a fight over money? Among not just the people on the committee who would not probably directly get the money but just, in other words it occurs to me that this is an issue that will persist, that many persons and units will see this as sort of a big pot of gold to get as much out of as they can and I’m wondering, is there any help?
CATE:  I think we are acutely aware of that, acutely aware and I think part of it goes to the question of level but let me offer just a slightly different perspective which I think will resonate with some of you even if you disagree with it which is I think we have learned a lot from the strategic directions process and many of the people on the committee were involved in it in someway or not involved which may very well be the reason they have the feelings that they do about the importance of not having, for example, overly broad or an overly broad objectives or an overly if you will inclusive process. We do not want to generate, we do not anticipate a system that will generate hundreds and hundreds and hundreds of proposals for a comparatively limited amount of money and then you have lots of disappointed people and lots of wasted time and energy that went into those. We really envisioned this as much more as trying to be sufficiently specific in the priorities so that it is somewhat clear right from the start; do you have something that serves one of these priorities? And then I think both the way the document as presented to us lays out the process and as we are adding on to that process for the actual reviewing of proposals, it is one really designed to create lots of ideas but not lots of proposals, to try again to sort of narrow that down. One concern that we have talked about, we have talked about with the Chancellor, we are very mindful of is wanting to make sure that true campus wide initiatives make it into the process, that they don’t get shut out through school oriented procedures that might tend to if you will discriminate against proposals that don’t bring the clearest benefit to that unit. I think in the process that ultimately rolls out for this, we will address that issue in an effort to deal with that as best we can. At the end of the day, yes I think it will still be something of a fight over money, units that come out with money will view this process historically much better I would guess than units that don’t come out with money, and there’s not much we can do about that other than try to make a process as open and inclusive, get draft recommendations out so people can comment on them and make them sufficiently specific so that we do not just invite the entire campus, any idea that you have will fit some place. That is not our goal. 
BREHM: Yes, Ben?

BRABSON: A quick response to Fred. Barry’s comment really makes me feel much better. I was worried about perhaps the lack of campus wide effort but it sounds as if everything is focusing in that direction. You are thinking about things that you can’t do with other kinds and other colors of money. You have a chance here to do things that are truly synergistic that do cross disciplinary boundaries and it’s all written out here and I’m absolutely delighted to hear those things being spoken to. The only small issue that I would worry about is about getting down to the more acrimonious part of this process that is process. That is, I look at your little list down here and I notice, being a physical scientist that there is no place for us. So, if you could cross off the life and just put science, so there we are starting the process already.

MORGAN: Including…

CATE:  I would point out we had this discussion about almost everything. We started out with an undergraduate education working group which then became education and learning and I’m surprised education has not been dropped all together from it so that it would be sufficiently broad that we would have everything imaginable. I will continue to say though, and I mean I will happily bear responsibility for this later on if I can just have my way on it although I am not convinced that I will get my way on it, that getting these priorities focused is just to me, critical. If we come out of this, let me just give you a specific example which I am not revealing anything particularly interesting but this is only my idea, this is my… One of the things many of the deans talked about in their proposals is that they want better faculty-student ratios. Some of them actually said smaller classes. We could come up with a priority that says smaller classes and that would be a priority that would just suck up $25 million and would hardly make a step towards contributing to smaller classes. So, the question is, could we be more specific than that? For example, one observation made by somebody who came to talk to us was that sciences of all forms including the dead sciences as well, also have a particular problem that in the first or second year of classes many students who take science courses will never have a small science course. So, for example, would a more appropriate achievable priority be to provide at least one small class experience in the sciences in the first two years of a student’s career? Now, I don’t know, my guess is you will never see that priority but this is the types of issue about level of specificity, you could pick it. It could be up here or it could be all the way down to saying, this course should be offered in small sections. It’s not going to be the latter, I’m confident about, its how much towards the former is it going to be. 
BREHM:  I just want to say that we do have one more item on the agenda. So, we can bring this discussion to the close in the next few minutes. Mike.
MORGAN:  This actually may have been answered in some of the things that you said but, in processes like these, I worry a great deal since these come up more or less arbitrarily. That is, there suddenly appears a fund of money or what is going to now establish this whole process of thinking it all through, how are we going to distribute it, or whatever. The emphasis is on new initiatives and programs that are ongoing, that exist, that are terrific, that may have been under funded in various ways don’t seem to get this. They don’t have the same cache as a new idea. When I was in administration for the very short time I was in, I noticed in all the budget conferences I went to, that there was an effort to come up with new ideas to rip off the budget for a few extra thousand dollars so to speak and nobody would come in and say, “we’ve got a great program, we’ve been running in for 10 years and it’s been under funded let’s finally fund it correctly” cause it just wouldn’t sell. So, is there any discussion of how you are going to deal with existing efforts that are ongoing, that really are doing a good job and by giving them something, they could do a better job because they will be get a larger clientele.
CATE:  I think frankly this is where the majority of our focus has been, is on hearing reports about successful programs which are either currently under funded or where with an additional infusion of funds could do something even more remarkable. Even if you look at the membership of the committee, there a lot of people on it who work with or who are responsible for very specific successful initiatives and my assumption is that’s why they are there. It is because they have got experience. So, I can assure you, although my hope is that there might be some new initiatives that come out of this. The real focus has been on identifying places where we have comparative strength, where with a little bit more, we can either leverage significant more, significantly more funds or make a real difference in the life of either research or teaching and learning.
LION:  Thank you.  Your presentation has given us, demonstrated to Professor Bepko, there has been humility, humanity, and humor, and most delightful. 
CATE: Thank you very much, I appreciate that. (Laughter, applause)

ITEM #6: CONTROL OF EMAIL SPAM

(Professor Barry Rubin, Technology Policy Committee,

Associate Vice President Brian Voss, UITS, Mr. Rick Jackson, UITS)

BREHM:  Now we will move on to the next agenda item which is, Barry Rubin will talk to us about SPAM.

RUBIN:  As most of you no doubt recall from our last meeting, I intended to make a brief comment as to UITS’ work on the issue of email SPAM. The brief part went out the window very quickly as the ensuing discussion proved and apparently I touched a nerve. As a result, this was a major topic at last week’s Technologies Policy Committee meeting and for that meeting we invited two guests: Brian Voss the Associate Vice President for Telecommunications and Rick Jackson, the manager of the UITS messaging group to come and talk to us about what their plans were relative to the SPAM issue. At that meeting, the Technologies Policy Committee endorsed the directions that they proposed and requested that they come to the full Council since we felt that was important for the full Council to hear what was being done about this issue that obviously affects everybody’s performance and desktops. They agreed and are here not only to describe what it is they are going to be doing but also ask for an endorsement of this approach. So, let me turn things over to Brian Voss and Rick Jackson. 
VOSS:  A lot of people have asked what SPAM stands for and I rely on Rick’s definition which is Specially Processed Annoying Mail. When we have closed door meetings it almost is like a Teret’s convention as we come with other things that could define SPAM. SPAM has been with us for several years now and I think it really didn’t become annoying until turn of the century and after the year 2000 we survived the Y2K bug and then vwala we have this thing called SPAM. Probably by the start of this calendar year it was becoming a major annoyance and right now where we are, it’s on the verge of being an epic disaster. 
We process a lot of mail here in the IU system. Rick’s folks handle the mail environment for all the campuses except for Fort Wayne. We process between two and three million email messages a day. So, Rick is the McDonalds of email, over one billion served this year. But more than half of that, or at least we guess, somewhere between half or more than half of that mail is this thing called SPAM and in fact, the only time we have been able to really take a look at it is sort of in the after hours, the slow times where we see anywhere of up to 70% of the mail coming in could be classified as SPAM. This problem has more than doubled since the end of the spring semester. So, if you weren’t getting SPAM before classes ended in May, I’m sure you found plenty of it waiting for you when you got back in August. We handle 120,000 users on our IMAP server or our Pine Webmail, 30,000 users on our Exchange environment. So, we’ve got a huge number of folks here at the university and there’s a very big target painted on us when it comes to SPAM. It’s annoying, I’m probably not telling you things you don’t know but you get so much SPAM mail that you miss important messages that somebody has sent to you, it can be insulting, the types of ads and messages range from extremely personal to pornographic. It’s a hog. Too much mail at once can act like a denial of service attack, either intentional or unintentional, shutting down our environment. And it’s costing us money too because our email environment like the desktop computers that you all have, have been lifecycle funded. They are put in and they are supposed to last a certain amount of time but all those projects where based back before we had this problem and so now we are facing having to accelerate the replacement and upgrade cycle far beyond what we thought. That money is not there yet. Where is it going to come from or more accurately where are going to take money away from in order to continue to process mail?

Just a little background, a lot of people have asked me; how do the spammers do this? I think it all started out with manually gathering email addresses, I don’t know if you’re like me, you used to fill out those little cards to win a car at the mall, you don’t do that anymore because that was a way telemarketers got your phone number, that also became a way they got email addresses, but that’s all gone now. Very little of the SPAM list come from anything you have done. There are now advanced robotic programs that crawl the web looking for email addresses. So, if you think about your websites and all the places where you have published papers or you have presentations on the web where you put your email address so people can contact you, these robotic crawlers go around, find that, and add that to the list of spammers. There are a lot of different tack ticks that get used. I have been spammed by people @indiana.edu addresses who are not actually people here. Someone made up an address and used the name. I have been spammed by people at @indiana.edu who exist. My wife spammed me. She didn’t spam me; somebody got her address the same way and used it to spoof an address to come in to look like it was coming from her. It was for hair replacement too.
And if all this wasn’t bad enough, Fred left before I had the chance to lambaste him in person. His wife who works in IU Counsel informed us a few weeks ago that we just can’t terminate with extreme prejudice because there’s this thing called the First Amendment to the US constitution and actually, spammers are covered under the First Amendment. Before you had the reaction I had, which was: wait a minute, what about the no call telemarketer thing! That has not had its day in front of the nine justices yet. So, we have no idea where that is going to go. So, this really looks pretty bleak but there is hope. We think we’ve found a way to handle the First Amendment solution by coming up with something called “Opt-in” which is you as an individual user would decide to have your mail filtered. That’s a whole lot different than me as an Associate Vice President saying, launching an edict saying we are going to filter mail. That will take care of that problem so now we are kind of back to this technological issue of how do we resolve it? 
We are going to have a solution; Rick’s going to talk about that here in a second. We would like you to know of it and hopefully support it but I will also go back to what I said earlier and let you know that even these solutions are going to have costs because what we are going to have to do is in essence, start looking at every email message, not literally, not opening your mail but these programs in essence will and will look for certain things that will help it determine whether or not they think the mail is SPAM. All that is going to require processing and all that’s going to mean more cycles, more disks, more memory and all those things that people charge money for. So, there isn’t a painless solution to this, I wish there were. I don’t believe you will have to bear the pain. I’m going to have to bear the pain; I’m going to have to find out when Rick presents me with the numbers, where I’m going to get that from. But we have every intention of resolving this problem or at least putting a solution setting in place that makes a little more livable. So, let me just turn this over to Rick and let him specifically tell you what we would like to do.
JACKSON:  I’ll start off by saying that, no matter what we do, no matter how painful it is for Brian, we are not going to be able to stop SPAM. So, the goal here is to reduce it so it is at manageable levels for you. There is no magic bullet or wand that I can wave and just turn off SPAM. The spammers are way too sophisticated for that. But we can provide certain solutions in different way for people to join in, that’s what we mean by an “Opt-in” solution so that as an individual I can say, I don’t want to get this kind of mail and I want to do these things to prevent it. There are three tiers that we are working at, three prong approach. The first approach is that a user will decide how to respond to mail. We will have an application running on the mail-relays that will basically rate mail based on a confidence level that it’s SPAM or not. And so, as an individual I can say, “any mail that is 80% likely to be spam, I want it moved into the junk mail folder or I want to delete it. Mail that is between 50% and 70% stick it in this folder over here and everything else just put it in my regular inbox. So, it will make it easier for people to manage SPAM. It’s very resource intensive. The current systems that we have in place probably wont be able to handle that, I’ll be blunt. 
The next approach here, and we plan to make all three of these approaches available, is to create a black list for dealing with SPAM so that the same application that’s running, that’s rating SPAM and assigning these statistical confidence levels can also create lists of likely SPAM friendly sites, likely known spammers, likely subject lines, likely message content. And so, based on those things we can create Black lists that users will be able to go look up something on the web, to be authenticated so that spammers can’t look and see what we are doing and you’ll go there and look for this list and say “yeah, this is okay, I want to join that too.” So, you click on a little button and then you’re black listing certain sites or certain individuals or message structures.
Then the third approach, a very aggressive approach, would be to create basically a privacy guard, like AT&T has for the phone. So, it’s a White List, that’s what they call it in the mail world. And that is basically a list that you create that you will only accept mail from these individuals. That would be an extreme case, I don’t know how many people would be interested in that but it certainly would work and be that if you don’t want any SPAM, that would be the way to go. So, that’s where we are going. We’ve been looking at this now and looking at the logs and actually running some of these programs on the mail-relays in the evenings. Right now as Brian said, we are seeing about 66% to 70% of the inbound mail after five o’clock is probably SPAM. According to an MSN article today, they are saying that internet wide, about one third of the mail messages on the internet are SPAM. That’s about a billion messages a day internet wide. So, it’s a huge problem and no matter what we do here, except for the white list solution, you’re still going to get SPAM. It’s not going to be full proof. But it should really cut things down.
BREHM: Are there other questions or comments? Gerry?
BEPKO:  Is there an FCC rule-making procedure or something going on in Congress about SPAM that might affect how we deal with it?
JACKSON:  Well, we have been told that individuals in the state legislature have been approached about this and the problem that people are running into is the same problem that I imagine that we had with the creating of the phone lists and the no-call lists, is that the spammers make a tremendous amount of money on this. So, they are marketing and lobbying very heavily to not let any legislation go through like that.
VOSS:  And the other thing is that the really nasty stuff comes from offshore. So, Europe and Africa is where a lot of this comes from and again the same reason. It can blast out and they pay spammers a tenth of a cent for email addresses just to send out. So, people have a way to get that. I think that legislation would be helpful here because it would enable us to make certain rulings and regulations and things without having to worry about the First Amendment issues I raised earlier. So, we would like to see some legislations put in place. But I think Rick’s accurate, I think that by the time all the various sources way in on that and by the time it wields its way through the court, we’ll be well through the end of this decade.
BREHM:  We are going to hit the time, end of the time now. We can extend the meeting by 10 minutes if you would like, having to say that, because I have to go to the Wells Scholars thing, I may have to turn over the chairing to Bob to do in my stead. But does the group wish to extend for 10 more minutes, to continue talk about this or have we reached.
ENO:  Maybe I can ask one question and it will resolve it. My understanding is that you just us a tri-partied approach will cost some money but which will allow each of us to select an area on the spectrum where we could guard our email. But what you’re looking for today is an indication from this group as to whether or not that seems a promising direction to go? It seems to me that’s a very promising direction to go and looking around the room as I was watching people nodding, I think that in fact there exists already a consensus that if this is what you are bringing to us, that’s probably a good idea. Would that be correct? [Yes]
BREHM:  So, do you wish to adjourn on time?
ENO:  Yes.

BREHM:  Hearing no objections, we are then adjourned.
Adjournment 5:30 PM
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