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Indiana University  
BLOOMINGTON FACULTY COUNCIL 

November 6, 2012 
IMU – Georgian Room 
3:30 P.M. - 5:30 P.M. 

 
Attendance 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Abhijit Basu, Bonnie Brownlee, Carolyn Calloway-Thomas, Gracia Clark, 
Shu Cole, Mike Conway, Gregory Demas, Pnina Fichman, Marion Frank-Wilson, Jeffrey 
Gershman, Thomas Gieryn, Donald Gjerdingen, Cassandra Guarino, Vivian Halloran, Jason Baird 
Jackson, Robert Jacobs, Bruce Jaffee, Peter Kloosterman, Eugene McGregor, Maresa Murray, 
Michael Ogden, John Paolillo, Elizabeth Raff, Edwin Ramos, Lauren Robel, Jim Sherman, 
Marietta Simpson, Sarita Soni, Sonya Stephens, William Swanson, Herbert Terry, Peggy Thoits, 
Pat Thomas, Julie Van Voorhis, Barbara Vance, Edward Vasquez, John Walbridge, William 
Wheeler, James Wimbush 

MEMBERS ABSENT WITH ALTERNATES PRESENT: Lyudmila Bronstein (Randy J. Arnold), Sherri 
Michaels (Stacy Konkiel) 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Dana Anderson, LaNita Campbell, T. Scott Herring, Dan Knudsen, Jennifer 
Laherty, Lesa Hatley Major, Patricia McManus, Michael McRobbie, Michael Morrone, Jeff 
Nelsen, James Perry, Deanna Reising, Bret Rothstein, Augustin Ruta, Matt Semadeni, Sandra 
Shapshay, Lisa Sideris, Grant Simpson, Rebecca Spang, J. Kyle Straub, Adam Szczepaniak, John 
Tafoya, Frances Trix 

GUESTS: Alan Bender, Julie Cromer (Intercollegiate Athletics), Craig Dethloff (Faculty Council 
Office), Jamie Feldman (Faculty Council Office), Fred Glass (Athletics), Xiaojing Kou (CeLTIE), 
Julia Lamber,  Roger Levesque (BAC), Judith Ouimet (OVPUE), Laura Ridenour (Faculty Council 
Office), Dan Rives, Michelle Sokol (IDS), Neil Theobald, Kurt Zorn (OVPUE) 

Agenda 

1. Approval of Minutes 
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/minutes/12-13/10.16.12.pdf  
 
2. Memorial Resolution for Allen Day Grimshaw 
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/12-13/B8-2013.pdf  
 
3. Executive Committee Business (10 minutes) 
(Faculty President Carolyn Calloway-Thomas) 
 

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/minutes/12-13/10.16.12.pdf
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/12-13/B8-2013.pdf
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4. Presiding Officer’s Report (10 minutes) 
(Provost Lauren Robel) 
 
5. Question/Comment Period1 (10 minutes) 
 
6. Annual Report of the Athletics Committee (30 minutes) 
(Professor Julia Lamber, Chair of the Athletics Committee; Professor Kurt Zorn, Faculty Athletics 
Representative; Vice President Fred Glass, Director of Athletics) [DISCUSSION] 
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/12-13/aux/AthCom1112.pdf  
 
7. University Budget Update (30 minutes) 
(Professor Neil Theobald, Vice President and Chief Financial Officer; Respondents: Professors 
Roger Levesque and Donald Gjerdingen, Chairs of the Budgetary Affairs Committee) 
[DISCUSSION] 
 
8. Rationales for Online Course Questionnaires (20 minutes) 
(Professor William Wheeler, Chair of the Educational Policies Committee, Professor Alan 
Bender) [SECOND READING] 
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/12-13/B7-2013Rev.pdf  
 

Minutes 
 

ROBEL: …Gavel us in, and assume that our sparse attendance today is due to the fact that 
everyone is voting, standing in line to vote.  

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Let’s hope so. 

ROBEL: Wow! May I have a—I almost feel we should huddle for a sense of mass. Could I have a 
motion, please, for the approval of the minutes? 

UNKNOWN FEMALE SPEAKER: So moved. 

ROBEL: Second? Oh, come on… 

SWANSON: Second!  

ROBEL: Thank you. 

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

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/12-13/aux/AthCom1112.pdf
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/12-13/B7-2013Rev.pdf
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/
mailto:bfcoff@indiana.edu
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KLOOSTERMAN: I’ve already put it in the minute— 

ROBEL: —Alright— 

KLOOSERMAN: —in the minutes [indistinct comment] approved so... 

ROBEL: Thank you. All in favor? Aye? [Aye] Thank you. Move to strike is the technical term 
there. May I call please on the Vice Provost to present a memorial resolution for Alan Day 
Grimshaw? 

AGENDA ITEM 2: MEMORIAL RESOLUTION FOR ALLEN DAY GRIMSHAW 

GIERYN: This one is special for me, Allen was a colleague in my department. Allen Day 
Grimshaw was born December 16, 1929, in New York City. He attended high school in Auburn, 
Indiana, and began his undergraduate studies in engineering at Purdue University. He 
completed the AB degree in anthropology and sociology in 1950 at the University of Missouri 
and was elected to Phi Beta Kappa. After service in the Air Force, Allen took his PhD at the 
University in Pennsylvania in 1959 with a dissertation on urban race riots. He joined the faculty 
at Indiana University-Bloomington in 1959 as Instructor and retired as Professor of Sociology in 
1994. 

Allen was a prolific writer, authoring or editing eight books and publishing more than ninety 
scholarly articles, anchored by the broad themes of peace and justice. Early in his career, Allen’s 
research centered on social conflict and violence, leading to the volume Racial Violence in the 
United States (Aldine, 1969). His work later took a cross-cultural turn after fieldwork in India, 
culminating in a co-edited book, Comparative Social Research (Wiley, 1973).  

Allen’s international fieldwork experiences were the genesis of his keen appreciation of the 
importance of language for social life—and thus for social research. As co-chair of the Social 
Science Research Council’s Committee on Sociolinguistics, he took on the challenge of 
educating sociologists, linguists, and linguistic anthropologists about what they could learn 
from each other. Allen saw language as a critical but often taken-for-granted resource for 
studies of inequality, conflict resolution, and social interaction. His papers on these subjects 
were published in Language as Social Resource (Stanford, 1981). Allen combined his interests in 
social conflict and language in his widely cited, edited volume Conflict Talk (Cambridge, 1990). 

Later, Allen turned his attention to professional discourse, and embarked on an influential 
research project in which scholars from different disciplines were asked to analyze the same 
transcript of a doctoral dissertation defense. The result was publication of the monograph 
Collegial Discourse: Professional Conversation Among Peers (Ablex, 1989) and the edited 



4 
 

volume What’s Going on Here? Complementary Studies of Professional Talk (Ablex, 1994), 
which continue to be major contributions to the field of sociolinguistics. 

Allen taught undergraduate or graduate courses on language, social conflict, social psychology, 
cross-cultural research methods, the city in India, and war as a social problem. He was named a 
Lilly Foundation Teaching Fellow in 1983-84. Katherine O’Donnell, whose PhD thesis was 
directed by Allen, noted, “Allen was an exacting but supportive mentor to graduate students. 
He was a real ally. He loved hearing our tales from the field and regaled us with his stories, 
holding court at the ASA and AAA conferences. His disdain for injustice and fascination with 
language and culture were palpable.”  

Allen was honored with election to the Sociological Research Association, and was a fellow of 
both the American Association for the Advancement of Science and the American 
Anthropological Association.  He received the Noel P. Gist Distinguished Alumnus Awards for 
Outstanding Scholarship and Service from the Department of Sociology at the University of 
Missouri.  He chaired numerous committees of the American Sociological Association and 
served as editor of the American Sociologist and as associate editor of the American 
Sociological Review and Sociometry. 

Allen was deeply involved in building the Department of Sociology at Indiana University to one 
of the best in the country. He took very seriously the cultivation and evaluation of junior 
faculty. His deep and imposing voice brought faculty meetings to order, and he was usually the 
first to ask penetrating and challenging questions to job candidates and visiting speakers. Allen 
was an avid raconteur with a rapier wit that was best appreciated when it was not aimed in 
your direction.  

Allen and his wife, Polly, a Librarian in the University Library and a valued subject specialist in, 
the fields of anthropology folklore, women’s studies, and sociology, were generous in their 
support of Indiana’s Department of Sociology, providing the means to create an endowed 
professorship and a lecture series that bear their names. Allen remained an active participant in 
the intellectual and social life of the department even in the face of his long illness and the loss 
of his dearly loved wife, Polly.  Allen was also extremely generous in providing service to 
Indiana University and to his profession. [All rise] [Silence] 

AGENDA ITEM 3: EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE BUSINESS 

ROBEL: Thank you, Tom. I turn now to our president for Executive Committee business.  

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Thank you. Is this—is this working? 

ROBEL: Seems to be. 
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CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Huh. I cannot hear myself, but I presume you can.  

ROBEL: It’s not? Here, Carolyn. 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Okay, I can project.  

ROBEL: Yes, you can. 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Thank you. Since we last met, as expected, some things have occurred 
that I would like to share with you on this precious day of civic engagement and voting for the 
next president of the United States. I don’t know how you’re feeling. [Laughter] 

WHEELER: Hopeful and anxious.  

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: First, as you know, on October 31st, 2012, Premier Heathcare, formerly 
IMA, made a decision to cease participation in Anthem’s PPO provider network, and faculty and 
staff are anguished by the decision because it means that individuals who are covered by the IU 
PPO and other plans will need to consider searching for other providers. And I have heard from 
some individuals that this will likely involve a daunting search for primary care and specialist 
providers in Bloomington. Since we’re grappling for solutions, we thought it prudent to ask 
Associate Vice President Dan Rives and Vice President Neil Theobald to address the issue today, 
and we’re especially grateful to Dan Rives for rearranging his trip to Indianapolis to 
accommodate the BFC agenda today.  

Please recall that Dan briefed us on the impending situation at the September meeting of the 
BFC so there has been transparency, and we have been in the loop all along the way. Of course, 
the fact that we could not stop the Anthem decision happening is another matter for discussion 
and debate. Second, by approval of the Board of Trustees, Indiana University has retained 
Goldman Sachs as financial adviser to help us evaluate privatization opportunities. I understand 
that a smaller, independent firm will also review matters before the Board makes a final 
decision regarding privatization. According to IU Treasurer, Mary Frances McCourt, and I’m 
quoting her here, “Goldman Sachs brings established expertise in this type of matter, especially 
since,” as she notes, “Goldman Sachs has a market leading infrastructure.” Ms. McCourt also 
acknowledged that Goldman Sachs will, “help us work through strategy, policy, financial, and 
structural issues that will ultimately result in a go or no-go decision, although there are 
probably many things that one could say about the Board’s decision to hire Goldman Sachs, I 
think the best course of action for faculty to follow at this time is to wait until we have 
something concrete and specific with which to craft our arguments for or against privatization, 
depending upon the recommendations that members of the Board will make. As I noted at the 
last BFC meeting, at the October 11th meeting of the Board of Trustees, members promised to 
keep the faculty fully informed.  
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Toward that end, a parking steering committee was formed on November 2nd, with individuals 
selected from across IUB and IUPUI campuses. Although parking privatization issues are 
centered on the IUB and IUPUI campuses exclusively, in terms of fiscal allocations and 
budgetary issues, the decision will have consequences for all IU campuses because revenue 
streams come from basically the same sources, and this is the point that I stressed at the 
October 30th meeting of the UFC in Indianapolis in my role as senior co-secretary.  I would like 
to read, with your indulgence, the members of the Parking Steering Committee, so that you will 
have an understanding of the composition of that Committee: Carolyn Calloway-Thomas, 
University Faculty Council co-secretary and Professor, Department of Communication and 
Culture, IUB; Tony Greco, Undergraduate Student Government President, IUPUI; Craig Johnson, 
Associate Professor, School of Public and Environmental Affairs, IUB; Tom Morrison, Vice 
President for Capital Planning and Facilities; Kathryn Peck, Executive Associate Dean for 
Administration Operations and Finance, IU School of Medicine, IUPUI; Dawn Rhodes, Vice 
Chancellor for Finance and Administration, IUPUI; Dan Rives, Associate Vice President of Human 
Resources; Mike Sample, Vice President Public Affairs and Government Relations; Roger 
Schmenner, Professor Emeritus of Operations Management; Randall L. Tobias, Chair, Kelley 
School of Business, IUPUI; Richard Shockley, Associate Professor for Finance and Center Point 
Energy Faculty Fellow, Kelley School of Business, IUB; Kyle Straub, IU Student Association 
President, IUB; Jackie Simmons, Vice President and General Counsel; L. Jack Windsor, University 
Faculty Council co-secretary and Associate Professor, Department of Oral Biology, School of 
Dentistry, IUPUI. 

I noticed that a member of the staff council is—is missing, so I did send a note to Mary Frances 
regarding this omission, and of course that complicates matters because if we select someone 
from the staff council at IUB, it is likely that we will need to select someone from the council at 
IUPUI. So she will be getting to me with regard to this. 

The first meeting of the steering committee of the parking relations operation will occur on 
November 15th at 10:30AM during a two-day, Goldman Sachs due diligence meeting. I will be 
away on—well, from November 13th through the 18th in Orlando, Florida attending a 
convention, the national association convention, and I regret very much that I will not be able 
to meet the esteemed Goldman Sachs group who will have a huge hand in making such a 
crucial decision, but I am grateful to Secretary Peter Kloosterman, who will attend on my 
behalf. Constitutionally, since this is a UFC matter, and since Peter is the secretary of the BFC, 
and since he also is a member of the UFC Executive Committee, it is both reasonable and 
authoritatively sound that he should be the person to attend the meeting. Of course the real 
reason that I have chosen him is because he takes good, generous notes, as his summaries that 
you have been receiving attest. So I do not know, at this time, all the protocols and the 
substances that will be involved in the decision making, but I want you to be assured that my 
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co-secretary Jack Windsor and I will do all that we possibly can do to make the very best 
decision that we can make on behalf of the faculty. 

Third, in keeping with our commitment to strengthen our ties with school councils, I’m pleased 
to let you know that I had a meeting with the members of the School of Education’s Policy 
Committee. It was a very productive meeting, and I’m delighted to report that the School of 
Education is keenly interested in and dedicated to helping facilitate our mission. At the meeting 
I heard some marvelous things about the school’s equity project at Indiana University which 
was on the policy committee meeting’s agenda. There are lots of wonderful things happening in 
the school as regards research on disabilities education and research on disparities and school 
discipline by race, gender, and identity, all with a timely focus on improving education in the 
state. 

You should also be interested to know that in the words of Dr. Barry Chung, a past president of 
the National Career Development Association, “Career counseling is a signature expertise in 
counseling psychology at IU.” So the counseling psychology program is in a unique position to 
take leadership in addressing the career planning and counseling needs of all students. The 
topic was discussed at a recent meeting of the UFC executive board on October 30th, and we 
decided that we would leave such decisions to specific campuses, curricular committees, and 
the like. And I am, of course, referring to President McRobbie’s request that all campuses make 
career counseling and development part of undergraduate education. On Thursday, I will be 
meeting with the newly formed School of Health’s policy committee.  

And finally with regard to the issue of English proficiency of Asian students, I met with Dean 
Goldsmith on October 18th, and my conversation with him sort of affirmed and confirmed the 
things that Vice Provost Sonya Stephens and Associate Vice Provost Kurt Zorn had said in my 
conversation with them, so I’m pleased to report that Dean Goldsmith with his staff are 
working diligently to help correct any imperfections that may exist as regards the lack of 
proficiency of Asian students on the Indiana University Bloomington campus. Provost, this 
concludes my report. 

AGENDA ITEM 4: PRESIDING OFFICER’S REPORT 

ROBEL: Thank you so much. We have—thank you. I’ll take that back. We have a number of 
guests today, and I’m going to move directly to questions and answers. I don’t have anything 
substantive to report since the last time I reported to you.  

AGENDA ITEM 5: QUESTION / COMMENT PERIOD 

There are two questions pending. One was John Walbridge’s from last time asking about the 
current uses of parking revenue. Vice President Theobald provided me with a list essentially of 
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where the current parking revenues go. The—the biggest number seems to me to be going to 
the campus bus system, a subsidy of about $280,000. And then there’s a list of—relatively long 
list of—other kinds of subsidies, including a subsidy for “C” stickers, subsidy for retirement 
permits, the safety escort, the bicycle parking and sharing, operation of a car sharing van pool 
and carpool programs, spaces for Zip cars, free parking and shuttle systems from remote 
parking garages to IU auditorium events. Free motorist assistance for all parking venues, 
purchase and maintain current inventory of free emergency telephones, free parking validation 
at orientation, IMU, RPS and SRSC received net revenue from the adjacent parking lots, and it 
provides reserved spaces for physical plant vehicles, and the staff [indistinct comment] on 
Seventh Street is subsidized by that, so that’s—I don’t have a bottom line number, John, but 
those are the uses of parking revenue right now. 

WALBRIDGE: Okay, thank you, but you don’t have a dollar amount of what’s [indistinct 
comment]? 

ROBEL: No, not a bottom line dollar amount. I also received a question from Bruce Jaffee who 
was—wanted to know about whether the funding for the global and international studies 
building, which was announced at—during the President’s State of the University Address, as 
coming from Big Ten network funds, represented a change in policy in funding buildings, and 
the assumption built into the question was that buildings are all funded by private and 
Foundation donations at this point. I talked to Mary Frances McCourt, who suggested that, in 
fact, buildings are a mix of funding sources, including private and foundation support, but other 
kinds of funding as well. So, I’m happy to look—look at this a little more—in a little more depth 
if you’d like, but that was the—that was the basic response. Craig, are—do you have any 
additional questions that were submitted? 

DETHLOFF: Nope. 

ROBEL: Okay. Bruce? 

JAFFEE: Really two questions. One, the follow up that—I mean, the majority of the funding, I 
think two-thirds, is coming from a reallocation of indirects from grants and I wonder if there’s 
any other buildings that are funded through that mechanism— 

ROBEL: —Uh— 

JAFFEE: —and really a question to Carolyn is, just for the interest of transparency, do you know 
how much Goldman Sachs is being paid for their study, and what’s the—who’s budget is it 
coming from? 
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CALLOWAY-THOMAS: I have no answer to that. I have no idea how much Goldman Sachs is 
going to be paid, nor do I know the jurisdictional budget that is going to accommodate that 
salary of that fee. I simply don’t know, but that is something that I may, with your permission, 
and with the permission of the Council, maybe inquire about, and I’ll report back to you. 

ROBEL: And on the— 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: —Although, we have someone in the back. 

ROBEL: We do indeed. And on the ICR question, Bruce, I do think that ICR has been used in the 
past as part of the—formula for funding some buildings, but I’m happy to look at the more 
closely if you’d like, okay? 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: I was referring to Vice President Neil Theobald. I don’t know whether 
you can answer that question or not. 

THEOBALD: I actually cannot. I’m not involved with the Goldman Sachs— 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: —Okay, alright. So further research is required. 

ROBEL: Terrific. Is that James? 

WIMBUSH: Yes. For the Parking Steering Committee, I noticed that there is an undergraduate 
student, and I was very happy to hear that, if that is taking place, but graduate students have 
significant parking concerns and parking needs, and it would be great if a graduate student 
could be added. I know that the undergraduates try very hard to consider the needs of 
graduate students, but I think that the needs are so diverse that it would be helpful to have a 
graduate student. 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: I will broach that idea with Ms. McCourt.  

ROBEL: Thank you. Alright. We have with us today Professor Julia Lamber, Chair of the Athletics 
Committee, Professor Kurt Zorn, Faculty Athletics Representative, Vice President Fred Glass, 
Director of Athletics, for the annual report of the Athletics Committee. As they’re working their 
way up, let’s take a moment to think with some pleasure about the result of the football game 
this past weekend. [Laughter] Let’s simply savor it as they’re working their way towards the 
front of the room. 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: I think they’re going to wait a long time to get here so we can savor.  

AGENDA ITEM 6: ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ATHLETICS COMMITTEE 
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LAMBER: We take all the credit. It’s a pleasure to be here, and I—it’s especially a pleasure 
because I make Fred do—or ask Fred to do all the heavy lifting here, so—and he’s much more 
interesting to listen to, so I’ll just remind you that the Faculty Athletic Committee is composed 
of six faculty members elected from this group, three alums appointed by the president, and 
two students appointed by the president, as well as Kurt and I who are appointed by the 
president, and we—we do all things, and are interested in all things athletic, especially student 
athlete wellbeing issues, as well as academic issues. Those are probably our two major focuses 
on the Athletics Committee. So—and you have my written report of activities from last year. 
Kurt, you want to say anything? 

ZORN: No. 

LAMBER: Okay, Kurt’s going to give even a shorter report, which is none.  

GLASS: Well, thank you for having us today. Appreciate the opportunity to be here, and I’ll try 
to give a fairly brief report, and then spend time talking about what members of the Council 
would like to talk about. Usually, I’m able to give a variation of my presentation that I give to 
the Trustees usually at their August meeting, but thankfully, in my—from my perspective, I 
wasn’t asked to make a presentation at the Trustees, which I take as a good sign, actually. But I 
did prepare a similar report that we share internally with our staff, and so this will be a 
variation of that, and what would have been presented at the Trustees, had I been called upon 
to do that.  

Some of you, I hope maybe all of you, know or are sick of hearing me describe what our four 
priorities are in the Athletic Department. I always say and believe that when you’re the steward 
of an organization like that, you need to have very clearly set out priorities because if you don’t, 
you get consumed by the—by the urgent. The urgent displaces the important. The crisis of the 
day pushes out what you’re trying to accomplish in the bigger picture, and our priorities are 
clearly stated. They’re in the offices. They’re sort of everywhere, and they are these in order: 
playing by the rules, achieving academically, excelling athletically, and being integrated with the 
university. And those are the priorities I announced when I was hired in October of 2008. They 
were the priorities the first day I worked in the door as the AD on January 1st, 2009. They are 
the priorities I reported to you that year in 2010-2011. Today on November 6th of 2012, they 
remain our priorities, and we really try to orient everything around those, and so my 
presentation will be orientated around those priorities.  

Number one, playing by the rules. We’ve made—we continue to make progress in making sure 
we’re compliant in all aspects. We hired Kris Fowler recently who had been the head 
compliance person at Kansas, very well respected nationally. We’re really excited to have her as 
a compliance professional, leading our compliance function. Our senior administrator who 
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oversees compliance really above Kris even is here, Julie Cromer. She’s in the back of the room. 
We hired her from the NCAA. She’s one of the most well respected compliance professionals in 
the country, and not surprisingly, this last year, she won the award from the National 
Association of Compliance Professionals, as the leading compliance professional in the country, 
the Frank Kara Leadership Award. We’ve added compliance staff. We’ve moved our compliance 
staff to, frankly, more professional offices. We’ve had external audits of our compliance 
function done, both by the internal audit folks here at Indiana, as well as third-party 
independent private auditors, if you will. We have mandatory compliance meetings with our 
coaches every month; I attend those as well. I meet every week with our senior compliance 
folks. I don’t want more than a week to go by without sort of being tuned in on what 
compliance issues are on the horizon, and since we last met, on November 24, 2011, we’ve 
successfully completed the probation that we had been on when I got here in 2009.  

Number two, achieving academically. We’re really excited about our new leadership in that 
area, as well. Kelly Noonan is a long time academics professional in athletics, also a former 
student athlete. She was a soccer player here. She is our new Associate Athletic Director for 
Academic Services. We’ve added staff there as well. We’ve reduced our academic advisor to 
student athlete ratio by the addition of staff. I’ve reported on this before, but we’re very proud 
of the Shuel Center, our academic center. Invested three million dollars to make that really 
state of the art. We also made that available to the campus generally. It’s in the general 
assignment pool for classes, and we get a lot of use out of that before three or four in the 
afternoon when our student athletes tend to take over. We’ve increased investments in 
summer school and fifth-year aid, to try to make sure all of our kids are graduating. We’ve 
taken on, since we met last, an initiative to be more intentional in our advising, to be more 
focused on getting the kids through in four years. I think we had fallen into a trap a little bit 
that—that five years is fine, and it can be for a variety of reasons, but the presumption is that 
our kids will get through in four years. 

Little things like we’ve started our academic excellence dinner for our student athletes who 
make straight A’s. We take them out to a restaurant. It—it was actually conceived of and 
financed by a couple of our donors who had done a similar thing when they had been out west 
in Montana. And our kids love that. We had about twenty-five kids qualify for that and attend 
that. We had 243 student athletes who are Academic All-Big Ten; school record twenty-four 
football players were Academic All-Big Ten. Over half our sports had a perfect APR score, and all 
of our sports substantially succeed the NCAA’s standard for—for the APR score, so we’re in—
we are in very good standing across the board with the NCAA academically.  

A quote that I—that I shared with our staff at our all-staff meeting, and I didn’t just make this 
up for this meeting. This is a—this is—I actually presented this at our meeting because it has a 
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real point within athletics, and it’s one of my favorite quotes from Herman Wells, and one of 
the things Herman Wells said, and this comes out of Being Lucky, “The quality of the faculty is 
the most important ingredient in the success of the university. Many things can be done to help 
members of the faculty, but the greatest laboratories, the finest buildings, and the largest 
salaries will mean little without people of absolutely top quality to use them, and so the 
recruitment and retention of superior faculty members, must be the first objective of any 
administration, and must have top priority in the use of the administration’s energy, mind, and 
body.” And I think other times, Wells had gone on to say it’s faculty that makes a university 
famous. And the reason I share that with our group is my sincere belief is coaches are our 
faculty, and coaches are what will make athletics famous, and so we do need to make 
investments in facilities, and we make investments in facilities, and we make investments in 
marketing and media and this and that, and the strength conditioning coaches and all that stuff, 
but, for me, retaining and in the appropriate cases seeking new, outstanding coaches are the 
best thing we can do, not only to be excellent athletically, but to follow the rules and be 
excellent with our academics and so forth and so on, because if the coaches—if a coach isn’t 
bought in in full agreement on those values, then—then you’ve lost before you’ve started. You 
can have all the other ancillary support structure you want. So it’s really about the coaches. And 
you’ll see that as we move forward, retaining coaches will be the top thing on our list. 

We’ve had some—we’ve had some success in athletics performance-wise. So we’ve talked 
about following the rules, we talked about graduating students and so forth, but I think we’re 
starting to see some outputs that I think are somewhat a result of the inputs we’ve put in, and 
the investments that we’ve made. So since January of 2009, we’ve had eight conference 
championship teams, sixty-three individual conference champions, eighteen Big Ten players of 
the year—that’s the most in the conference in that period of time, five Big Ten coaches of the 
year, five NCAA individual champions. Just last year, nine of our sports finished the season 
ranked in the nation’s top fifteen. We had sixty-two All Americans, four Big Ten Players of the 
Year just last year—again, that was the most in the conference, seven Olympians, a Hoosier has 
now metaled in every Olympics since 1932. We had two this last year in 2012. Everybody knows 
about men’s basketball, largest winning streak—largest win turnaround in school history. Sweet 
16 for the first time since 2002, and we’re ranked number one in most preseason polls. Track 
and field won the indoor Big Ten Championship for the first time since 1992, achieved the 
highest ranking in the history of the program—third—and came in second by one point in the 
John McDonald Program of the Year award. Men’s soccer had its second straight Sweet 16, 
finished the season ranked seventh. Men’s tennis and waterpolo both had the most wins in 
school history. Rowing was nationally ranked for the first time. Softball had back to back thirty 
win seasons for the first time in fifty years, and we beat Purdue again in Crimson and Gold cup 
challenge.  
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Our forth priority is integrating with the university, and I always like to say that because it 
sounds so good, but it’s not really to polish my halo, and be a good guy when I come to groups 
like this. It’s because there’s so many amazing resources that the university has that if we’re 
paying attention, and—and—and open to that, they can really help us with our mission. So I 
regularly meet with our Athletics Committee. I meet in the summer with the leadership of this 
body. I’m part of the president’s cabinet. That’s a very good opportunity for me, I think, to 
know what’s going on and participate with president and that cabinet. We meet with the 
Alumni Association on a regular basis, the Foundation on a regular basis. I mentioned that the 
Shuel Center is used for general classroom space. We have given up some of our own resources 
in—leadership resources in information technology, HR, facilities, things that aren’t in our core 
mission that the university can do better and then we can spend that money on, you know, 
strength conditioning coaches, and athletic trainers, and so forth. We’ve been very engaged 
with the Kelley School, the Journalism School, in helping us on some of our substantive efforts. 
We meet regularly with student leadership as well as general student body. We have a senior 
person on our staff who’s dedicated, among other things, to working with the dean’s office on 
student disciplinary issues and student life matters. Our student athletes from all of our teams 
perform almost three thousand hours of community service work. We’ve been very active in 
the president’s initiative on programs involving children because we have a lot of children 
involved in our facilities and in our program.  

So, we’ve tried to be ingrained with the university, not just because we think it’s part of being a 
good university citizen, but also because candidly it has a lot of benefits selfishly for athletics. 
I—I mentioned our numbers, in terms of Academic All Big Tens, All Americans, and teams 
finishing in the nation’s top fifteen, and I—and I don’t want to do a PowerPoint, but I did share 
this with—with our staff, and the good—part of the good news is for Academic All Big Tens, we 
have steadily increased the number of students that are Academic All Big Tens, and I think 
that’s an important metric for us on how we’re doing. Being a 190 before I got here, 226—232, 
and then last year was 242. In terms of All Americans, we’ve gone from 44 to 48 to 49 to 62. 
And then teams finishing in the nation’s top 15, it was 3 the year I got here, and then 4, then 6, 
then 9, and, you know, I can’t attribute all that directly to what has been going on in the 
Athletic Department, but I—but I do think a substantial part of it is, and it may go a little bit like 
this, but I think we are—we are—we are trending in the right direction with our goal to be a 
part of a new Golden Age of Indiana University athletics, and we intend to get there and lay 
claim to that based upon a real focus on the four priorities. So that’s probably maybe even 
more than enough to get us started, but I appreciate the opportunity to share that with you. 
We’re very excited about what’s going on in athletics. We’re excited to do that as part of the—
the broader university community. I’d be happy to take any questions or hear any comments 
that you might have. 



14 
 

ROBEL: Thank you so much, Fred, for that excellent report. Jim? 

SHERMAN: Thank you. [indistinct comment] you must be working Kurt way too hard. I’ve never 
been at a meeting with him where he’s voluntarily refused to talk. [Laughter] 

ZORN: I’m maturing. [Laughter] 

SHERMAN: I have a comment, and then a question. I was sorry to hear that the [indistinct 
comment] will be leaving IU. All of my interactions with him over the years have been really 
positive and he contributed a lot to the athletic program. My question, you must have interest 
in Varsity Club, I assume, I noticed that there are requirements for different levels increasing 
[indistinct comment] economists are current—will tell you about elasticity that sometimes 
when you increase it too much, rather than achieving the goal of more money, people will drop 
back to the previous level, so I’m not sure how much thought went into that, but I was worried 
a little bit about that. 

GLASS: Yeah, thanks, Jim. The question is regarding the Varsity Club, and as many of you know, 
the Varsity Club is our fundraising arm. It raises both capital, longer range monies, 
endowments, and facilities, but what Jim is referring to is the annual fund where we raise 
money every year basically to support our scholarship program to pay the university bill for 
tuition, room and board, books fees, so forth and so on, for our scholarship athletes, and the 
primary driver of Varsity Club contributions, in addition to, you know, the altruism of our 
donors, is seats at the—at the men’s basketball games. And so, there’s different names for 
different levels. If you give this amount, you’re a Hoosier something, and if you give that 
amount, you’re a Hoosier something else, [Laughter] if you give this amount—and so we, this 
last year, raised how much you had to give to be at those different levels, which was the first 
time that that had been raised in nine years, so frankly I think we would probably do better 
doing smaller increases more frequently than more dramatic increases over time. We really 
lucked out on our timing because we—we authorized this when we were in the not so good 
time, wondering oh my God, should we really be doing this, and then we kind of got lucky 
that—that the thing is going well, and I remember—I remember elasticity from some of the 
economics courses here. I—the market is telling us that we’re probably okay because we have 
extensive waiting lists at all the different levels for—for those seats, so I think it’s a point well 
taken. We probably need to be more strategic. I think planning smaller increases probably more 
frequently, and being careful not to price ourselves out of the market. 

ROBEL: Bruce? 

JAFFEE: James and I initially conspired not to ask any questions, but that didn’t last too long. 
Really this is to Julia and Kurt, I mean one change that’s occurred is morning practices for more 
teams including football and there may be athletic reasons that are positive for that, but one of 
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the—was this discussed by the Athletics Committee, and it’s probably too early, but what are 
the academic implications of that, especially in terms of course availability or choice of majors?  

LAMBER: So one of the things that the Athletic Committee has done in the last couple of years 
has been having head coaches come to our Athletic Committee meetings, and—which we find, I 
think the committee has found it incredibly enlightening and interesting having a chance to sit 
down and chat in some detail with head coaches. Coach Wilson was at one of our meetings, 
and we asked—somebody asked about—actually he, I think he even talked about that he had 
decided to change practice, and one of his primary reasons was he had found course availability 
too difficult with afternoon practices, and so said that he was going to change it to morning 
practices in fact because it was easier for the students to get classes they needed. So it—it was 
on his radar and one of the reasons that he decided to do that. So… 

ZORN: And I—and I, as Faculty Athletics Rep, as soon as I learned that there was a—a move to 
do this, I checked with the coaching staff for football to ask what due diligence they had done, 
and I also checked with the academic advising staff in athletics. To, you know, just to make sure 
I was getting the same story. And they had done a thorough analysis of the majors and the 
requirements of—of all the players on the football squad to determine if there were going to be 
any significant conflicts, and it turned out that there weren’t. That, actually, the morning 
practice worked as well or as—as—or better than the afternoon with the one exception, if I’m 
correct, was athletic training. There’s a little rub there, but that was the only problem there, 
but I was—I was actually impressed that when I asked the question, they had the answer. It 
wasn’t like we’ll have to go check. They had already done—and they had started six months 
before they made the change at least to try to determine what the ramifications were. 

ROBEL: Thank you, Shu? 

COLE: I—actually, our athletic training program the faculty just talked to me—asked me today 
to ask if any consideration has been made regarding that major because they’re very 
concerned—the faculty in that—that program are very concerned about students not being 
able to pursue their major. So has that been considered further more? 

GLASS: Yeah, we’re very aware of that—that potential issue or issue and we’re—we’re in the 
process of working through it and trying to have a dialogue to work it out so that—you know, 
that can still be a major supporter of the athletic training program in the context of having 
them in the morning because beyond some of these issues, we think from a student athlete 
perspective, there’s some benefits, too. When they have to answer the bell at, you know, six or 
six thirty, a lot of the issues that arise from students having a lot of time on their hands in the 
evening have gone away. And so, we think there’s some— 

ROBEL: —Delicately put— 
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GLASS: —we think there’s some ripple effects that are positive that go sort of beyond some of 
the more obvious positives of getting them up and at them especially when we have early 
games and so forth and so on, but we’re very aware of that and taking it very seriously. 

TERRY: In January, the U.S.—three judge panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals Seventh Circuit 
ruled that several southeastern Indiana high schools had violated the equal treatment 
provisions of Title IX through the facially discriminatory policy of scheduling more boys 
basketball games on prime time nights than girls basketball games. Late last month those 
districts entered into a settlement rather than go to trial, and by 2016 or ‘17, they’ll basically be 
playing equal schedules of men’s and women’s sports, and are doing some because of Title IX. I 
wonder if we are looking at our scheduling in light of that decision after all we’re in the Seventh 
Circuit. 

GLASS: I was having a flashback to law school. So—and I feel like I’m unprepared because I 
haven’t read the case, which wasn’t unusual for me in law school. [Laughter] I think it’s fair to 
say that—that we really—we have a structure in place to make sure we’re being compliant with 
gender balance and specifically Title IX, and that manifests itself across the board, scheduling, 
funding, number of opportunities for student athletes and so forth and so on. And—and I’m not 
familiar with all the details of that case, but generally, when they’re analyzing the Title IX piece, 
it’s are you competitive as compared to other programs in your sport, not necessarily across 
sports, so if we don’t expect the women’s basketball coach to be paid the same amount as the 
men’s basketball coach, but we do expect them to be paid at a market rate similar to the men’s 
basketball coach. So, if the men’s basketball coach is, you know, highly paid in their market, the 
women’s basketball coach ought to be highly paid in the market, and I think the same would 
apply to scheduling. We would not expect or be expected to have women’s basketball 
scheduling be in parallel with men’s basketball scheduling, but we wouldn’t want women’s 
basketball scheduling to be adversely impacted by men’s basketball scheduling, that is they get 
hip checked out of Assembly Hall because men are always having the priority, or that they are 
not—that Indiana’s women’s basketball team is not competitive as compared to other women’s 
basketball teams in the conference or around the country. So I’ll sure be open to that, and 
make sure that, you know, that we’re looking at that, but we feel like we have a pretty good 
constant monitoring of the various issues that come to play with Title IX. 

ROBEL: Thank you so much.  

GLASS: Thank you very much. Appreciate it very much. 

ROBEL: We have next an update of the university budget from Vice President Neil Theobald and 
Roger Levesque and Don Gjerdingen from the Budgetary Affairs Committee. Dan is coming after 
this, yeah. 
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AGENDA ITEM 7: UNIVERSITY BUDGET UPDATE 

THEOBALD: There’s a handout that I prepared, so—it was has some red and blue barred charts 
on the front of it. Also, I note the agenda mentions the university budget update. This is 
focused on the campus, but I can certainly answer any questions going either way, campus or 
the university. The top of the sheet, just try to give you an idea of what is the distribution of 
revenue for the Bloomington campus, and this year, for the first time in our history, the 
majority of our revenue came from tuition and fees, 51% there. The state provides sixteen 
auxiliaries, which are the dorms, parking, those sorts of kind of business enterprises, 14%. 
Research brings in 11% of our revenue. And then gifts are the smallest of the five. And the point 
I want to make here is that each of those revenue sources is under quite a bit of pressure 
currently. If there’s any one takeaway, I would like you to have from this presentation, it’s the 
bottom of the—the first page. We are in a very different financial environment than we were 
even five years ago, the university is. And I would argue that the trends that are shown in this 
chart are the primary driver of that different environment in which we are. What the chart 
shows is it takes what the state provides us, that’s the blue bars. Then what we raise in resident 
undergraduate tuition, less what we provide in financial aid to resident undergraduate 
students. So this is the funding that is provided from the state and from Hoosier students to 
support their education. If you see—if you look at the state appropriation you see five years 
ago we received about $9,600 per student. That has fallen, when adjusted for inflation, to 
about $7,700. So we’re down about $1,900 per student in purchasing power for what the state 
gives us. 

Then we look at the other major source, which is tuition. It’s also down. When adjusted for 
inflation, we’ve fallen from about $5,800 to $5,200, so about close to $600 fall in tuition. So add 
those two together, five years ago we were provided within the state of Indiana about $15,500 
to educate Hoosier students. This year, we’re provided about $13,000, so it’s put a lot of 
pressure on the budget. That’s—I’m going to kind of walk through those issues for you. 

The way we’ve responded to that, and I’m very concerned of our ability to continue to respond 
in this way, the charts here show the top chart on page two shows in-state tuition, and the 
bottom chart shows out of state tuition. What we have done as resources within the state of 
Indiana have dried up, is we have significantly raised non-resident tuition, and the share of the 
budget that’s paid for by—by those students that don’t come from Indiana. 

The top chart you see, that this is a fairly standard distribution across—I’ve been doing this now 
for eleven years, you’ve got the high, and then the only real change there is Minnesota has 
gone up in recent years, but you’ve got your high group of about five universities. The middle 
group, we’ve always been in the middle group. That’s not a change. And then the low group, 
with Iowa. So we are solidly in the mid-range in terms of in-state tuition, but when you go down 
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to the bottom, and a real concern I had, we’ve always been on the bottom half of non-resident 
tuition, but as state support has fallen, as the fees being generated by in state students, in 
terms of inflation have fallen. We are now the third highest tuition rate in the—for non-
resident students in the Big Ten. 

And the one that’s right below us, I think it’s important to note, because we compete with 
Illinois quite a bit, they have a four-year guarantee tuition rate. So the amount there that they 
are—what about $1,700 below us to start with?—no, $2,300 below us to start with—that’s a 
fixed rate for four years, where as ours generally changes from year to year. My concern is that 
we’ve gone about as far as we can go with non-resident tuition, and that has been the tool that 
the university’s used over the last five years to address the other problems. 

Going to page three, just providing the numbers here. Again, as I mentioned earlier, the state 
appropriation has fallen about $1,900 adjusted for inflation, so a way to think of that is five 
years ago we had 25% more funding per student than we have today, and the important point 
there is well, is that we were the lowest in the Big Ten five years ago, so we aren’t coming off a 
high level of state support that’s fallen in five years. We were the lowest to start with, and it’s 
fallen 25%.  

Looking forward, though, state of Indiana has serious economic problems. I think the state of 
the university has a very strong argument for increased state support, but I don’t expect to see 
that certainly in the upcoming biennium. The role of IU and Purdue in this state, if the 
legislature realizes its importance, would call for much higher support than we receive. I simply 
think given unemployment levels, wage levels, it may not be in the short term. 

Bottom part of the page three, when you add them up together, we’re about $2,500 per in-
state student lower, so we had about 19% more revenue five years ago, and again, we had the 
lowest revenue in the Big Ten five years ago. So, it again, we are starting from the bottom and 
going down. The context of that is we have avoided layoffs, which I think was—is a very strong 
issue. We’ve provided faculty and salary—faculty and staff salary increases, but we’ve done 
that by cutting spending. On the academic side, we’ve closed the School of Continuing Studies. 
We use more adjunct rather than tenure-line faculty. We’ve increased class sizes. We use more 
technology, online and so on. That’s how we’ve addressed the drop in revenue. 

Top of page four, simply takes the dollars and says where do we get dollars from in 
Bloomington, where do we spend them? The very notable thing in the left chart is that four of 
the five revenue sources have fallen in the last five years. The onl—every additional dollar that 
we have had to spend in the last five years has come from tuition. The only place we get 
additional money is tuition. And where have those funds gone? They’ve gone for salaries, 
benefits, the healthcare issue that Dan and I will speak about next, financial aid for students, 
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little bit to utilities, and everything else, every place else that we could find to not spend 
money, we have cut the budget for those items.  

But going forward, as I mentioned, there will continue to be strong pressure on in-state tuition, 
and I worry that—that we have about reached the end of where we can go in raising non-
resident tuition, so this model you see up top where we really are a one trick pony. What’s our 
answer? We raise tuition. I don’t think that’s—that’s sustainable going forward. We’re going to 
need to find additional ways to operate efficiently, generate revenue. And this is not new. 
We’re not just starting these efforts. Top of page five is the in-state enrollment in Bloomington 
over the last five years. We educate 1,200 more in-state students today than we did five years 
ago, even though we get less state money, and we have no new classrooms. That is a 
tremendous increase in efficiency that I point out to the legislature at every point, whenever 
they’re talking about cost containment, the need to be productive, the need to be efficient. We 
are significantly more efficient, as this chart shows.  

In addition, on the non-academic side, we have—one of the very difficult things in something 
like, you know, Dan’s area, which is Human Resources, you know, if we spend $5 million on that 
is that too much? Is that too little? How do you know? Well, we’ve partnered with Michigan—
University of Michigan and Ohio State, and we just shared data across our three universities 
and say, well how much are you spending on this? And so, while Human Resources may be 
somewhat different at Ohio State and Michigan than they are here, we’re doing about the same 
sort of thing, so if the numbers are wildly one way or another, that should suggest that maybe 
we’re—we’re in—not being as efficient as we could be in this area. The two areas that were 
pointed out, that there were problems in terms of spending was marketing. We were easily 
higher than the other two in marketing costs, and student services, and so we are trying to see 
can we restructure this so that our costs are what we—we need them to be going forward. 
Also, Dan has been extremely innovative with high deductible healthcare plans, incentives for 
those who don’t use tobacco. We’ve developed a new Healthy Indiana effort. We’ve opened 
health clinics around south central Indiana. We’ll be opening them in Indianapolis to provide 
ways for people to lower their cost of healthcare. 

Most contentious, though, as was mentioned earlier, we are exploring the idea of leasing 
parking operations in Bloomington and Indianapolis to generate revenue. This is a revenue 
issue. Originally, I was asked to come and speak about this issue, and later the invitation was 
changed to talk about the budget. Basically, they’re the same topic. That’s why the university is 
looking at privatizing parking is because it has a revenue problem. I want—I won’t be here. 
Those of you that don’t know, I’m leaving December 31st, but I have been around here for 
twenty years, and I am sure the input of this body will be critical in this decision, so follow it 
very carefully. We need to know what the implications are. Right now, it’s just an idea, and 
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that’s really what—how it’s been talked about. Where would we find revenue if it’s not tuition? 
Well, you know, there are other universities that have tried this, let’s see if it’s a possibility. 
There’s no—no knowledge that it will be. The key, at this point, is we need to retain control of 
those things that are important to us, how much the rates increase, who decides when we build 
new garages, service standards, all of those sorts of things, and then leave it to, I know I—it was 
mentioned earlier, the university has hired someone to see, well, kind of market this, if we 
were to lease this, what would be the amount of money someone would pay us? But we need 
to keep control of those things that are important to us. So I just would close by saying I hope 
you invite my successor to come later. Carolyn certainly will have the information being on the 
committee as well to present the proposal as it exists, and make a decision of what you’re going 
to do, so I don’t know if you’re going to comment right now, or comments or questions that 
you have on this or anything else about the—about the budget? Yes, ma’am? 

THOITS: I’m a little confused by the blue bars and the red bars on the first page, because if 15% 
of the budget is based on tuition and fees, why are the red bars shorter than the blue bar? 

THEOBALD: Because we generate most of our tuition from non-resident students, and these 
are only residents. 

THOITS: Ah! Okay, thank you. 

ROBEL: John? 

WALBRIDGE: Yeah, I’d like to ask my question about parking again. Would it be possible to get 
actual numbers as to what the revenue from the parking is, and how exactly it’s spent, and, you 
know, maintenance, depreciation, cross subsidies, that kind of thing, rather than just, with all 
due respect, sort of kind of vague, undefined categories? 

THEOBALD: The answer is yes. The reason why some of the items don’t have prices on them is 
they are services we provide that don’t necessarily cost anything, but they have a value. In 
other words, reserving parking spaces for Physical Plant vehicles. It doesn’t cost us anything. 
The parking space is already there, but obviously you could sell that space to someone else, so, 
if you look at it as a budget, which I can certainly provide you the budget, which are actual 
flows of cash— 

WALBRIDGE: —I’d like to see that— 

THEOBALD: —Sure, easily, no problem with that. I’ll send that out. That wouldn’t be in there 
though, but that actually is a service that’s provided by parking because it’s—it’s revenue they 
don’t receive, so that’s why there are items in that list, otherwise everything—most things in 
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there are priced, but there are things that are of value, but don’t have a price to them. Does 
that answer your question? 

WALBRIDGE: Yes. 

THEOBALD: Okay, Bruce? 

JAFFEE: I’d like you, Neil, to maybe expand a little bit on your comment just a minute ago about 
marketing. I mean certainly we can be maybe more efficient in marketing, but the one reason I 
guess, why our marketing is high, is your point that we’re aggressively going after out of state 
students who are really competitive, and reducing marketing could kill the golden goose.  

THEOBALD: Yeah. That’s why we chose Michigan and Ohio State as our peer group. They’re 
pretty much doing the same things we’re doing, and that was a—that was—with that idea 
specifically in mind, that they’re doing the same sorts of things, but we, for the same service—
pretty much the same services, are spending quite a bit more than they are. We simply have 
more people doing it than they do. I mean that’s where the cost of these things are. So are 
there ways that you could, you know, hire a single whatever kind of firm you hire in marketing, 
rather than each school having a separate one or something like that. That’s what we’re looking 
at. Yes? 

GUARINO: I’m just curious to know can we raise parking fees without selling it to an outside 
vendor to—? 

THEOBALD: —Absolutely— 

GUARINO: —You know, I mean, why—what is the attraction of having, you know, I mean I 
understand there’s a big lump sum versus maybe incremental, but can you talk a little bit about 
that? 

THEOBALD: Sure. Continuing to manage it with a different rate structure is absolutely on the 
table. This is one that we have to propose our tuition rates for the next two years in the next 
few months, so that’s why—why did this come up now? If we aren’t going to do something like 
this, we’re going to need to be fairly aggressive with tuition, which is going to have—could have 
significant political pushback. So there are things, either we raise it ourselves, we lease it. It’s 
just an asset we have that we want to say, is this one of the ways around having to deal with 
the tuition issue enough to be able to pay just the ongoing expenses? So yeah, there’s no 
problem with doing that. 

CLARK: Is there any indication that we would actually get more revenue over, you know, a 
period of time? 
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THEOBALD: Ohio State did, and I can’t—I know the people at Ohio State well. They cannot 
understand why the bid was anywhere near as high as it was. Financially, it doesn’t make any 
sense. So… 

CLARK: So is this an annual payment? 

THEOBALD: No, Ohio State would have received a $483 million cash [indistinct comment]. 
Herb? 

TERRY: At the last UFC meeting, President McRobbie began to point toward other assets that 
we could generate more revenue, and that’s our physical facilities in summer. Basically, what 
he was pointing out was correct, is we don’t generate as much tuition income and other sorts 
of things in the summer [indistinct comment]—we could, but there would be an increase of 
costs of marketing to get students to come and faculty to teach, and all across the board, but I 
thought he was right. We can generate more money there. Parking, where else? 

THEOBALD: You know, I’ll—we’re going to have to think of a lot of—I mean, online is obviously 
an area that people are talking about a lot that—are there opportunities there? So I think 
there’s—there are lots of things out there, you know, summer; we tried the discount this 
summer, and got some return. We’re going to try it again next summer, and see if a 25% 
discount will generate more students along those lines, but I—unless something changes with 
the state economy, I think we’re going to be looking at lot of these things going forward. I 
mean, you know, what else could we do? I just think we look at what the level of student debt 
is, of people leaving this institution, and— I mean this is not sustainable. We cannot have a 
model that is dependent on that much student debt. We’ve got to find other ways to deal 
with— 

TERRY: —We also have a model that’s to some extent dependent upon attrition. We teach one 
hundred and two hundred level classes relatively cheaply, and then as you move to three 
hundred and four hundred, they get more expensive, and especially if we keep more students 
or take in more transfer students from IU—other campuses or Ivy Tech, that stresses this 
model, too, doesn’t it? 

THEOBALD: It certainly does. The—as we take more dual credit from high schools, more AP 
credits, you’re exactly right. We work on a cross subsidization model. We generate more 
revenue out of one hundred level classes than us to teach them, and we use those funds to 
subsidize four—three hundred and four hundred level courses that are the reverse. If we don’t 
teach those one hundred level courses, that—that’s another strain on the budget because 
you’re not getting the dollars that you’re using elsewhere. 

ROBEL: Tom? 
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GIERYN: Is there—you can’t see me, but Lauren did. Is there any more money left in the Big Ten 
Network pot? 

THEOBALD: Um, I’m not—I’m thinking about it because I don’t know the answer to that. In the 
past, we have given all of that to athletics, so I actually haven’t paid much attention to it. So 
Fred would be the person who knows what’s committed, and all the rest—is he…? 

GIERYN: But we’re diverting it for the International Studies building, and my question is, is 
there anything left, and could we divert it for other purposes? 

THEOBALD: The money comes to the president, and then goes from the president to athletics. 
So, could we? Yes. I guess, I—I don’t know what’s been committed against those dollars already 
in terms of, you know, facilities they’ve built and that sort of thing, so I—so I don’t know. But 
we’re going to need to look at all of those pots. That’s right. 

CLARK: I’ve heard several months ago, one of the members the representatives on the state 
education commission, I believe it was, say that they had done a study that online learning 
was—or online classes were actually more expensive than residential normal classes.  

THEOBALD: Mmhmm. 

CLARK: And yet you’re still referring to them as a cost cutting measure, so I’m wondering is 
there any definitive answer on that other than [indistinct comment]? 

THEOBALD: It depends—I think the par—the issue is whether you fully cost what it costs you to 
teach online. There are a lot of other non-faculty, non-direct costs that are—that you incur in 
teaching online. Now some of those costs are, from where I sit, fixed. The staff that are 
involved, we’re paying them anyway, but if you divert them to online, you count that as part of 
your cost, then I can imagine the costs are higher than they get looked at and this sort of thing, 
which is just looking at revenue—changes in revenue. So it depends on how you cover all the 
people that already here. 

CLARK: But I suppose that if you divert staff that you have to either hire do what they used to 
do or— 

THEOBALD: —That’s right, or don’t do what they used to do—  

CLARK: —[Indistinct comment]— 

THEOBALD: —that’s exactly right. And so it’s that kind of thing that you get into. Bonnie? 

BROWNLEE: [Indistinct comment] thought the other area was you said that we were off 
[indistinct comment] students services— 
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THEOBALD: —Yes— 

BROWNLEE: —Is that right? Yeah, in what way? 

THEOBALD: Well, we have seven bursars, seven financial aid directors, you know, I’m talking 
across the university, whereas that these other institutions, they don’t have all of these 
standalone offices at each of the regional campuses. So I think that is the value in—is the value 
of having someone on each campus doing each of these functions great enough that you would 
want to spend the additional money to do it. That’s the really the question that’s been studied. 

ROBEL: What about one more question, and then I’m going to ask Dan Rives to join Neil 
Theobald up here. 

RAMOS: So I guess I learned from your comments today that I lay golden eggs because I’m an 
out of state student. So… [Laughter] 

ROBEL: Hail to you. 

RAMOS: [Indistinct comment] school. 

THEOBALD: Yes. 

RAMOS: So, it sounds to me like the revenue would be used to maintain operations where they 
are because you mentioned how spending in such a way keeps benefits where they are, avoids 
layoffs, etc… Would it influence any reduction of costs in places like tuition? [Indistinct 
comment] gold ones, or… 

THEOBALD: You know, on the parking, I have very intentionally kept myself out of the actual 
details in the sense—I’m not going to be here, and it’s not fair for me to be making decisions 
that somebody else has to live with. So, for example, the consultant. I—I got the same press 
release all of you got. So I don’t know the plans for—I’ve not been in any discussions of any 
plans of how it would be spent. I don’t know. I’ve just tried to kind of move it forward because 
it’s something that is something I think we ought to look at. 

RAMOS: Because I would just comment very quickly that, from the student perspective, if we 
are not seeing any kind of benefit, [indistinct comment], I would assume that that would be 
[indistinct comment]— 

THEOBALD: —Sure— 

RAMOS: —[indistinct comment]. 

THEOBALD: Makes sense. 



25 
 

ROBEL: Dan, are you joining Neil [indistinct comment]? Yes? Thank you so much, Neil. Thank 
you for changing your plan so that you could be with us today. 

RIVES:  A pleasure. This is important. I brought a handout to—because that seemed to be the 
order of the day. Remember, Neil, you said HR was efficient, and some other areas were— 

THEOBALD: —Very true. It is. 

RIVES: Do you like good news first or good news last? I mean, sort of good news. I don’t want to 
give you a high expect— 

ROBEL: —Well, we’ve already from Neil, so you could go right ahead— [Laughter]  

THEOBALD: —That’s right!— 

ROBEL: —with the good news. 

THEOBALD: I’ve set you up for it! 

RIVES: So here’s a copy of—this was an email we sent out just a little while ago, another update 
just in case you haven’t had an opportunity to look at your—your mail, another copy is coming 
around, and I get a lot of motivation from Carolyn and the provost to keep on sending emails 
out, so if I floor your email boxes, you’ll know why. So—so I was alluding to some good news, 
and it’s not like everything’s done, but I do talk to individuals from Anthem and Premier 
regularly trying to figure out are they talking to one another, and they are. And so, there’s a lot 
of press and negotiation and tactics, but there is some communication. It may not be that deals 
are done. It may not be that they’re agreeing on everything, but at least they’re talking to one 
another, and—and I know that. I’m very confident in that. And then—and then just sitting over 
there, I got another email message that I have a telephone call with some Anthem executives 
tomorrow, 10:30AM or 11ish. They’ll give me another update.  

So, Indiana University has—and this is a repeat, by the way. So I was here last month, and gave 
you an update, and so some of this is repetitive, so excuse me for that. Professor Sherman had 
given me some ideas last night, and he had to leave early, so I was sitting in the back room with 
him, giving him answers, so I think we were probably a little disruptive, I apologize for that, but 
a little background.  We are around 17,000 full time employees strong, and that gives us a lot of 
leverage. It also gives us a lot of complexity. Those 17,000 employees are located in seven 
campuses, and we have outpost from Montana to Washington D.C. to even overseas at various 
places, so we’re not just a Bloomington company. We’re—we’re—we’re all over, mostly in 
Indiana, but a lot of places. Well, we have employees and family and children who use our 
healthcare plans all over. So we look for some very broad opportunities. All of our healthcare 
plans, and we have four medical plans and one dental plan for—for employees and families, but 
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they all utilize networks—provider networks. And we all—we use third parties to set those 
networks up and manage them. You can imagine that—that we literally have people almost—
almost—not in all fifty states, but we’re getting close to it, and there’s no way a corporate 
office—as efficient as we are, could set that up. So we use a third party to go out and make 
those arrangements, and you never, in this environment, want to pay full price. No one ever 
pays full price from a hospital. It’s almost, you know, having been on a hospital board, what 
that full price is—is—well, we could have a long discussion of where that price comes from. 
There’s no cost accounting system like a car or appliance, to derive that price. And many of you 
know what I’m talking about because you’ve been there.  

So, the commercial side of the house, the—not the government side—so Medicare and 
Medicaid, they set their prices, but the commercial side of the house has to use third parties, 
like the Anthems and Cignas and United and so forth to help manage these preferential prices 
or networks, and we have four medical plans, three using Anthem network, and it’s not just the 
Anthem, which is primarily Indiana, Kentucky, and Ohio. But they have reciprocity with all the 
fifty states, the Blue Cross Blue Shield in fifty states. And I’m always a little bit puzzled myself—
the relationship between those companies that are Blue Cross Blue Shield and the WellPoint 
and Anthem, what the differences are. But they—they serve some purpose for us. 

And then—and then we also have a network—a very small network called IU Health. It gets a 
little interesting around here because IU, IU Health, you know that former Clarion company, 
and—and that relationship that we have with them, and—and the relationship with the Med 
Center, an important relationship. But we have a small network there, so one of our medical 
plans is built on an exclusive network, which is a fairly small network of—of hospitals and 
physicians, and then three of the plans are very broad. Well, the networks contract with 
providers. Hospitals, healthcare systems, and physician groups, and these contracts have an 
evergreen clause. They go on year after year after year. The network managers—again, they’re 
all—they’re all, you know, Anthem, United, Cigna, they’re very similar in many respects. They 
do adjust their reimbursement schedule on a periodic basis. Well, the way a hospital system 
says I want to stop working with you is to dissolve their agreement, to say I’m no longer going 
to participate in your network. Sometimes, they really mean it, and sometimes it’s to get a 
better reimbursement rate. I am—I have to tell you, many of you have sent me emails and to 
the provost and to Carolyn, emails help—help, what bad form this is. We agree. And I said it 
before, I think it is just—oh, there’s some words you come up with like “horrific,” may be 
overstatement, but it’s—it’s really unfortunate that this, in the United States, this negotiating 
process is—is in a—at the—at a very stressful point with members of healthcare plans, 
employees, and family members. And you’re feeling it, and we’re feeling it. We don’t like it, but 
it goes on all over the United States. It’s gone on, and throughout Indiana last year, the Saint 
Francis network dropped out of Anthem, and then they came back in the eleventh hour. The 
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year before that is Saint Vincent. These are big networks. These are—you know, we talk about a 
Saint Francis or Saint V.’s, these are healthcare systems with many, many different doctors 
over—over many different counties. 

In Bloomington, to bring it down more locally and, of course, what we’re talking about is 
Premier dropping out of the Anthem network, effective November 1. In 2008, Premier dropped 
out of the network and came back. Before that, the anesthesiologists, before that the 
radiologists or I’m not sure which one in which order. So it’s—it’s—it’s a process, a very 
unfortunate process. I would say to the providers, don’t choose open enrollment process, that 
timeline. It’s not a coincidence. It’s not like someone went and said, let’s go to the calendar and 
choose a date to drop out of the network. I think the consultants very intentionally advised 
them, do it at the most emotional period, and it’s around open enrollment—and I’m raising my 
voice. I really think that’s what consultants out there do. If they were really smart, because if 
they really wanted to drop out of the networks, they’d do it in July because we build our 
healthcare plans for the coming year in July and August. Then you start doing all the open 
enrollment, the communication pieces in September, and then you go out and do it in October 
and November, so you don’t really make the—you make these decisions a lot earlier. So if I 
were a consultant, I’d advise them to do it in July. That’s when the—that’s when the employers 
are really apt to make changes, but I don’t think they drop out of networks to drop out of 
networks. I think they drop out of the networks to manage this process, this negotiating 
process. And you know what I’m talking about. It’s highly unfortunate that it falls, though, at 
the burden of the—of patient care, and in just the stress and emotion of all this. 

So I made myself some notes. See what else I’ve got to update you on. You know, this—this 
process right now, when you cut through all the rhetoric, this is a—a provider group that I have 
to tell you, these are very, very good providers. They’re IU educated physicians. My personal 
physician is over at Premier and IMA. And these are—so these are higher—these are highest—
these are very qualified individuals, but so are the IU doctors—the IU Health doctors, and I 
don’t know as much about the Monroe County—Monroe Hospital—excuse me—Monroe 
Hospital Physician Group, but—so, in Bloomington, we’ve got three larger-type provider 
groups. The Premier group, formally known as IMA, IU Health, Physicians of Southern Indiana, 
and they’ve got the pediatrics and OBGYNs and have been adding a lot of primary care, and 
then Monroe Hospital Family Practice Group, and there are individual practitioners, sort of 
dermatologists and so forth, which are individual practitioners, so they’re—they’re all—they’re 
all in town, and the one group has dropped out of the network and, you know, for us it’s a bit of 
an interesting process. I’ll probably get a little more subjective than I probably should. Good 
doctors with expenses and needing revenue to cover expenses, and other doctors like IU 
Health, Physicians Group associated with IU and IU Health out of IU Hospital, they accept the 
reimbursement schedule, and this is a state-wide schedule. I’m not so sure about how United 
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or Cigna manages their networks, though I think you can clearly see, based on Premier’s notes, 
that they pay more, and—and—and so one of the values that Anthem brings to the state of 
Indiana healthcare plan, the Lilly healthcare plan, the Cummins healthcare plan, locally the 
school system and the county is these are very preferential reimbursement rates, and that 
helps us afford the healthcare plans we have, but Anthem has a statewide schedule—a 
reimbursement schedule, and it’s—I—I mean, even if logistically inside their systems to take 
one provider group in Bloomington to pay them more, I don’t think it computes very well, and 
so it’s just a struggle in that regard. 

Professor Sherman sent me some—some suggestions of things to talk about that may represent 
some of your questions. One of his comments was how can we put a healthcare plan together 
and guarantee that the providers that are in the plan today will be there in 2013? And I said 
that—to Jim in the back of the room—we can’t. Those are all third parties. Every physician 
group is entity in themselves. Hospitals, you know, Saint V.’s, Saint Francis, Community, IU 
Health, these are separate entities. Premier, Monroe—these are—they have their own business 
to look after, whether they in business, go out of business, expand, join networks. As an 
employer, as Indiana University, I don’t think there’s any way we can guarantee they’re going to 
stay in the networks. So I just sort of make that bold statement that that would be very difficult. 
We’d almost have to go out, and I’m not suggesting this, hire our own physicians and put our 
own apparatus together and say this is who we are and we guarantee that. But that’s not 
how—that’s not how the business is managed.  

But—so, I can’t do that—and then the other comment was, is there a way I can extend open 
enrollments? We’ve got this process, and see I think the consultants against figured on this 
process, because they really don’t want to leave the network. If they wanted to leave the 
network, they would have done it many months earlier. What they really want is to get a more 
preferential reimbursement rate. I mean, that’s—I mean, I guess it’s natural. We—we want 
more tuition. We want more state aid, and there’s all the dilemmas that go along with that. So I 
don’t mean to critical there. I just—the timing is really—we know the word I’m looking for. Not 
a good word. So—I apologize for that.  

But, open enrollment, the medical plans are driven by tax law, so all the benefits we get, the 
value, the—the—so, if you don’t use healthcare and you’re just paying a premium, that’s non-
taxable. So it comes out before you pay taxes on it.  But if you used the healthcare plan, and 
you’ve got value, that’s not taxable either. And that can be from tens of dollars to hundreds of 
thousands of dollars of non-taxable benefit. So the way these programs work in the United 
States, so we don’t have to pay state, federal taxes on that value is there’s an open enrollment 
cycle and a period, and you have to get it done before the plan begins, and tax saver benefits 
like 125 and those kinds of things, so I have external rules that give me guidance as to how I 
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have to set these things up, and you get limited period of time. We’ve got 17,000 people we’re 
working with, so we have to get it all done within a couple weeks, get it into our systems do the 
clean up, get files transferred to vendors, and so forth, so I can’t move—I can’t—I just can’t lift 
up and move the open enrollment process and shift it forward. I mean, I don’t really think that 
would do any good because we’d still be in the same predicament we’re in right now. 

And—and then the other—the other comment Jim wanted me to focus a little bit was the IU 
Health Quality Partners Network. We do have that fourth medical plan, it’s a very limited 
network, and Premier is in that network, so I want to go on a record and say that—that’s the 
case. It’s outside the high deductible plan, and we think the high deductible plan, for a variety 
of reasons, is an instrument that has real value going forward for employees. We don’t provide 
university subsidy for retiree healthcare. We don’t. And—and one way that employees can help 
themselves and we can help employees is having that savings account, the university puts some 
money in there, well, we’re almost putting—we are putting the full deductible, by the way. I—I 
know it’ll go on the record, but our Trustees probably wouldn’t like it so much if they saw 
healthcare plan, no deductible, but that’s what it is. It’s a high deductible plan with the 
university putting the dollar amount of the deductible inside the savings account. But, here’s 
the deal, the employees, it’s non-taxable. It’s not taxable going in, it’s not taxable when used. 
It’s not taxed—it carries over year to year, so you can develop this account balance and into 
retirement. That’s why I see some value there for when we don’t provide subsidized retiree 
healthcare, an opportunity for individuals to put money in a savings account and keep it. Well, 
that—that account only applies to our PPO plans, not to that—that exclusive provider plan. An 
exclusive provider plan is you’ve got to be really careful. It’s a very limited network, and if you 
look at the schedule, benefits has no out of network benefits. It only has an in-network benefit. 
So if you’re—if you’re traveling—if your child is overseas, your spouse is at another university, 
and they need something other than emergency care, the benefit plan doesn’t cover it. 

So that’s why we’re just really sort of cautious about it’s there, but be sensitive about getting 
into it. And I do—I do think about, hey, no matter what happens tonight and tomorrow 
morning, healthcare, we’ll still be talking about healthcare for years to come. Temple University 
will still be talking about healthcare for years to come. I gotta tell you. 

THEOBALD: I’ve learned some things from here though. 

RIVES: You know, we will be talking about healthcare for years to come, and I—2014, getting 
into 2014, I’ve already advised the UFC Benefits Committee, we have a whole heck of a lot of 
work to do in early 2013 to get ready for 2014, and there’s just a lot of new—I mean, so—so 
just a mandate to provide healthcare coverage to full-time employees, and today we provide 
healthcare benefits to full-time employees, true. But our definition is forty hours a week. The 
HHS definitions, Health and Human Resources, definition is thirty hours a week. So we’ve got 
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this gap, how are we going to make that up, when I’ve got a fixed budget from—from the vice 
president of the university to cover healthcare. That’s—that’s going to be a challenge. Plus, 
there are some other pieces to it. But the healthcare companies are building competition. 
Premier is building called ACO, an accountable care organization, and their motivation is 
building it around the government programs like Medicare, but they’re anxious to roll it out to 
commercial payers as well. IU Health is building an ACO, an accountable care organization for 
the Medicare population. They’re going to roll it out to the commercial population in the 
future, so—so these—what’s—what’s on the horizon is a whole of competition, but not the 
competition you want or I want. I mean, so they’re limited—these are—these are competition 
like an HMO where you have certain providers you go to, and that’s not what we’re 
accustomed to. And Indiana, and maybe—maybe a broader—maybe the midwest, but—but our 
employees and their families are used to choosing their doctors and hospitals from a much 
broader pool than—than the east and west coast where—where competition has manifest 
itself into—into HMOs and—and so forth. So now I’m getting a bit dry. I think my time is 
probably running out. 

ROBEL: Thank you. We do have a couple of minutes for questions if there are questions. 
Bonnie? 

BROWNLEE: Well, I want to thank you very much for coming, because it’s very important. Just 
nuts and bolts, I mean, if—if—if there is no agreement, what can we—what can we—what can 
we expect if we want to keep our doctors in the network, if they’re already— 

RIVES: —So [indistinct comment], thank you very much, and I do look forward to coming back. I 
little get excited about—about sharing, and I think it’s very unfortunate that one of the most 
misunderstood and misinformed things that we have in our society is financing of healthcare 
and healthcare economics, and some of you teach it, and research it, so I embrace your help 
going forward. So I look forward to talking more about it. But our PPO plans do have an out of 
network benefit. So—so be assured that there is some financial cap of what you can have 
responsibility for, even for out of network. And that’s number one. I—I hope—I sincerely hope, 
and we’re going to—we’re going to push as hard as we can. The results we’re looking for is 
Premier to be back in the network. These are good doctors. We really want them to be 
available to our memberships. Around sort of on the edges, there is some contractual language 
between Anthem and all their doctors that when they—if they go out of the network that for 
sixty days, they have to afford their patients the same the same in-network privileges for those 
with emergency care and ongoing treatments and certain semesters for deliveries and things 
like that, and some of that’s in the email I passed out and on our website.  

IU Health is being—think about this, this may have worked in the—right in the palm of IU 
Health. So IU Health, Southern Indiana Physicians hired about a dozen, I don’t know the exact 
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number—dozen, fifteen, primary care physicians. They opened up Clarizz and they opened up 
Rogers Road, and they put some pediatric care out in Elletsville. They’re adding new doctors, 
and so whereas their doctors may not have been very busy before, they’re probably getting a 
lot busier. I’m not selling them, you know, that’s not my point, but I am saying there’s some—
there’s some—there’s some capacity there in our communities for individuals to—to go to 
other doctors. I don’t want to overdo that though. 

ROBEL: Basu? 

BASU: From what I understand from your previous email and this afternoon’s email, this is 
what I understand. IU is self-insured. Anthem is a manager. So when we say that Anthem is 
paying the doctor the difference between what I pay the doctor and Anthem is paying, it’s 
actually IU that’s paying. So it’s our—in our interest to keep that payment low. 

RIVES: Yes, sir. Exactly. We— 

BASU: —And this is what I plan to do with our family. Suppose I see my GP this week because 
he knows my health and everything, I see him or her this week, that doctor—the doctor says 
you need a blood test, you need a urine test, and you need blah, blah, blah. I’ll say yes, but not 
at Premier. I’ll go to IU—the Hospital, IU Health Center [indistinct comment]. If you all do that, 
I’m sure that the pressure—I’m sorry, I’m a confrontational purpose, and this time I’m with you. 
If you all do that, truly, in that case, they will buckle down very soon because their labs will 
close. 

RIVES: It’s a very powerful message when—when the revenue starts coming in from certain 
businesses, but—you are—you made such a very good point, and if I had a second to reiterate a 
couple of them. We don’t buy insurance from Anthem. Large employers have done—quit doing 
that years and years ago. So we pay—for dental the same way to Cigna and if we use United or 
Humana or anybody else, we’ve got the same [indistinct comment]. We would pay them a fixed 
dollar amount per employee per month to adjudicate claims, subrogation, coordination of 
benefits, grievances, and all the things in the background, and for the provider contracts. We 
then reimburse Anthem or—and Cigna for the dental, every dollar paid, in fact we do it within 
days. It’s all electronic wire transfers. So Anthem doesn’t even have a cash flow issue, but when 
they send a check to a physician, before that check is even cashed, we’re reimbursing Anthem. 
Every dollar. And Anthem doesn’t gain or lose. And they don’t get a percentage of anything 
anymore. That—that’s—that was—that was more than a decade ago. Yeah, decades. That—
that was a long time ago that insurance companies did than and employers, large employers 
got pretty wise pretty quickly. So that’s number one.  

Number two is—the PPO plan, no matter what a doctor says, and I don’t want to—I’m not 
going to make this about Premier, but if a doctor says you can only go to Monroe Hospital for 
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services, not true! You can go to any network doctor and facility, and—and—and so, literally, an 
individual I know very well, very close to me, was told for that CAT Scan, you have to go 
Monroe Hospital. She knew better to—she asked me. I said no, let’s go look and see who does 
CAT Scans in Bloomington. Bloomington Hospital does CAT Scans as well. So, so you’ve got to 
be a little careful with—with what you’re being told. You’ve got to rely on the network as well. 
Thank you, thank you for the opening. 

ROBEL: One last question. 

TERRY: This is actually not a question, it’s a small point of personal privilege in a way. As Neil 
has indicated, he’s leaving. I hope we would all be grateful for his service.  

THEOBALD: Well thank you! 

TERRY: It’s been my privilege work with Neil for years in various ways. I got involved slightly in 
the search for Temple. I told the people at Temple that they were getting very lucky because 
they were getting a president who had come up through the faculty ranks, who was a good and 
diligent CFO, and did what the administration and the Trustees asked, that he did them in a 
context of thinking like us, and we’ve been well served by Neil, and I at least want to express 
that opinion personally. I hope others in the Council share it. 

THEOBALD: Very nice, Herb. Thank you. 

ROBEL: I wanted to express exactly that [indistinct comment]. I wasn’t sure whether you would 
be back before this body, Neil, but on behalf of the faculty as a whole, you know, your vision, 
your integrity, the care with which you have though through these issues, has just been top 
notch across the board the entire time I have worked with you in whatever capacity I have 
worked with you. So I think on—on behalf of all of our colleagues, thank you so much. 

THEOBALD: It’s been my pleasure. 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: And I want to add on behalf of the UFC, and the BFC, that we have 
supreme gratitude to you for the good service that you have provided, and I think the 
contextual statement that you have in front of us today on this sheet is a living testament to 
you because you have, as you said, we have avoided layoffs while providing faculty and staff 
salary increases averaging 2% per year, and I just wish you all the very best, and I wish that we 
could keep your good mind and good creativity forever, but it shall not be, so thank you.  

THEOBALD: Well, thank you all. [Applause] Well, as a former member of this body, it’s 
wonderful, been a great twenty years here. It was very difficult to tell Temple I would—I would 
go, but we’re at a point in our life, my wife and I, that it’s—it’s—I’ve got ten more years, and—
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it’s a—I love the city of Philadelphia. I love Temple University, so it’ll be a great challenge, but 
thank you all for the very kind words.  

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Thank you, Dan. 

ROBEL: We turn now to Professor Wheeler, chair of the Educational Policies Committee for a 
second reading of the Rationale for Online Course Questionnaires.  

AGNEDA ITEM 8: RATIONALES FOR ONLINE COURSE QUESTIONNAIRES 

WHEELER: And Alan will be joining us. He was supposed to be on the agenda as a co-presenter, 
and was in an earlier edition of the [indistinct comment] I dropped something... Hold on…hold 
on… Thank you. So this is the second reading of the—of the Educational Policies Committee 
Resolution on Rationales for Questions for Online Course Questionnaires, and because I wasn’t 
sure how much time we were going to have, I’m surprised we have quite as much as we do, I 
did send members of the Council an email to—to brief the members of the Council on the 
changes. I do want to summarize those, but at the same time I’m going to ask that the relevant 
portions of that email be included in the minutes as though I read the entire—the entire part to 
you, and I will convey that—exactly which portions I’m referring to the secretary later.2 

So, there have been three changes in the resolution since you saw it last time. The—the first of 
those changes—let me look at my notes here—is in response to the concern raised by Vice 
Provost Stephens at our last meeting concerning quality control for the rationales produced by 
the units which are not part of her unit, and so we wanted to respond to that. That was a 
serious concern, and looking at it, there were two things. On the one hand, there’s the issue of 
the Vice Provost Stephens and Gieryn directly intervening into issues of quality; and, as noted in 
the cover memo for the rationale, either the provost does have authority over all of the 
academic units, schools and departments on matters, and so it’s entirely within the provost’s 
authority to—to—to tell the units that they need to have their rationales approved or 
considered by—by the provost or the committees that the provost have there. So it seemed 
that there was not a need for this Council to redundantly bestow upon the vice provost 
authority, which is—already lies within the administration with regards to administrative 
relationships between the campus administration and the schools and departments. 

On the other hand, the BFC does need to be concerned about establishing faculty governance 
role with regards to a quality control for the rationales because that is, in fact, one of the 
purposes of the rationales is to provide guidance to the faculty about exactly why they’re being 
evaluated with these questions. 

                                                           
2 See Appendix One 
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So to that end, the EPC did insert a new third bullet point, but the summary—it isn’t on the one 
that we were given.  

BENDER: Yeah, we have a previous version, I think.  

WHEELER: So this is not, in fact, the—the version in front of you is, in fact, not the version that 
you’re supposed to be having. I’m not sure what happened there because I did send this to the 
Faculty Council Office. 

STEPHENS: The white one is. 

WHEELER: No, I don’t have a white one.  

GIERYN: Of the resolution? It’s—of the resolution, Bill? It’s being dated “Revised 11/03.” I 
assume that’s the most recent. 

WHEELER: I don’t have a copy of that. 

DETHLOFF: Yeah, I think the [indistinct comment]. 

ROBEL: I think it looks [indistinct comment]. Was it—was it not on the click through on the 
agenda? 

GIERYN: That’s right. It was because that’s where I got it. It was the one on the agenda that was 
sent out by Craig. 

WHEELER: S, the one on the agenda is correct, but the one here is—so— 

GIERYN: —Yeah, that’s correct— 

WHEELER: —could I borrow yours for a moment? I’ll return it promptly to you. So, that means 
that the thing is on your yellow sheet is not correct. That being the case, then, there are things 
for me to say. So—so—it was—so, apparently the correct one is on the website is—it was in 
the— 

DETHLOFF: —correct link that we [indistinct comment]. 

WHEELER: —the correct— 

DETHLOFF: —correct link. It says “Revised” after B7-2013.  

WHEELER: So the one I have before me, though, is on my table does not say that.  

DETHLOFF: Correct. 
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WHEELER: The one I have on my table. So the one that was on our table was incorrect. 

DETHLOFF: That must have been the error on my assistant’s part. Thank you. 

WHEELER: Okay, so that is not there. And so I—if you have a white one, you may have it. So, 
what is the new third point? So, the new third point, which would become between the points 
that say, “The office responsible for administering the online…”—you know, so—you know, 
given that the Council does not have in front of it necessarily a printed copy, I’m not sure that 
we can consider taking action today. You know, this thing—you know, given that—that what is 
on the table before us is an old version, for reasons that elude me, you know, I don’t see how 
it’s possible to even take action to consider this when the Council does not have before it the 
accurate version. Could I ask for a ruling by the parliamentarian on that? How are we supposed 
to take action when we don’t actually have a copy of it? 

GJERDINGEN: Well, if—whether it’s possible to— 

WHEELER: In the time remaining, I don’t think it is.  

GJERDINGEN: Well, we had the correct one given on the agenda itself. I think it’s a matter of—a 
practical matter of knowing what the—we have to know and have in front of us what the 
proper text is. 

WHEELER: So, well, could—could the president—the presiding officer ask for a show of hands 
of how many people actually do have a copy of the correct version with them? 

ROBEL: How many people have this with them at this point? 

WHEELER: The correct version. 

ROBEL: The correct version. It says November 3rd—revised November 3rd, 2012. 

UNKNOWN FEMALE SPEAKER: Was that sent by email? 

WHEELER: No, it would have been— 

GIERYN: —It was the agenda that you click through. 

UKNOWN FEMALE SPEAKER: Oh yeah. 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: It’s a link. 

WHEELER: So do we have a show of—show of both of how many people have it and how many 
people do not have it? 
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ROBEL: How many people brought—yeah, I’m sure we can pull it up online. Would you like to 
wait and take this up next time, Bill? 

WHEELER: Well, could we see a show of hands? How many people actually have seen the 
updated version, and then ask a show of hands who have not seen it? How many have not seen 
it? 

ROBEL: How many have not seen it? That’s probably the more important thing. About five 
members.  

WHEELER: Well, um… 

ROBEL: Well, Tom did you have a… 

GIERYN: This is unanticipated for sure, but it seems to me that the—the playing field is—is 
changing a bit, and I believe the Faculty Council members received an email from me earlier 
today in response to Bill’s initial email that clarified changes in the policy. Is that true? Do you 
want me to speak to that or not? 

ROBEL: No, I think we need—we need to— 

GIERYN: —fair enough. 

WHEELER: Well, then Alan is—you know, I—I personally am very reluctant to proceed, you 
know, to proceed without having on the tables in front of everyone the correct copy, and so, 
you know, so— 

DETHLOFF: Would you like to propose a motion to table? 

WHEELER: Well, that’s what I am about to say, yes. If you give me the chance to speak, right. 
So— 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: —I also want to say in you know getting ready to make a motion that we 
table this, that it seems sensible and reasonable to keep down chaos and confusion that we 
should wait until the next time to vote on this. 

WHEELER: Well, that is, of course, the effect of the—of the motion to table. 

GJERDINGEN: Well, this—this motion to table is only good for the current meeting. You could—
you could postpone it— 

WHEELER: —well, so— 

GJERDINGEN: —to a definite time to the next meeting, and that’s— 
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WHEELER: —But I haven’t been able—I haven’t been for me yet to actually propose the motion. 
So, if I may. 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: You may. 

ROBEL: You may, of course. 

WHEELER: May I please, then, propose to table this until our next meeting so that the Council 
members can be provided with the updated copy? 

GJERDINGEN: So a postponement to a definite time. 

WHEELER: A postponement until the next meeting. 

GJERDINGEN: Yes. 

ROBEL: Does that— 

WHEELER: —I’m not saying a date because one never knows when the next date may be. 

GJERDINGEN: [Indistinct comment] majority— 

WHEELER: —the next meeting, whenever it occurs.  

ROBEL: Does it require a second? 

GJERDINGEN: Yes, it does. 

GIERYN: I would only add that— 

ROBEL: —Can we get a second before? 

UKNOWN MALE SPEAKER: Second. 

ROBEL: Thank you. Yes? 

GIERYN: I would prefer, since the proposal to have a series of open forums to broaden the 
discussion of the online initiative among the faculty and student body is in the works, that we 
refrain from setting a commitment to review this again until after those town hall discussions 
have taken place, and after the time that the task force needs to process the responses from 
students and faculty for the general initiative of an online student course questionnaire. So I’m 
proposing that we don’t commit ourselves to a particular date. After those take place, then we 
can decide when we’re in a position to re-enter this and any other discussion on OCQ into the 
agenda. 
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ROBEL: So there’s a particular motion on the floor right now, and you’re, I think, speaking in 
opposition to that motion, and in favor of a different motion. 

GIERYN: Could I make a friendly amendment that we wait to reschedule this issue or any other 
discussion of OCQ until these other events have transpired? 

GJERDINGEN: That—that can’t be made. 

GIERYN: Fair enough. 

ROBEL: Alright. Any other discussion of the motion? All in favor of the motion to postpone? 
[Aye] Opposed? [Silence] Alright, the motion to postpone carries and that is the end of our 
agenda I believe. 

MEETING ADJOURNED: 5:20PM 
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Appendix One 

Dear BFC Colleagues, 
 
As you are aware, our BFC meeting this afternoon will have a very full agenda dominated, 
perhaps, by the health insurance situation. 

The last item on the Agenda is the EPC's Resolution on Rationales for Questions for Online 
Course Questionnaires.  This will be the second reading of the resolution.  The Resolution is an 
action item. 

Because the BFC will have only one meeting in November, namely today's meeting, (due to the 
change in the Fall Academic Calendar and the early date for Thanksgiving), we do need to take 
action today. 

Because time will likely be short when we get to the Resolution, I am writing to you to brief you 
on the changes in the Resolution since its first reading at our last BFC meeting. 

The primary change is in response to the concern, raised by Vice Provost Stephens, about 
quality control for the rationales prepared by Schools and Departments. 

As indicated in the transmittal memo, the Provost does have authority over the Schools and 
Departments in matters concerning OCQ, so if Vice Provosts Stephens and Gieryn have 
concerns about the quality of some of the rationales from those units, then they can request 
authority from the Provost to intervene with regards to rationales from Schools and 
Departments.  Consequently, there is no need for the BFC redundantly to bestow authority to 
the Vice Provosts. 

On the other hand, the BFC does need to be concerned with establishing a faculty governance 
role with regards to quality control for the rationales. 

To this end, the EPC has inserted a new, third bullet point that provides that, on behalf of the 
BFC, the EPC will, from time to time or in response to requests from faculty (and from the BFC, 
of course), review rationales and bring any problems it finds to the attention of the Provost and 
the BFC, who have authority to act in such matters. 
 
—— 
 
A second change to the resolution has been to rephrase the second bullet point to remove 
what some saw as an ambiguity if a situation were to arise in which two or more units wanted 
to use the same question but with different rationales. 
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—— 
 
In addition to those two changes to the resolution per se, a new paragraph, paragraph (4), has 
been added to the transmittal/cover memo to clarify where responsibility for rationales lies and 
to mention explicitly some of the resources available to Schools and Departments to help them 
in preparing their questions and rationales. 
 
—— 
 
If you have any concerns or questions about the revised draft, please send them to me. 

Thank you for considering this matter. 

Sincerely, 
 
Bill Wheeler, 
Chairperson, BFC Educational Policies Committee 


