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4. Mass Email Policy (20 minutes)

(Professor Hal Evans, Chair of the Technology Policies Committee) [ACTION ITEM]
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/11-12/B41-2012REV.pdf
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Minutes

ROBEL: I'm happy to gavel in the last meeting of the year without also smashing Don
Gjerdingen’s iPad. And with that, | will turn it over to our esteemed President.

AGENDA ITEM 1: EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE BUSINESS

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Okay, thank you. And | want to say good afternoon to all of you at this
last meeting of the BFC for academic year 2011-2012. | wanted to thank you for allowing me to
serve as President of the Council. As you know, under the new Bylaws, | will be the last
president to serve a two-year term. This year, | have been especially privileged to work with
delightful, dynamic, and forward-looking members of the faculty, including all of you who are
present today, former Provost Karen Hanson, and now Provost Robel, as well as with members
of the BFC Executive Committee. We began my first term, as you recall, with an all reading of
the IU Mission Statement of—at the lovely request of Council member Bill Wheeler, and today
we’re going to have a test, so would everyone write out the mission statement. And, as you
know, Bill Wheeler has urged us to do this at all first meetings of the BFC. You should also know
that on behalf of faculty and students, members of the BFC Executive Committee scrutinize all
proposals and issues that were submitted to us with seriousness, elegance, and goodwill, and
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we based our judgments on the collective wisdom of the committee, and | want to say today
what a congenial group, and so all the members of the Executive Committee, please raise your
hands so that your congeniality can be spread.

Ever mindful of the economic problems and other external forces plaguing higher education
today, and by implication Indiana University, committee members mixed hard-nosed thinking
and reasoning with sharp insights and some light banter, but always with strategic guidance
necessary to help move our agendas forward. And at the reception, you might Donald to talk
about some of the loveliest banter that we had. We also offer a special word of thanks to Craig
and his staff for their outstanding work. You will be receiving a summary of the Council’s
accomplishments later in the summer because this is a time when we publish such things, and
for this reason, | will not take the Council’s time to mention them. However, by the end of
today’s session, | hope we will be able to include the online course evaluation measure as a
significant accomplishment of the 2011-2012 session.

So, instead of reciting accomplishments, | want to remind you of some very important
provisions under the new BFC Bylaws, which give the Executive Committee authority to act
during the summer if something requires emergency action. Please know, for faculty sake, that
if something requires emergency action, members of the BFC Executive Committee and | will be
guided by qualities of prudence, sagacity, sensibility, and goodwill. The relevant provisions from
the Bylaws come from part 16.A., section 6.a. [sic], and they read:

“The Executive Committee is delegated to act as the executive agent of the Bloomington Council without prior
consultation with the Council, as follows:

a. When making editorial changes in Faculty Council policies and documents, including Constitution and Bylaws, to
reflect changes and titles of administrative offices or officers;

b, in cases requiring emergency action within a period during which no meeting of the Council is scheduled,
including during the summer sessions;

c. emergency actions taken by the Executive Committee require, at minimum, a simple majority which must
include the President and President-elect.

viii. When acting as the delegated executive agent for the Council, the Executive Committee will inform Council
members through electronic communication of its activities;

ix. Actions taken by the Executive Committee as delegated executive agent for the Council may at the request of an
elected representative of the Bloomington Faculty Council be reviewed by the Council at its next subsequent
meeting and, where feasible, may be overruled by a two-thirds vote of the Bloomington Council. “

So there are checks and balances inherent within our Constitution and Bylaws regarding the
authority of the Executive Committee.



| have taken time to recite these provisions in the interest of transparency and with the hope
that you will circulate these new ideas among your unit members. You can be sure that we will
not abuse these new privileges and provisions, and that members of the BFC Executive
Committee will continue to represent your interests, and the interest of shared governance.

Now to other everyday business matters. One, we should have the results of the ballots in by
the end of next week, and we ask that you remind your members, those whom you represent,
to vote if they have not done so. Two, we are also being vigilant about happenings and
activities on the NAD Report and the SIS fronts. We’re watching these things very carefully, and
we hope that nothing dramatic will slip through or pass our attention. Three, by Fall 2012 we
hope that we will have online voting by faculty because we believe that this would create
greater efficiency. It would save money, Provost, and encourage more faculty participation in
voting. We—I say, “Provost,” because some money is involved in this.

ROBEL: Okay, okay.

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Four—in solidarity with IU staff—I’'m pleased to report that the BFC
Budgetary Affairs Committee recommended to Vice President Theobald the same percentage
increase in salary for faculty and staff. So | want to congratulate the members of the
Budgetary—Roger is here. [Applause] Finally, there will be a reception, hosted by the provost,
immediately following the meeting, so please stay for delicious food and lively conversation.
Provost Robel, it has been a pleasure to work with you this term, and | want to thank you for
your leadership in support of faculty governance. And also want to thank our student
representatives for their presence and contributions, especially IU President Justin Kingsolver,
who will be graduating in May, and going to law school in the fall. He and | had a lovely
conversation at the Honors Convocation, and | am trying to avail upon him to join the IU Law
faculty here at Indiana University, but we don’t know because Harvard might call. I'd also like to
welcome the IUSA new vice president, Patrick Courtney, thank you for coming today. Let us all
look forward to a new year, and | hope that all of you will have a productive and pleasant
summer. Thank you. [Applause]

AGENDA ITEM 2: PRESIDING OFFICER’S REPORT

ROBEL: Well, | hope we have, and | know we will, time to celebrate Carolyn a little more when
we have the reception after this meeting, but | do want to take this public opportunity to say
that the word “sagacity,” which | don’t hear used very often, applies beyond measure with
Carolyn. She has been a wonderful voice on behalf of the faculty and the Faculty Council. It is a
big burden to take on the leadership of this Council for two years, and she has done it with her
characteristic grace, and so | want to add my voice on behalf of all of our colleagues across the
campus for your leadership on this, Carolyn. |, too, want to say—[Applause]—I, too, also want



to say that what | hope is not a goodbye to Justin Kingsolver. He—the other evening, after
probably my sixth entreaty of the week for him to more than consider the Maurer School of
Law and his future plans, he suggested that he might get a restraining order if | continued, so I'll
stop there.

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Go for it.

ROBEL: Well, | did tell him that | didn’t think he had much of a chance against me on this, but |
do want to say it’s been a pleasure, a real pleasure to have an opportunity to work with you,
Justin, and | hope that wherever you go, and | know you’ll be tremendously successful, and |
hope—I hope that’s here, but if it’s not here, | hope you, and | know you will, stay in touch with
IU. And Mr. Courtney, looking forward to this in the future.

| want to add my gratitude as well to all of the people who were willing to stand for leadership
positions in—for the Council, and for re-election to the Council, and election to the Council.
This—it’s a critical, critical institution of shared governance, and it’s really not possible to do it
well without a lot of time commitment, and judgment, and the willingness of people to serve,
and so | want to really thank you all for your service on behalf of your colleagues across the
campus who have benefited from the time and energy that you put into thinking about issues
of faculty governance in the future, and educational policy, and all of the places where you
intersect so well with the campus generally.

|—it's been a—it’s been a busy week in Lake Wobegon. The Trustees meeting was eventful. |
think the point at which | felt that perhaps | didn’t have quite the handle | thought on what
might be going on at the Trustees meeting was when the police swooped in on either side of
me and took out two people who were in the process of disrobing. That’s the point at which |
got an email from someone else who said, what is the matter with your students? Full moon?
And | said, no, | believe the police have saved us from the full moon. Nonetheless, | do want to
say that despite the excitement of the Trustees meeting, what | see in the student body right
now is an enormous amount of energy and social activism on all fronts. And | really do think
that it’s our job as teachers to help engage with that energy in ways that allow us to challenge a
little bit on the clarity of thought, the clarity of thinking, the willingness or not to engage in
politics, but | can’t be sad about the idea of student activism, even if it’s not always completely
appropriately expressed. So it was an exciting week. As a result of the way in which the
Trustees meeting happened, | cannot say that | actually heard anything that happened at the
Trustees meeting, but it was reported to me that all of the promotion and tenure
recommendations of the campus were accepted and | will report that back to you at this point.
| met this morning with the Budgetary Affairs Committee. | want to thank every member of that
committee again for the amount of time that all of you spent in budgetary meetings over the
course of the past semester, and particularly as Chair Roger Levesque, because that was a—he



was a stalwart in all of those meetings. | look—we had a productive conversation this morning
about the ways in which—I’m thinking about this particular set of Provost Fund
recommendations and how we can work together to come to good results for the campus on
those, and | had my initial meeting with a group of terrific, just wonderful, wonderful leaders
who are providing advice about the Office of —for Women’s Affairs, and a lot of productive
conversation about ways in which we can move forward, issues that are important for the
success of women on this campus, faculty, student and staff, and ways in which we can engage
a number of other offices around the campus on those issues in the most productive possible
kinds of dialogue. And so the—I’'m quite encouraged by that first meeting, and | look forward to
the next few. | can—I can see some quite productive and positive developments that could
come out of this. And with that, | think | have given myself four minutes for questions and
whatever answers | can provide, if there are some. Herb?

TERRY: | have one. You and President McRobbie sent a memo to the deans of SLIS and
Informatics saying that you had concluded it’s time for them to come together. Can you give us
a summary of the time frame you for that, and since the UFC has not yet quite adopted its
policies on mergers, and reorganizations and program eliminations affecting core schools, could
you tell us if you expect those policies which probably would be adopted next week to apply?

ROBEL: Yes, absolutely. Absolutely. The time frame that | think the president is hoping for is
that there can be a conversation with the Board of Trustees sometime in mid-fall of next year.
Okay? Are there other questions? Good, we have a big agenda. May | call on Professor Evans,
please, for the—to talk about the mass email policy?

AGENDA ITEM 4: MASS EMAIL POLICY

EVANS: So, I'm back. Did you miss me? So since the last meeting where we had the first reading
of the mass email policy, there were no substantive comments during the reading, and |
received no comments in the two weeks since the last meeting. If people would like, | can go
over again the changes with respect to the policy as it stood in October when it was first
presented to the Faculty Council. Unless there’s a huge uproar wanting this, | would suggest
that we just open the floor for any questions or comments that might come up now.

ROBEL: Questions or comments? Okay. This comes as a recommendation of the committee, is
that correct?

EVANS: Yes.

ROBEL: So my guess is it doesn’t need a second? Is that accurate? | think, then, if there are no
guestions or comments, it’s up for a vote. All in favor? [Aye] Opposed? [Silence] Thank you so
much. [Laughter] [Applause]



EVANS: Thanks very much! [Laughter]

ROBEL: Let me adjust my times accordingly. Alright, at this point I’d like to call on Julie Knost,
the Director of Affirmative Action.

AGENDA ITEM 5: AFFIRMATIVE ACTION REPORT

KNOST: Okay, I'm going to break protocol here for a second because | see so many people
standing in here that | work with and have worked on these issues for so long that | just wanted
to see you a little closer face to face. | mean, it’s just—it makes me feel very much like I'm a
part of a community because when | write these reports, sometimes | just feel like I'm in there,
you know, my little office, typing away. And, Patricia, you can’t criticize my statistics. But | have
a lot of interesting news that | want to pass out, and | have to sit down because | have to use
glasses now. What you have before you is the annual report from the Affirmative Action Office
on the status of women and minority faculty on the Bloomington campus, and | want to start by
doing a little bit of an outline of that. The faculty that I’'m going to talk about, | have
breakdowns in here that includes non-tenure-track faculty, and | probably won’t make many
comments today because I’'m limited in time on those ranks. Librarians are also distinguished
out, but when I’'m talking about the faculty counts, I’'m mostly talking about the librarians as
well as the tenure-track faculty that are non-librarians.

So to begin, what you have before you is a report that we construct every year, and it starts
with what’s called a frozen file on October 1° of any year. So this data is based on October 1% of
2011, and that means that it primarily is a snapshot of the current campus because we wait ‘til
October so that we know who's going to actually show up for classes, and who’s going to be on
the rolls as our faculty for that year. On page thirteen of the report, you’re going to see
something that says, “Spring 2012.” That is not—that’s based on a new census that was run on
Spring 2012. Again, some promotions come through—a few people are hired in January—so
there might be slight discrepancies in the numbers. Those are primarily tables—I’'m mostly
going to be talking about the first five pages. There’s other sources of data that we use, and I’'m
going to note those. One is that the frozen file comes from the employee database, and is—and
we gather other information as well from the Vice Provost of Academic Affairs. And then, for
comparative purposes, we use two things for this report. One is the IPEDS? report, which is the
national database that is used for comparative data in higher education, and the other is the
CIC. And so we try to give some context to what we’re saying. If you want more information
than is provided here, we have breakdowns by school, by rank, by race, by ethnicity, and those
can mostly be obtained off of the Affirmative Action website.

? Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System. Editor’s note.



So first of all, | want to talk about what happened last year or what our faculty currently looks
like. Overall, the total faculty increased by three. Now, | need to say that in the last couple
years, and you are acutely aware of this, that in general not only at Bloomington but across the
country, the shift in the faculty constellation has been relatively low and the reason for that
primarily is budgetary, because people both aren’t hiring but also people who are reluctant to
leave jobs or to change positions, or maybe they couldn’t sell their house, and so there was less
mobility overall. But that provided an opportunity for us as an institution, in some ways, to do
some increased hiring, and so our total faculty increased by three. The prior year you’ll see
there was a decrease of faculty of twelve, and so you’re seeing some of those outcomes. | can
also tell you that in our current year, that is our hiring year that’s going on right now, we’re
seeing increased hiring, and we also have seen a slight increase in retirements, and again, that
faculty number is going to go up and down because some people would have delayed
retirement for financial reasons.

By rank, and now I’'m talking only total faculty, the number of professors decreased slightly.
This rank is one in which hires are always lower than the other two categories anyways, but
there were twenty-three promotions in rank. The associate professors increased, and so while
hiring at IUB was primarily focused on this rank, there were eighteen hired into the associate
professor rank last year as compared to six the previous year. Part of these represent targets of
opportunities at the senior level that we were able to pursue. It also represents a couple other
things including the increase in the number of promotions that were occurring. At the assistant
professor rank, it decreased by twelve last year. That is two reasons. One is that the new hire
rank was smaller than usual, and then there were also twenty resignations. There also, | just
want to note, is a continuing decrease in the number of librarians, and that decrease has been
consistent for many years now—five to seven years it’s constantly been going down in
percentage.

Turning to women faculty. The total women faculty increased by two. This is a continuing
increase for every year for about the last twelve, fifteen years. It increases by about one
percent every year. We are above the CIC average on number of women faculty, and we are
second highest in the CIC. At the professor rank, this is women faculty, IUB has the highest
percentage of women faculty at the professor rank among the CIC at twenty-five percent, and
the CIC average is twenty-two percent. There were increases last year because of promotions.
There were nine promotions, and some hiring—there were two. And there were also decreases
because of resignations. There was one resignation, and six retirements. At the associate level,
there is an increase in the number of associate professors. It went from thirty-seven percent to
thirty-nine percent, and what | want to note here is that this is a pipeline issue. It means that
we’re increasing at our higher ranks, and that’s a good thing because it’s both at hiring and in
terms of promotion that for a long time we were primarily gaining in the assistant rank, and



what you’re seeing is the progression of time on the impact of the hiring of women. So there
were seven new hires at the associate professor rank, and on the promotions, there were
seventeen women were promoted in rank, and again that would represent at the associate
level success in tenure as well, and that was more than any of the previous ten years. | need to
catch myself here a second. Women currently account for forty-five percent of all assistant
professors. The other comment | would have there is that if you look across both CIC and also
across institutions in general that the number—the percentage of women is increasing in the
academy in general. Unfortunately, at most places it’s increasing more and more quickly at the
non-tenure-track level, and so | think that this reflects, for us, a pretty good status in keeping
some balance between our non-tenure-track and tenure-track relationship.

Things that | think we need to note in particular about women’s progression in the academy;
while more women are being hired, | think we need to watch the distribution of where women
are hired, and there again, | will note that we’ve made quite a lot of progress in some areas,
especially in the sciences, in the last couple years, and including senior women scientists. So
computer science, chemistry, biology, those have been good, positive gains. Math is still—math
is still a problem. [Laughter] We've talked about it many times. The other thing | want to note is
that there’s other policy issues, | think, are very important to bring to the attention of the
Council, and that is that the passage of family leave is very important in terms of success for
women. | would include in that the graduate student leave policy because if you can’t get
graduate students to complete, then you’re not going to get faculty that are available, and it’s a
very important part that we need to keep our eye on. There are some positive other things.
We've talked about promotion in the past. We do have a stop-the-clock policy now which
allows for people to take time off the clock for family commitments, and we also have been
tracking, between my office and Tom’s office and the deans’ offices, those people who have
been in rank and have been encouraging promotion and promotion intervention so that we
have been able to try to address the promotion issue. At this point, men and women are
roughly promoted in tenure at about the same rank—or rate. But again, | think that that’s
something that we need to continue to attend to.

Turning to minority faculty. First of all, some definitions. | do not set these parameters. I'm
working with data, so | follow the OMB, which is from the federal government standards of
what to include as minority faculty. It includes American—or African Americans, Asians,
Hispanic, American Indian, Native-Hawaiian, and now a new category that started three years
ago which is two or more races. These are done by self-identification. It’s uniform to the IPEDS,
to the census, and to all the surveys that we use. So overall, there was an overall increase of
minority faculty of two. They are—minority faculty represent—currently represent eighteen
percent of the faculty. It's lower than the CIC average of nineteen percent. The increase in the
total for IUB every year has pretty much matched the national level, and the national average.



The minority faculty represented twenty-six percent of all new hires last year, and that was
twice as many as any previous year. At the professor rank, we have the second lowest
percentage among the CIC of eleven percent. The average is fifteen percent. Obviously that’s
both an issue of hiring and of promotion, but last year there were seven minority faculty that
were promoted. Among associate professors, minority professors represent twenty percent of
all associate professors. The CIC average is twenty-two percent. Thirteen more minority
professors are on campus this year than last due to promotions. There were ten, and hires
three. And there were no resignations, and there was one retirement.

A few comments on that rank of associate professor; | think, again, we’re looking at some
success in tenure, which is think obviously is good. We’re looking at availability in hiring pools
because we are hiring at the associate and full rank, which is not something that we’re always
able to leverage. We're tracking people to see not only how successful they are into ranks, but
we are tracking when people leave IU, where they go, and | can tell you that from what | have
seen on the women and minority sort of perspective is that they’re frequently going to at least
comparable places or better that sometimes have more money, and that there are other issues
including spousal issues that are very important, especially at the associate level because you
have your most flexibility at the associate level. You simply do. | mean | don’t need to tell
faculty that, especially if you've got tenure, you’ve gotten over the hoop, and now is when
you’re going to be in your most competitive market.

Assistant professors. Minority faculty represent thirty-one percent of all assistant professors. It
was fewer than previous years. That’s for two reasons. One is that we had a big promotion
year. That meant they exited the rank, and we had a low rate of hiring at that rank. In spite of
the low hiring, we had the largest minority cohort into this rank since 2008. There were sixteen
new hires, however, there were also twelve resignations, so we appear to have mixed success
on the retention issue. Some of these resignations were tenure related issues, and others were
people going to other institutions. | want to give you some time to ask questions because
people usually are curious.

ROBEL: Questions for Director Knost? Frances?

TRIX: Yeah, | was curious about these resignations of assistant professors. So | guess you said
there were twenty. So of those twenty, twelve were minority?

KNOST: | think that’s right.

TRIX: So eight of those were—do you have any sense of why we had twenty assistant
professors—is that high? That was from page one. Is that a high number?

KNOST: | don’t know. Tom, do you have a comment?
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GIERYN: This is a [indistinct comment]—
KNOST: —I always turn to Tom when | can’t answer the questions—
GIERYN: — [indistinct comment].

KNOST: Resignation, | can say, especially at the assistant professor level for minority faculty
often is not about lack of success at tenure. Our tenure rates are pretty good. | mean it can be,
obviously, people fail. | mean, I’'m not going to be cavalier about that, but they’re also moving
and they have the ability to move, and so that’s part of it, too. And family reasons are very
interesting in terms of that impact, and it’s true across ranks, but | think for minority faculty,
what | see and | hear and | interview are family issues related especially to both having a spouse
that needs a job, but also going back to family, going back to the west coast, or going back to a
family situation, and | don’t know if that’s been your experience in your department, but it
clearly is one.

TRIX: It [indistinct comment] so much work to see twenty people resigning that's—
KNOST: —a lot—

TRIX: —that’s not a success.

ROBEL: Tom?

GIERYN: One of the most stable numbers that we see year in and year out of those who are
hired into tenure-line positions, on the tenure track typically as assistant professors, about two-
thirds of them will get tenure. They’ll stay through the entire probationary period, and they will
be tenured at IU. Of the third that leave, the vast majority of them are leaving them for
voluntary reasons, and typically to get better jobs. Very—it’s a tiny proportion, the number that
we actually end up denying tenure to or deny reappointment to; that number, as you know
from the previous discussion of policy E-17, is very small. | don’t know if that helps. You could
argue that we’re not doing a good enough job with retention. The dual-career issues are
becoming even more significant than they have been in recent years. We're losing a lot of
people precisely because we can’t deal with spousals—both of whom are in academe, or in the
other case, the other spouse isn’t.

TRIX: | just wondered if that twenty was common or—you’re not sure?
GIERYN: | mean, | don’t have the data in front of me.

KNOST: The only other thing I’d say is that the assistant rank—and | know it depends on what
department you’re in but, you know, we have a lot of areas that people leave—they come in
the academy, and decide they don’t want to stay in the academy. | mean, not a lot, but it’s
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going to—by the time you’re an associate professor, you're probably going to stay in that rank,
but in the arts, in business, in other places, there are other markets as well, and so some of the
leaving can be related to that.

ROBEL: Thank you. Other questions?

TERRY: Two things. | was surprised at the number of academic specialists. Could you explain
briefly what they do, and second, | hope next year we’ll start seeing data on professors of
practice as yet another rank. I'm a little suspicious that in some schools they most attract the
majority males, and I’'d hope we start looking at that as well.

KNOST: Well, Herb, | mean, you and | both know part of this is about titling, and so, you know,
if you’re teaching a class, generally you’re going to have a lecturer rank, and Tom can contradict
me if I’'m saying something that I’'m saying wrong. So the non-tenure-track ranks that aren’t
lecturers, and aren’t scientists, so the research associates and the research scientists, are a
very, very mixed group, is what | would say. So academic specialists might include someone
who is on one of our overseas programs working as the director of that unit. It might be an
editor—we’ve got some editors that fall into that group. We have people like the person who’s
the head of the LAMP program. You’re familiar with those programs that would fall in. They’re
doing curriculum development. They're doing direct student contact. They’re doing
programmatic development. So it’s academic in nature, but that’s what that those academic
specialists are for the most part. You asked me about the professors of practice and those
would be mostly people that have a prior profession that they’re now coming in and bringing
into the academy.

ROBEL: Thank you so much for coming.
MCMANUS: Are out of time?

ROBEL: We actually are a little beyond our time for Julie, but we’re ahead of time overall. So if
there’s one more question...

MCMANUS: It’s quick, and it’s not—it’s not a [indistinct comment], you’ll be happy to know. |
think as Tom pointed out, one of the issues may well be retention. One of the most important
things he said is that when people resign their—at least | understand three reasons for this.
They resign for tenure reasons as in they weren’t tenured. They resign because they decide
academia is not where they want to be. Or they resign to go to—because we don’t meet a
competitive offer, so it’s a retention issue.

KNOST: Or family, | would say.
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MCMANUS: Or family. Okay. | think these are important issues because it really is a matter of
retention. If we have a campus strategic policy trying to bring people in, and put them through
the pipeline, and then we know we’re just going to have high rates of exit for minorities and
women for all of these reasons disproportionately. It would be really great to have as much
information as we possibly can have, because it might make sense to think about hiring, you
know, at advanced assistant, you know, [indistinct comment]. But, | mean, these things—it’s
the exit strategies | think that are key here because we’re not [indistinct comment].

ROBEL: Okay.

KNOST: And Patricia, I'd be willing to talk with you more about—we, as | said, track people as
they leave. It's pretty easy on the web to find out where people end up. | can find out their
publication records, for the most part, after that even, so thanks.

ROBEL: Thank you so much. Thanks for being here today. Our next item. | will turn to Professor
Kenney.

AGENDA ITEM 6: EDUCATION POLICIES DRAFT POLICY ON ONLINE COURSE EVALUATIONS

KENNEY: Thank you very much. Well, hi everyone. | feel like it wouldn’t be a BFC meeting if |
didn’t have something to present to you. [Laughter] So here’s what I'd like to do. First I'd like to
briefly walk you through the significant changes, revisions that have been made over the last
two weeks. And then, what | think would be useful to do, and this is sort of in the spirit of
Provost Robel’s questions at the end of the last meeting, where she asked for kind of a sense of
how people feel about certain issues. It strikes me that there are enough different moving parts
in this document, in this policy, that it would be very helpful to get a sense, by a straw poll, of
the BFC on several issues. | won’t go through them right now, but I'll do that after I’'ve gone
through this document. And that will then allow us to, | think, address or approach the policy as
a whole, having some sense of what we basically agree on, and what issues still need to be
resolved. And it’s possible that as we go through those straw poll questions that might require
some amending of the document, and if so, | think that’s something we can talk about, but I'd
like to try to channel the various issues that we have to discuss so that we can reach some
resolution, even if not precisely within thirty-five minutes, within something approaching that.

So, first, there were lots of useful comments at the last meeting, and a number of other things
that have emerged over the last two weeks. The following significant changes have been made.
First, in paragraph one of the document, this was actually raised by someone | believe on the
College Policy Committee who shared the—pointed to the possible problem of the
guestionnaire as being left open at a time when students might already have their grades, for
example, or maybe even after finals. And | didn’t think this was an extremely likely thing, but
apparently it has happened at other universities, and the early version of this document did
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include something which it seemed to me might be useful to bring back in, namely the idea that
instructors could request a change in the timing of course questionnaires, and | guess on this I'll
just share with you, and some of you know this, because you have the same email. Because I'm
taking part in the pilot project, today | got an email informing me that students would be
emailed to take part in the online course questionnaire for my class on Thursday, but that if |
wanted a different time, | could simply email OVPUE and request a different time, and |
understand a number of professors have done so, and their students will get an email next
week or on a particular day, so that it already is part of it, but if it makes things a little bit
clearer, and it’s helpful to have that in there, well here it is.

In paragraph two, the first change is one of clarification. The OVPUE was put in a list which
suggested that it, too, was undertaking, or that it would get information as part of the
promotion and tenure process, and of course, that’s not correct, both in how it gets that
information and how it would use that information. So the sentence put in there is intended to
clarify that part of the process. The last sentence that’s added to paragraph two might be a
little confusing, that simply is actually—that actually is a statement that is put in there to make
clear how faculty are protected by this process. The understanding here is that if a chair or dean
feels that more data is needed in order to explain to the next level up why results of the OCQ
are somewhat lower for a particular faculty member, for example, well we want to tell the dean
that after all this person is teaching a lot of introductory courses with labs, and we know those
get lower results, being able to request such comparative data should be helpful. Okay, | think
that’s all | need to say about that one.

The next significant change is in number five. And | think there are two—well, maybe three
significant changes. First, you’ll notice the footnote is deleted, and that’s not to introduce more
mystery into the process. It’s simply that the—the pilot, which is going on uses somewhat
different language from this, although roughly following this point, and since the pilot is now
ongoing, and is going to use some language recommending some—recommending some
guestions seems rather unnecessary, but there’s also—there’s another reason, and that is a
general point that I'll probably be making again later, and that is that it really is important to
remember that EPC is proposing, as it has been all along, that we approve questions in
principle, recognizing that some questions will be dealt with by the EPC and by the FAC, as in
number six. And some questions we will actually be invited to vote on.

And that leads me to the second major change, | think that’s the largest change in the entire
revision here, and that is that student return questions, if this part of the document is
approved, would be not created and maintained, but proposed by the OVPUE and the OVPFAA,
and approved by the BFC, so the process that | have in mind here, and | can come back to this
when we deal with this part of the question, but the process that | envision here | guess is that
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after the pilot, which will be sometime in August or September, the EPC would be presented
with the results and proposed final language on the student return questions, and would take
that to the BFC early in the fall, so that they could go to the students later that semester.

And the final change there, actually this emerged in a draft over the last week, and | kind of
forgot about it. | was told it might not actually be workable, but it seemed like a—it would be, if
it is workable, a solution or a possible solution to some of the concerns that have been raised,
and that would be in releasing data for instructors only beginning the third semester of
instruction. | think the thing that’s interesting about this is that not only does it address
possible concerns about people who are in their first year of instruction, but it also address the
guestion that we have a fair number of people who teach here for one semester or two
semester as visitors, and so that might be a whole lot of unnecessary data, but | think we can
come back to this point at a later part of today’s process.

The last change is a—1I think a relatively small one in number six, the Faculty Affairs Committee
has also been added as a body that would be consulted on the campus common questions.
Okay, so those are the changes that have been introduced into the document, so over the last
two weeks. So as | suggested, here is what | would like to put forward to you. Three straw poll
guestions, which would help us to get a sense of where we are on the document as a whole.
And the first two of them were posed, more or less, by Provost Robel at the end of the last
meeting. The first one is as follows: does the BFC support the idea of mandatory course
guestionnaires, keeping in mind, by the way, parenthetically, keeping in mind the limits
outlined in paragraph seven. In other words, that they would not be released for courses fewer
than five students, and that courses which consist of faculties to provide research would not be
covered, but other than those two caveats in question seven, the first straw poll question | put
to you is does the BFC support the idea of mandatory course questionnaires.

ROBEL: Would you like—
KENNEY: — | would like to have a discussion on that, and a debate, and a vote, if at all possible.

ROBEL: Okay, shall we open it up for discussion on this first question, which is whether we
support the idea that all of our courses will be evaluated mandatorily?

MCMANUS: This is just a question. Are course evaluations optional now?
KENNEY: You know, they are and they aren’t. But | think that [indistinct comment]
MCMANUS: Well, thank you!

GIERYN: There is no campus obligation to conduct student course evaluations. We have nothing
in any of our policies. And | think it’s widely understood that candidates for promotion and
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tenure, and indeed those people who would like to be considered for merit raises, might want
to conduct student course evaluations. Also, many schools, in fact most of the schools on the
Bloomington campus have expectations of student course evaluations, but there is no campus
policy, and that’s what this—this policy would change.

KENNEY: Especially if you are a full professor. I’'m sorry, but until now, at least, you could have
gotten away by completely ignoring course questionnaires for quite some time, and | gather
some people do that, but—so yes.

ROBEL: We were all surprised. Yes?

STOREY: Just a question, is it—is the form mandatory? Are we talking about online or paper
or—

KENNEY: —Those are subsequent questions. Simply the concept of mandatory course
guestionnaires. We’re going to raise the level of difficulty. [Laughter]

ROBEL: Bill?

WHEELER: As a matter of fact, at the March 20 meeting, Herb Terry mentioned that this Council
had discussed this more than once in the past, and following up on Herb’s comment, | looked at
the minutes of the January 19, 1993 meeting, at which time what is now known as policy E-12
was adopted, and as part of that discussion, in policy E-12, the decision on whether to
require—it says that each department should develop a scheme for evaluating teaching, and
that scheme might include evaluations and so forth. So the Council’s decision at that time was
that the responsibility for designing means to evaluate teaching were a departmental
responsibility, rather than a school or campus, and they specifically, as part of that discussion,
the chair of the EPC said that, you know, that they—it had been recommended to them by the
campus commission on teaching, which | think it existed in 1991 possibly or ‘92, had
recommended requiring course evaluations in all classes, and that the EPC—that EPC and
that—that year’s Council rejected that recommendation. And | noted that it was a roll call vote
on that particular policy, and two members of the present Council were present for that vote,
Herb being one of them [Laughter].

TERRY: How did | vote?
ROBEL: So to summarize, Bill—
WHEELER: You abstained.

TERRY: | abstained.
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ROBEL: It's twenty-one years later. Have we changed our minds? [Laughter] | think Frances was
next, and then Basu.

TRIX: | think that actually this is really important, and | don’t think this is a natural lead-in
because if we give up the right for departments to say something about what these evaluations
say, this is where we lose the right to look at the questions, and Padraic, | wasn’t on this Council
last year, but from talking to faculty, and Wayne has a much wider view, | don’t think you’re
committee talked to faculty because we're getting really negative views.

KENNEY: Frances, could | just step in? | think—I understand there’s—you know, the question
about departmental or unit control of questions, and that’s going to be a separate issue. If—if,
however, you would like—I could understand that one might want to have—reserved
departments’ ability to not have course questionnaires, but | don’t think you’re speaking to
that, and so | think maybe we could want to stick to the question of should we have mandatory
course questionnaires. The question of what the questions will be will be a separate question, |
promise you that.

TRIX: | don’t trust you. I'm really—that’s my problem.

ROBEL: Frances, that’s out of order.

TRIX: No—I mean, | just—

ROBEL: —I'm just going to be clear. That’s not a—that’s not a—that’s out of order.
TRIX: Okay, | mean | don’t mean that in a nasty way, but—

KENNEY: —It is so taken. [Laughter]

ROBEL: That’s out of order. We'll go in order through the questions. The first question is really
limited to whether, as a campus, we are going to say that it is our campus policy that we all
evaluate our courses. After that, we’ll move bit by bit through who gets to do it, and we'll keep
it at the level of policy. Thank you. | think Basu was next.

BASU: | conducted a central survey [indistinct comment]—

KENNEY: — [indistinct comment] be helpful to, as we’re discussing this, and again, questions
are going to get harder. | mean, if you want to get hot and bothered, there are—there will be
opportunities, but on this first one, if you’ll look at the first column, “Are end of semester
student course evaluations required for every class?” This is a poll that Tom Gieryn took of the
CIC. We do have the opportunity to stay in the minority here, and that can be principled,
however, | think you will recognize that most schools do have the end of semester student
course evaluation required for every class. So that’s a context to put this, and yes there are
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other columns, and to give the game away here, we’re actually going to move column by
column, more or less.

ROBEL: Here we go. That’s helpful.

BASU: | asked him [indistinct comment] department chairs. They conducted faculty meetings,
and the summary that | have received from Physics, Chemistry, Mathematics, Biology,
Astronomy, Statistics, and Geography is that yes, going online is inevitable and we should do
that. Number two, it’s conditional that it should be mandatory. Number three, if there are
guestion sets, they should be specific, not campus-wide. And number five that’s here, that is to
make the—even the aggregate results semi-public or even available to the students of specific
courses. That is, | teach a course, students get my evaluation. That’s not acceptable because in
the language of one chair, we treat these—this information very seriously, and consider those
for tenure and promotion. My suggestion would be to the BFC that until this online experiment
that’s going on of which | am a party starting from last semester, we get full results, and we put
this in continuance.

ROBEL: Okay. Let me just remind us where we are procedurally. Procedurally we’re at the one
guestion, and it’s a straw poll. And the question is the first one in the sheet that Professor
Kenney handed out which is not the question of whether they will be distributed, not the
guestion of whether they will be aggregated and distributed, not the question of whether any
department loses control, not the question of even online. One question: as a Council, are you
in favor of having a campus policy that all courses will be evaluated? That’s the only question,
so | think it’s Justin and then it is John.

KINGSOLVER: I'll be very quick. On behalf of the student body, | would say that nearly every
student on our campus use our course evaluation time as our only real institutionalized
mechanism for providing feedback to our faculty. We feel like throughout the entire course of
the semester, we receive feedback on our performance, and that, you know, the professor-
student relationship is a two-way street. And a lot of students are scared to go and talk to their
professors, or they’re intimidated, not scared. Professors aren’t scary, but some of them are.

ROBEL: Thank you. [Laughter]

KINSOLVER: Some professors are not all of them. But sometimes students are intimidated to go
and talk to their professor because of, you know, fears of grade retribution, even though that
likely never happens. This is a very—this is a valuable part of the student body’s academic
experience, and | think that I've had four courses where | haven’t had gotten the opportunity to
evaluate the professors, and three of them really, really needed to be evaluated, but, you
know, | see that, you know, when | take classes in the Kelley School of Business, every single
class is evaluated. When | take classes in the College of Arts and Sciences, every single class I've
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taken has been evaluated. When | take classes outside of there, it’s kind of sparing, and | think
that uniformity amongst our student body is important. | guess my—my main thing here is that
sunshine is the best disinfectant, | think they say. | think more information in this professor-
student relationship is always better, and | think that we should have a campus policy.

ROBEL: John?

PAOLILLO: So, we're being asked to say something about whether we want to see a policy such
that all courses be evaluated. I’'m confused, though, now because both what Bill Wheeler
brought up, it sounds to me like we have such a policy. Is that correct or what—I mean, or are
we talking about different things, alright, when we say evaluating?

WHEELER: Policy E-12 says each department should have a policy on evaluating teaching and
some of the types of things that might be used in that are student evaluations, student
interviews, so on and so forth, so they have a policy that requires that each department have a
policy on evaluating teaching, and that they file a copy of that policy, | guess in either your
office or with the provost’s office, I’'m not sure, but it doesn’t require, you know, it leaves up to
the department—

PAOLILLO: —whether there’s a form and a survey or that kind of a thing.
WHEELER: That’s right.

ROBEL: Whether students are included in that .

MAIJOR: It’s teaching.

ROBEL: Is that clear?

GIERYN: But those—those department policies could vary. What Bill is suggesting is absolutely
right about E-12, that it assumes that departments and, in the aggregate, schools will develop
policies. Those policies don’t necessarily insist that every course get evaluated. That’s the
difference, and there are departments on this campus, and Justin has run into professors from
those departments that will tolerate a lack of student course evaluation.

ROBEL: Are we ready for a straw vote on this?

GJERDINGEN: To the narrowness, this really is narrow and just to be clear that they will be, and
if we’re leaving open whether they would be as this on a department basis or a campus basis,
just the fact that there’ll be a policy that applies to everybody, and that’s all.

KENNEY: Something, some course evaluation—student course evaluations take place in every
course, with the exceptions in paragraph [indistinct comment].
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ROBEL: | think we can avoid the roll call vote on the straw poll, so can we do this by voice vote
please? All in favor? [Aye] Opposed? [Silence]. Okay. Padraic?

KENNEY: Alright, the next one, yes, we can move to the next column, and that would be that
course evaluations, course questionnaires we’re calling them, will be conducted online. So
specifically, again, and only the question that we would be saying goodbye to paper forms, and
moving to an online system.

ROBEL: Okay.

SWANSON: | had a lot of discussion with our Associate Dean for Academic Affairs at Optometry,
and we’ve got several points we’ve agreed on, and several that would address this is we
currently give students class time to do this, and our students have a course load, they can take
up to twenty-one credit hours per semester. They can be sitting in the same room for five
hours, and we give them time—they get a ten minute break, fifteen minutes—but we give them
twenty minutes to fill these forms out. If instead we say, go do it in your spare time, they don’t
have spare time. They’re studying for classes, and so we’re quite concerned the response rate
would drop dramatically if we no longer gave—now, we could ask them to all bring their
laptops and do the online in the classroom, but the first concern is that if we do not give them
class time to do it, response rate will drop. And secondly, without the defined context of the
classroom, our—many of our professors indicate their confidence in the results would be down,
so those two reasons—for those two reasons, we would not support this.

ROBEL: Okay. Thank you. Justin and then Don?

KINGSOLVER: I'll address | guess kind of my thoughts on that, and then something else, and |
don’t want to get ahead of ourselves, but | think that the response rate issue is something that
could be solved if students received some kind of benefit for us doing it, and | think that will
probably be the forth count here. If students feel like we get something out of this data, then
we will be much more likely to put our time and our effort in to it. You know, these informal
mechanisms already exist. You know we have ratemyprofessor that | use, and I’'m sure Pat’s
used, and almost every student uses, so having these formalized mechanisms where the
institution can control at least somewhat the tenor of the evaluation | think would give an
incentive for students to respond.

SWANSON: Well, that basically is one of our other points, is this entire thing seemed to be
structured from the undergraduate perspective, which you’re expressing.

KINGSOLVER: Right.
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SWANSON: It’s very different than the experience that our students have where, as Law
described last time for them. They have no choice as to which classes you’re going to take. It's a
fixed curriculum. They all, at the end, get a national test that comes out. So, | just want to put
the third point that—major point we had, was exactly this one. From the undergraduate
perspective, it looks very different than it does from the specific graduate programs.

ROBEL: Thank you. Other discussions on the online [indistinct comment]?

GJERDINGEN: | just had a—that as | understand it, | think the question that online doesn’t
necessarily mean outside of class. In other words, in our situation where we have very strict
attendance rules and a laptop policy, and give students time, we could do it there, and maybe a
window with a, you know, an extra 24 hours—because it is response time, and | think, just to be
clear, that would be consistent with the policy, and we’d have our high response rate with that.

KENNEY: And there—a procedure which actually | think already exists about the—sort of the, if
I’'m not mistaken, there’s some instructions that come with the—with the questionnaires
currently, you know, that instructors should leave the room or something like that, and that can
obviously be handled by, well you all have your laptops, I'm going to be leaving now for the
break or something. So indeed, one could do it during class time. I'll just quickly say something
about the quality of the results. One of the things that was found through the pilot in the fall
was, as | mentioned last time, first of all, the written comments were more valuable, there
were more words, they suggested a greater level of thought, and of course it’s hard to quantify,
but they seemed to. And the second thing that is quite interesting is that, first of all, the
response rates did not go down, and then the third thing is that the ratings tended to be similar
to what they have been in the past. In other words, students did not take the opportunity to be
either much nicer or much—or significantly harsher on courses, so there was no evidence
difference in quality of the numerical results, and an improvement in the quality of the written
results.

ROBEL: Padraic, did—it’s the direct answer to Don’s question that it would be consistent with a
yes on conducting student evaluations online for a school to have its—a policy that said we use
class time? We give class time for the concern that you had? That would be consistent with—

KENNEY: —VYes.
ROBEL: Okay.

SWANSON: The objections that | had wouldn’t come up. We could do exactly the same thing,
[indistinct comment], do it in class.

ROBEL: Okay. Other discussion about this particular piece? Bill and then Basu?
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WHEELER: Two things. First, responding to that. Technically I’'m not sure it would be possible to
enforce such a school policy because that would require that the—that the online thing be
open for just a specific period during one class, and that’s not part, as | understand it, of the
current design of the technology.

ROBEL: Well we do it in class.

WHEELER: And so that is that it is my understanding is that [indistinct comment], | would give
my student time in class to do it, but whereas the technology will allow to say it doesn’t open
until, the current technology does not say it closes at 2:30 or something like—or 3:20 or
something like that. That technical issue aside, | know that in contrast to the first column,
where yes was a majority in the second column, yes is actually a minority, and the majority is
mix, and so | would ask that in the upcoming straw ballot that we be as to—for three possible
votes, one, yes, two, mix, three, no.

KENNEY: | guess we’d have to have some idea of what that mix would...

ROBEL: | think what’s on the table right now is—is conducted online, not the temporal or
technical questions around it, okay? Just conducted online, and | take it you do mean that to
the exclusion of paper. Is that what you're saying?

KENNEY: Yes, yes.
ROBEL: Okay, just to be sure.

KENNEY: And | think as far as mix is concerned, | think my understanding if you look at some of
those cases it’s in part because they’re transitioning in that way. Indiana is a great example of
that because we have not moved to an online system, some schools and departments have said
well, we’re not going to wait, and so are moving towards online. So, in other words, it’s an
arrow that’s moving in a particular direction already. So if Education, for example, or Chemistry
have gone ahead and moved online, that’s—that actually doesn’t really represent the mix, that
simply means that departments and schools are moving at different rates, and so a vote to
move online is essentially to move that—that arrow forward.

ROBEL: Okay. | think Basu was next, then Patricia, and then...

BASU: The way | understand that the online evaluation would be administered from the
campus level and not at the department or unit level?

KENNEY: Ehhhhbh...

REISING: | had the same question because we already have department administered...
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KENNEY: | would say that’s going to depend on how we discuss the third point.
ROBEL: So it’s not actually encompassed in this part, yet.

KENNEY: Correct.

ROBEL: Okay.

KENNEY: Yeah.

ROBEL: Patricia...?

KENNEY: If we decide that they’ve all got to be different, then, you know, then will be
something that will have to worked out—how it will be administered, but that’s an
administration issue.

GIERYN: | believe the idea is to create a separate platform. | think there’s a difference between
setting up a platform and what gets on—the items that are included. | think the idea here is
that we’re achieving enormous economies of scale if we set up one really good online system,
rather than letting schools and departments, as we have now, set up their own, but beyond
that, that’s just an administrative move. That doesn’t say anything about the content of the
questions.

ROBEL: Patricia?

MCMANUS: I'd like to revisit that what is the problem we are trying to solve? And | think there
are multiple problems. | really respect the undergraduate need to have some participation in
this process, and | understand the budgetary needs to perhaps make it less expensive. It'd be
lovely—a lot of my colleagues—I have to think how do we use these as faculty, and we use
them internally, and, as | said a couple of weeks ago, non-response is informative to us. It tells
us about who’s in the classroom. Now, in discussions with my colleagues | heard that well you
know if we could figure out a way to do it in the classroom that might be something, you know,
that might be something that’s acceptable. You know, and there’s some discussion—we don’t
have a laptop policy. | don’t know that we would want to impose it in our department or on the
campus, so there’s the question of how do we get these resources to do this if this is the issue?
And | just want to mention that as we definitely need course evaluation. We need them, we do
them, and we do them for issues that—it sounds like there are multiple purposes here. So
there’s no objection to online, but if somehow that meant that we must use it, it was
compulsory, that we couldn’t have some alternative, | think that’s a little bit less attractive.
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KENNEY: Well, | guess you could think about this, that, you know, there’s no restriction of doing
anything that you want in your classroom including adding, you know, your own paper—your
own paper form.

MCMANUS: So, if for example—

KENNEY: —But, hold on a second, but | guess I'd be wondering if | were chair of a department,
and an assistant professor said, you know, | really don’t want to do this, | want to have paper
forms, | would have to say aren’t you making life difficult for yourself six years down the road,
when you come up for tenure? If | would say the same thing for an assistant professor,
wouldn’t that apply to others? It just seems to be to sort of work against, making it more
difficult for faculty down the road.

ROBEL: I'm going to—1I think it might be good, it’s about heading up to 4:45, let’s see if we can
make—have this one as a quick straw poll, because we’re not voting on anything yet, real.
So...I'm...

MCMANUS: I’'m in need of clarification, though. Is it compulsory?
ROBEL: Is—?
KENNEY: Yes.

ROBEL: It is, yes. Okay. So what you’re saying is if —we will be doing our online—our course
evaluations online. Okay.

STEPHENS: Can | just clarify that again, you need to understand that when you say, “Is it
compulsory?” it's compulsory because then you would get comparators of similar courses, but
you would still, as a department and as individual instructor, be able to propose a set of
guestions, so we’re not saying that the content of the questionnaire is compulsory, it’s the
moving online of a questionnaire, not the—it’s the mode of delivery rather than the content of
the questionnaire.

ROBEL: Okay. And that’s the—I think it’s Frances, and then Wayne. Thank you. And then Justin.

TRIX: Yeah, | love the idea of keeping this in class, but | frankly don’t know how it would be
done, and so | went and did research online, where | do do research also, and found out from
the Chronicle of Higher Education, this was an article in 2010, three hundred institutions have
looked at this, because we’re not the first ones to do this, and they studied this comparing the
online and paper, and found that the response rates were significantly different. Seventy-eight
percent of students responded with the paper, and fifty-three percent responded with the
online. And that’s a real question of validity, and that matters to me. | think that really matters
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because I’'m thinking who is responding? We don’t really know. Is it the ones with gripes? Is it
the groupies? Are we losing the middle people?

STEPHENS: Can we just remember that we get a less than fifty percent response on the paper
and pencil online course evaluations in our large courses currently. That’s an important piece of
information.

TRIX: But in my courses, | get higher than that, but | just want to get that figure out there
because Padraic’s didn’t have that.

ROBEL: Well, | think the other thing is if maybe what we can do, too, is really focus in on just
this question, because the question is whether we’ll go online. It’s not whether we’ll force
everybody to adopt a system in which students can respond at their leisure over days. The law
school would go to the mat, | know, over that system because we make the students do it
online in class. So—and it sounds like you would go to the mat over that, too, so that’s not
exactly the question, and so it’s kind of hard to respond not knowing how.

TRIX: But we don’t have those options. We don’t have students with laptops.

GIERYN: The response rate is probably a function of whether it was given in class or not. |
suspect, and that’s why Lauren’s point is we’re letting that go. We suspect that if you
administer the online, and you can use your phone to fill it out, you don’t need a computer.
Judy, is that right?

OUIMET: That’s correct.

GIERYN: You know, | suspect that we could get the response rates as high as the ones in the
Chronicle, and that’s a highly heterogeneous sample involving lots of different kinds of
institutions and classes.

STOREY: My only observation is it seems to me as though, and perhaps I’'m misunderstanding,
but it seems to me as though it would be more useful to look at a vote or a straw poll if we had
some limiters. In other words, if we go online during class time, and if this is possible, then |
think that’s certainly going to change a lot of people’s minds, as opposed to online and then
two weeks from now we discover it’s two weeks after or a week before, or | think that there
has to be a time limitation.

KENNEY: We really need to get away from the question of whether it’s in class or not. That’s
going to be something that departments and indeed instructors can decide. Some class—for
example some classes, and schools even, require laptops in the classroom. | ban laptops in the
classroom, and | know very many other faculty who do that. We cannot have a policy that’s
going to address both, and | think that’s going to get us, you know, even with a limitation where
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you have students being required to respond during class time. As Bill pointed out, the law
school is not then going to censor you and say you may only make a comment at these very
moments, and if you’ve gone ahead and done it earlier, we’re going to, | don’t know, yank your
place in the law school or something. So let’s be aware that there are different—maybe you
will—there are different ways of doing this and we’re not going to be able to create a policy
about—I mean, now this should be a very odd thing for us to do, to start creating a policy that
legislates what faculty should do in their classroom. That, | want to make clear, is not
something we’re doing, and as far as I'm aware, other than saying you’ve got to give students,
you know, final grades and things like that, we’re not going to say what you must do between
the fifty minutes that you are in your classroom.

STOREY: Didn’t we just do that by—in the first straw poll by declaring—
KENNEY: —No we did not because you can—
STOREY: —Mandatory evaluations—

KENNEY: —Yes, but we did not say where they’re taking place, so they’re not taking place—
we’re not saying what faculty must do in their classroom, and that’s not a role we would ever
want—

ROBEL: —on the campus level—

KENNEY: —right—

ROBEL: —there are—

KENNEY: —vyes, at a department level, of course, there are things that can be—
ROBEL: —I've lost a little track here, Justin were you next on the—?

KINGSOLVER: Yeah, | think so.

ROBEL: Then | think we call the question, because we’ve got more difficult questions.

KINGSOLVER: Yeah, my first two points are about response rates. | think—I mean it’s very easy
to address whether or not you—whether or not you—whether or not a student will respond or
not. | mean if you make it mandatory in some—using some mechanism they will have to
respond. If you make it mandatory that you have to take this course evaluation in order to
receive your grades or in order to do something else, then they will take it. But then | also
would pose the question what does a higher response rate mean? A seventy-eight percent
response rate in class is not necessarily a good thing. It’s not necessarily better than a fifty-
three response rate out of class because Pat and |, when we were talking about this yesterday,
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we’ve both—we—I would consider us both better than average students, and | mean I’'ve had
classes where I've given—where I've known that the professor wasn’t going to look at the
evaluation because they had tenure or because of just the way that they had been acting
throughout the entire class, and so | just put undecided the entire way down, and just filled it
out because | knew | had to. So a high—and | know I’'m not alone on that—so just because you
have seventy-eight percent of students responding does not mean that they’re giving
substantive feedback. | guess my last point is that this is something that student governments
have been talking about. | know of three specific student government tickets that have been
elected in the last three years across the Big Ten that made online course evaluations one of
their top—their platform priorities. It’s one of the five platform priorities, including Purdue’s
student government two years ago. And when they did that, they commissioned a report that
said that within the first year, when implemented at Purdue, it would save seven hundred and
fifty thousand pieces of paper across the campus, and Purdue is, correct me if I’'m wrong,
twenty-six, twenty-eight thousand students, so it could be even a bigger impact monetarily
sustain—and in terms of sustainability, and this is something that students care about. So if this
doesn’t happen today, it’s going to happen at some point because students are going to keep
coming to these meetings, and they’re going to keep asking, and you’re going to want to hear
from me and not from the Occupy people. [Laughter]

ROBEL: Alright. Let’s call this particular question. If you—if you think that there’s ambiguity you
can’t live with around it, factor that in to your vote. Okay, so the question is will student course
evaluations be conducted online? All in favor? [Provost Robel counts the hands]

ROBEL: Twenty-seven, is that what you have, Craig?

DETHLOFF: On my count—

ROBEL: Okay, and the no’s. Well that is a lot easier, isn’t it? Five. Okay.

BASU: This does not specify that the online can be administered at the campus level?
ROBEL: No.

BASU: Your question was not that.

ROBEL: That'’s correct. Alright. Padraic?

KENNEY: Okay, so now those were preliminaries, although | thank you for devoting attention to
them. Now let’s—I don’t want to be impolite, but | think you’ve actually done just—

ROBEL: —It’s important.—
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KENNEY: —just done some really important things, and | think it’s really—I’'m really, really
pleased of where we’ve—where we’ve gotten, but now let’s talk about common questions
across campus, and we can start by looking at column three, where a majority of campuses
across the CIC do require common questions. This survey was commissioned informally by Tom
Gieryn, and so perhaps Tom you could say a few things about the nature of the campus
common questions.

GIERYN: That’s about eight out of twelve have some common questions, but since | think this is
one of our harder questions, I'd like to make the case. There are some good arguments to be
made on both sides. I'd like to make the case for some common questions if | could. Two
preliminaries. The first one is this. The taskforce that’s been working—that Sonya and | co-chair,
has been working for more than two years, and has developed a set of possible common
campus-wide questions. Those are not set in stone. They still can be changed. They can be
tweaked. They can be reduced in number, but we have a start and | just say that because
there’s some concerns expressed that some faculty, some schools, have not had the
opportunity to register their views on the specific items. We're interested now as a matter of in
principle are there common questions rather than the specific common questions. We can work
those out. The second preliminary is, and | think you’ve heard it from everyone who has
spoken—Padraic and Lauren—the presence of some campus standard questions does not
preclude departments, schools, and individual instructors from building the survey they want to
build. This is not an issue of autonomy. It is not infringing on the right of an instructor,
department or school to design a student course evaluation that fits the particulars of their
school, department and course. It is simply saying that there are some utilities in having some.
We imagine a small subset of questions that are common across the entire campus.
Importantly, not only do you have the autonomy to build the rest of the questionnaire,
promotion and tenure candidates have the ability to use all of the questions as they build a
teaching dossier for P and T. They’re not limited to only looking at the common questions.

Two justifications. One from the standpoint of what we need at the campus level and when |
say we, it’s not me and Lauren and Michael McRobbie, it is the faculty level review committee
that considers all promotion and tenure candidates at the campus level. The first justification is
in terms of what we need. The second justification for campus-wide standard questions, is in
terms of what will benefit the candidates for promotion and tenure. So in terms of what we
need, if we had a system, as we do now, that is decentralized so that individual departments
and schools can design their own questions, it’s possible that not all of the questions that we
really need at the campus level will get asked. I've been through this for four years. I've looked
at about four hundred or so by now promotion and tenure dossiers. I've consulted with chairs
of the promotion and tenure advisory committees at the campus level. These are faculty peers,
not administrators. We’ve talked a lot about what do you look for in a teaching dossier. Well,
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first off, it’s not just student course evaluations. It’s lots of other things, but when we look at
student course evaluations, there are certain things that we look for. Those are reflected in the
seven questions that are now being developed by the task force. It’s our judgment that this is
what we need. These specific questions are what we need in order to make informed and valid
judgments about the quality of teaching of our peers.

It's a—at the campus level, this is going to sound awfully hard, but it really boils down to this,
there are two decisions we have to make when we review teaching at the campus level. Is the
teaching excellent, and therefore excellence becomes the grounds for promotion and tenure;
and is the teaching ineffective, at the other end of the spectrum such that we will not promote,
or we will not give tenure to somebody because their teaching does not meet the minimum
standard of effective. That’s what we’re trying to do, and when we make those judgments, and
we do so or we try to do so in a way that is as valid as possible, we really do need comparisons
across the campus. We are seeking excellence not within your department. You might be the
best teacher in your department using the scale that is unique to your department, but it’s
terribly difficult for us to appreciate excellence if we don’t see the results and patterns
compared to a whole bunch of other people who ask the same question. Likewise, on
ineffective, that’s a very serious matter. To decide that somebody’s teaching is so bad we don’t
want to grant them tenure or promotion to full professor. We don’t want to say it’s so bad
compared to the six other people in your department, or even the fifty other people in your
school, or a hundred, but rather across the campus. So, it seems to me that from our
standpoint, a small set of common questions embedded in a larger instrument that you develop
as instructor, school, and department, serves our purposes much better.

But to look at it from the candidate’s standpoint, there are also benefits. And Padraic
anticipated some of these. If I'm a candidate for promotion and tenure, and I’'m teaching
certain kinds of classes that | suspect in general are getting lower course evaluations, why?—
because they might be huge in size, they might be required, they might be at a certain level,
they might be, Bill, mathematically intensive, | don’t know. It helps if you’ve got a skew in your
course, and a negative direction. The courses or some of the courses that you’re teaching are
skewed in a negative direction, and you can draw on campus-wide data to show that skew,
you’ve made a stronger case to us. We can appreciate that those kinds of courses across the
campus, not just in your department or school, actually are judged much more difficult and
negatively by more students. Likewise, if we have standard questions, we can actually
determine whether there might be skew for an entire academic unit, that some academic units
just are judged tougher. It might be because of the nature of the subject matter, the nature of
the degree program, who knows? We wouldn’t be able to detect that skew if we didn’t have at
least some questions that we can use to compare from that unit to the rest on campus.
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So, I'll just add one more point on the faculty side. As you build a promotion and tenure case on
the basis of teaching, you need to account for aberrations. Comparative data that allows you to
say that particular course sticks out, | got lower evals that semester for some particular reason,
and it may have something to do with that class. The fact that you can compare some questions
to other courses like that, at that semester even, is a powerful tool in building an effective case.
So, | make the case, as a | say, reasonable people can disagree. | think it is in the best interest of
faculty who are preparing teaching dossiers for campus level review, and | know from
experience that it benefits those of us who have to make those tough calls at the campus level
to have a common set of core questions. At the very least, it avoids the possibility of
misunderstanding. When you get idiosyncratic questions, I’'m not saying they’re not good
guestions, but they are idiosyncratic that come only out of one department or one school,
idiosyncratic scales, idiosyncratic answer categories, you run the risk of misunderstanding when
we’re looking at something and it just doesn’t look at all like anything we’ve seen, not referring
just to me, but to those faculty committees at the campus level, it—we run the risk of getting
confused, not really understanding the case, raising questions that are difficult to answer in the
heat of the moment when you’re trying to judge a candidate for tenure or for promotion. With
some standard questions that we can recognize, we can begin to get a much better picture
much easier, and | think with greater validity.

ROBEL: Okay, so the question then is are there any specific questions that must be included on
every student course evaluation survey, and the point—the central point you’re making is that
these would be additive to what—to what schools and departments already do, and that they
would be comparable across campus. Does that—does that catch it?

GIERYN: The question we’re proposing is campus standards would be a subset of questions,
part of, alongside of, school, department, and instructor questions.

ROBEL: Okay, “added?”

GIERYN: “Added.” And if you believe—well, heck, what’s the point because they’re redundant,
so be it. Then you won’t need to ask the questions you were going to ask anyway, because
they’re already part of the campus standard.

SCHILB: Well, |, too, believe reasonable positions can be argued on both sides, and | trust
everyone who's speaking here. It seems—this is a difficult question for me to decide how |
would vote on because | think there’s a huge different between one or two specific questions,
and seven, and | think in the perception of a lot of faculty, that would be a huge difference. |
mean, one or two, a big part of me says, okay, what could be the harm? Seven seems like, you
know, a big imposition. | think faculty, on the whole, would be worried of getting reports—
various of us are getting anecdotal reports—are going to be deeply suspicious of this. | think
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they’ll be deeply suspicious of seven questions, so | think the numbers really do matter. | don’t
know what the tipping point is, one, three or four. | also want to speak as somebody who was
on the campus faculty promotion—the full professor promotion committee—for three years
and chaired it in my final year. The problems we had with evaluating teaching are, to me, were
different than what you’re describing.

First of all, the thing we had to deal with the most was people who don’t teach at all. A
surprising number of our colleagues using grants to buy out courses, and getting certain
teaching evaluations from their own departments because they just don’t teach very much,
forget about the quality of it. Also, it seems to me that even with common questions, it would
not begin, | think, to solve the problems of interpretation that we would face. In other words, |
don’t think standard questions make issues of interpretation any easier whatever. | think we
would still be pouring over, in close textual analysis and a lot of discussion what these scores
mean. | just don’t think—I think it’s a red herring issue in that respect. | also worry about say
more than one or two because | think there’s real issues of faculty morale on this campus.
There are a number of faculty who aren’t aware, but a number who are about the state’s
efforts to centralize education, and educational requirements more than ever before. A lot of
us have anecdotal material about that. There’s already a great number of faculty upset about
how well the healthcare rates were handled, and | know our Council is making progress on that,
you know, but that was a big morale issue. It's not like staggering salary increases are on our
way, and | just see this as faculty going to experience as having unnecessary [indistinct
comment] of administrative power, and | just haven’t heard a compelling argument from other
members of this Council for going to a whole bunch of standardized questions, given the likely
effect on faculty morale.

ROBEL: Great, thank you. Patricia?

MCMANUS: | am—1'd like to Tom for his very eloquent defense of this, and I’'m a big supporter
of the idea of standardized questions, even if they are interpreted differently. | don’t care
whether it’s paper or electronic. | just want to be clear about that. | think it might be very, very
helpful, but I’'m also a big fan of comparability, and it’s really lovely to have the data, thank you
very much for putting together the data so that we can see what our peers are doing, and | see
that three of eight use two questions, and one has four required questions, and the others have
yes, and | think this is a big issue because | think it is very important. I—I think it’s very likely
that if we have two required questions, we will learn about how it has to have interpreted
within its context, whatever that is—departmental or comparable courses, but it allows
departments also to think through how they might better be able to present their evaluative
material using alternative questions, and | think it’s a really good thing to do. My concern is
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again with the number of questions, even two questions that | disagree with would give you
comps.

ROBEL: Basu?

BASU: [indistinct comment] we need to have some kind of a [indistinct comment] data that are
common that we can understand. If that data, with respect to course evaluations come out of a
single set of one-size-fits-all or not is a big question that I've received about which—I've
received lots of comments from different faculty members in our own department, in our own
faculty meeting, people said Basu, how can we compare the perceived [indistinct comment] for
a course that’s taught in Montana where driving and hiking is required to something that you
doin a library. You cannot compare them. We can’t even come up with one set of questions for
our own courses. One faculty member said | teach only one hundred level courses, hundreds of
students, service course, the questions that you have proposed that are still fluid, | will accept
that, that are still fluid do not all apply to what | teach. They may apply to a four hundred level
course, but they do not apply to an one hundred level course, so the concern is that one size
fits all, which is required for the comparison, but if you have seen four hundred, | have seen
about forty.

ROBEL: Thank you. That'’s a validity question [indistinct comment].
KENNEY: Can | make a suggestion?
ROBEL: Yes.

KENNEY: I'm recognizing that we have about twenty minutes, and that we have a few more
things to do, | would like to say that I, and | may be over optimistic here, but | do hear emerging
possible consensus towards some campus common questions. If that’s the case, | would think
that this might be a good moment to vote on that principle, that there be some common
guestions, and then, we haven’t voted on the policy itself, then what | would strongly suggest,
is that when we do so, which will be very soon, that someone make an amendment to
paragraph two, which would add in a number, and then we can—and | recognize that gets
complicated, how many is it going to be and so on, but | think that the BFC would be able to
state how many common questions there should be. But | really think that getting a—

ROBEL: Would that be okay, to take a straw poll on just this question, and then come back
and—

KENNEY: On the concept of common questions.

PAOLILLO: — [indistinct comment] addresses this question, and then the Council can do
whatever [indistinct comment]. If | may just summarize where we are in this, it seems to me
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that we’ve kind of, although we want to require course evaluations, we acknowledge that the
course evaluation is a defective instrument. It’s a defective instrument because it’s too difficult
to interpret these different kinds of evaluations that come from a lot of different contexts, and
so we expect that we might be able to fix the instrument by making at least part of it be
consistent across the campus, and | want to suggest that this is a fool’s errand. I'm not going to
be very interested in voting on this proposition. There are so many sources of variance to use
your statistical terminology. There are so many sources of variance in the way that these
guestions get answered. That’s the fundamental difficulty in the interpretation, and that’s what
we’re going to face, and so you can say, okay, well now we’ve—just you know the creep that
there’s going to be course evaluations, the logical thing is, yeah, | know you’ll make common
guestions or something like that, but it’s, | think, a very—a very weak and futile exercise.

ROBEL: Okay, | am going to call a straw poll, just because | think we can, if we do that, we can
move on to the last and | hope to amendments, so let’s do this. Would that be okay?

SWANSON: Just a very brief technical point. This list is only five—it said everybody does it, not
eight. Two of them say excluding units. So just to clarify that. Tom gave an excellent thing about
idiosyncrasies, only five avoided idiosyncrasies out of twelve.

ROBEL: Thank you for that. That is important. Okay, on the third of these issues which is
whether there—do we agree in principle that there are any specific questions that must be
included on every student course evaluation survey? Those in favor? Opposed? It’s a straw poll,
that’s right. It’s a majority. The final one is, would our aggregated data from student course
evaluations made available to students? Padraic?

KENNEY: You know, | think, again in the interest of time, | certainly got a sense last time that
there were some strong feelings about this. So, and a number of people have already spoken
on this point. I’'m not going to say anything further on this. | know there are some people, for
example, Justin Kingsolver, who did not have a chance to say something last time, and we
should not penalize him for not having been here. So | think that it’'d be helpful if a few people
who were not here last time, and had some things to say, and I'd like—and then we can move
to a straw vote, and very quickly, and then move on [indistinct comment].

ROBEL: That would be—that would be terrific. Justin, would you...?

KINGSOLVER: First of all, it was the IUSA Election Day, so | apologize | wasn’t here. My view of
this, and forgive my political reference here, but if we were to pass a policy without this, it
would be like passing the Affordable Care Act without the individual mandate. Just kind of
eliminates the incentive for students to participate, and if we were to pass a policy that did not
have some kind of institutionalized feedback provided back to students, then we would
experience decreased response rates, or at least those students who were paying attention
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would feel less of an incentive to participate. | don’t like using this term, but it’s almost more of
a slap in the face saying, you know, we would like you to do this, and we will not give you the
dignity of having an equal level of knowledge in our relationship. So the professors will
obviously know their feedback, but students will not—will not be able to understand what—I
guess what they’re getting into before they do.

And | know that this is a very sensitive issue because | know if this were—if the IDS decided to
put out some kind of poll do you approve or disapprove of IUSA, | know that that would yield
very bad results, and | would not want that, even though I’'m confident that we do our job, but
my main point here is that that already happens. Students do this. They evaluate all of you
before they ever meet you, and they do that by grade distributions which are readily available,
and they do that by, or they do that through the grapevine through older students that they
know, or they do it through ratemyprofessor, and as | said earlier, | think the most important
thing to remember here is that if you do aggregate the data, if the university selects what
guestions professors get to be rated upon, then you have some control of that because right
now, ratemyprofessor rates on easiness, clarity, and | believe hotness, and | don’t think those—
those don’t mean anything to me, you know, | mean easiness, that means something different
to me than it does to Pat, but you know, if you can carefully craft these questions, they can
actually be instructive, and they can change that dialogue, they can make it more of a positive
relationship, positive feedback relationship rather than a negative feedback relationship, where
we’re not choosing the easiest professors, we’re choosing the best professors. Maybe that’s
idealistic, but | don’t think it is. | have a lot of faith that our student body would use this in a
positive way, and | think that this could go a long way in redefining the relationship between
faculty and students.

ROBEL: Thank you. Lesa?

HATLEY MAIJOR: | just had a question about—it’s good to see that there’s yes and no. Do we
have any sense of why the institution said no about—what’s the reason behind not releasing, as
opposed to just the simple no?

KENNEY: Right. | don’t know, that was Tom’s.

GIERYN: | didn’t probe a lot. This was in the middle of a faculty development workshop, but
several of the no’s are under intense pressure. I’'m going to say two to three, if | can remember
correctly, two to three universities feel they’re under intensive pressure from their respective
student associations to open up a subset of questions that would be released to students. It is
interesting and telling, perhaps, that the two yes’s are both the privates within the CIC, Chicago
and Northwestern.
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ROBEL: And I—because we have such a limited amount of time left, it’s the last meeting, and
this is hugely important. We’ve spent a lot of time on it. Would it be okay to take a straw poll
right now? Okay. All in favor of the last straw issue? Please signify by raising your hands.

UNKNOWN MALE SPEAKER: Please clarify which question.

ROBEL: It is the fourth. It is the: our aggregated data from student course evaluations made
available to students. Okay. And opposed? What did you come up with, Craig?

DETHLOFF: It’s very close.

ROBEL: It’s very close. One more time? No | think we just need to raise hands, and let us count.
It's a straw vote, and it seems like it’s very, very close, so would you like to move forward?

KENNEY: Well, | guess, yes. How about we do it this way? | think if we now move—what | would
propose then, it seems to me there are two possible amendments that have emerged from
discussion, although | imagine there might be others, but one possible one would be a vote
specifically on paragraph five. So | would suggest that we start with—clear the decks, on this
most difficult issue by simply voting yes or no on paragraph five.

ROBEL: Do we have a motion to that effect? A second? Okay.

GJERDINGEN: | just, | think we need to be clear where we are here, and some of it has to do
with the legal stuff that the state Freedom of Information Act in Colorado exempts
performance evaluations, that’s why they are public. Ours doesn’t. And given that, | think we’ve
got two options. One is we make up other questions just for the purpose of making them
public. That’s basically what’s being proposed. The other thing, | think, is to deal with the
student demands more directly, and | think that’s more about the syllabus, workload, a lot of
other things, so they have expectations about the exam, what’s the nature... We could easily
put together a list so that | know what that is. And | guess my sense of this is that students
really—that’s the core notion, and that sometimes student evaluations are viewed as a proxy
for that, but they’re really about telling me the information that | need to know directly so | can
look at it and assess what I’'m going to be doing, so there’s not a mismatch between my
expectations and what | have to do in the course, and so |—I very much agree that these are—
the whole purpose behind this is to benefit students, and out of respect for students, | just
happen to think it'd be better off if we did it directly by going after those other things, that’s all.

ROBEL: Thank you, Don. Other discussion on the motion? John?

PAOLILLO: I'm in favor of striking paragraph five just simply because | think the discussion today
reveals how little, and previous times, reveals how little we understand about how to interpret
these evaluations, and we’re talking about putting out something else in a very public way, and
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it’s going to ask for interpretation, and I’'m uncomfortable with the public interpretations that
would result.

ROBEL: Okay, thank you. Other discussion on the motion?

KINGSOLVER: Just to say it one more time because | think it’s—it’s particularly [indistinct
comment]—

ROBEL: —You don’t have much time left for voting.

KINGSOLVER: | mean, my assertion is that this happens, and that kind of—that kind of data is
out there and it’s very public, and we use it. Every single student on this campus uses it. So, a
vote against this, in my view, is a vote to reaffirm [indistinct comment] outside kinds of
feedback mechanisms, and to disavow any kind of university policy towards institutionalizing
maybe a positive relationship between faculty and students.

ROBEL: Yes?

COLE: Without [indistinct comment] address some of these issues, and the quite recent
guestions regarding what Don properly mentioned is the different set of purpose that the
questions for different purposes. | think if we want to use this as evaluation of effectiveness, of
teaching, faculty, some faculty have expressed the concern of whether these questions really
go to the value of effective teaching because it does involve a lot of pedagogical work is
involved in developing a course that may or may not be known to students who are reading
these—answering these questions, so there is concern about possibly using student-centered
polls to ask [comment indistinct] effectiveness of teaching—

ROBEL: —I'm assuming you mean through the back door because the language says it won’t be
used for that purpose. Is that what you're—?

COLE: —Well, I'm just supportive of what [indistinct comment] which is saying that there’s
probably seven sets of questions not necessarily combining just one set and make them
available to students.

ROBEL: But that is—that is the—that is the language in five. The new language of five does have
separate aggregate data, not—

COLE: —But it needs to be clearer in terms of what those questions are [indistinct comment].
ROBEL: Okay, thank you [indistinct comment]. | think Barbara was next, and then John.

VANCE: | wanted a clarification on exactly what we’re voting on, so is this still part of the straw
poll?
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ROBEL: No, this is an actual motion on the floor to remove part five of this—of the proposed
policy from—

VANCE: —So the question is should we remove part five and there will still be discussion after?
ROBEL: Exactly, on the policy overall.

SCHILB: So the motion is to remove part five?

ROBEL: That’s right.

KINGSOLVER: | thought | moved to affirm it.

ROBEL: Motion was to remove paragraph five, and there was a second. Is that right?

KENNEY: Yes, that’s right.

ROBEL: That’s the only thing that—

SCHILB: — [indistinct comment] misunderstood the motion.

KINGSOLVER: No, | thought | moved to approve it. Was that misunderstood? Okay, never mind.

ROBEL: Okay, let’s see. | think it was Barbara, and then John, and then Herb. Is that—? Yeah, we
can’t—we can’t vote on...

SCHILB: No, I'm fine. Now that | understood the motion.
ROBEL: Okay. The motion is to remove—then the second was to remove paragraph five.

TERRY: I'd point out that if we approve paragraph five, and then approve some policy, we will
get another shot at paragraph five because this requires that these questions come back for
approval by the Council, and then so we’ll have much more data on whether they could make
this work, what they look like, that sort of thing.

ROBEL: We've got a motion, a second. Can | call in favor?
KENNEY: A yes removes paragraph five.

ROBEL: Yes is to remove paragraph five. Okay. All opposed? Okay, the motion fails. So now
we—Padraic, what’s your next—?

KENNEY: So, now, | guess, the question is whether there are other amendments to this
document. Before | raised that, may | point out we only have five minutes. Can we extend?
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ROBEL: | would love—could we extend by consent? Because this has been a very long process,
years in the making. Alright.

KENNEY: So, I'm open to amendments.
ROBEL: Bill?

WHEELER: | want to move to delete the new sentences in item two, in the sense it begins “The
Office of the Vice Provost for Undergraduate Education...” and then the sentence that says,
“When appropriate, the administrators may request...” | do this for several reasons. First, | think
these sentences are new. They haven’t been vetted by the EPC, and | think they’re actually
contrary to what was the general consensus of the EPC at its meeting on March 6" or March
7" whatever the Monday was. You know, at that particular meeting, | remember clearly that
Ted Miller, a former associate dean of faculty, and a former President of the Council, said well
we should determine whether or not, by university policy, these tenure and promotion
guestions are part of the personnel file, and if so, then we should follow the existing university
policies on access to information in the academic employee personnel file. Padraic then did
consult with University Counsel, and the University Counsel did say apparently that, yes, not
only is the raw data, not only is the raw data part of the academic personnel file. Even the
aggregate data is part of the personnel file. So, it has been established that the—the answers
from the campus common multiple choice questions, as well as the student—as well any open
responses, are parts—under university policy, are parts of the academic employee personnel
file. Then following the second part of that, the university has a clear policy—

ROBEL: —We don’t have a second yet, so | think before we have the discussion, maybe what
we can do is see if there’s a second for your—for your motion, which is to remove | think the
two sentences that were added. Does that—does that make sense? Okay. Is there a second for
Bill’s motion to remove those two—? [Second] Okay, now let’s continue.

WHEELER: So, the university-wide policy on access to academic employee personnel files is that
the only—that only administrators who are accessing that information for purposes such as
tenure and promotion, merit reviews, and so forth, are allowed to access that file. You know
the—what is proposed here is explicitly not for purposes of employee personnel decisions. This
is saying for program review and assessment. A further concern about this, which was a
concern of the committee, is that once it becomes not a part of the personnel file, then it is
subject to the state open records law, and so any reports—and now a question was raised as to
whether or not reports generated in the manner described for the office of Vice Provost of
Undergraduate Education, whether they would be considered deliberative documents, and
therefore excludes that privilege, and | have spent—I have Googled to try and ascertain exactly
what the phrase, “deliberative document,” means—
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ROBEL: Oh no, don’t get your legal advice there! [Laughter]

WHEELER: | will certainly defer to the members of the law school here, but | did find an email—
a letter from the Associate General Counsel of HUD in which he said you know that a
deliberative document is one that addresses policy aspects and federal code, | think—

ROBEL: —Okay, I've got to stop you there because deliberative documents in this context are
referring to state statutes, and the state Freedom of Information Act.

WHEELER: Yes, but the question is—but it doesn’t define—the state—I did read that—
ROBEL: —But it will be defined. It is—it is an answerable question.

WHEELER: Okay, that’s fine, but at least in the things that | found that indicated that reports
that are statements of fact, you know, because these things, you know, these reports would be
matters of fact, not matters of deliberation.

ROBEL: So if | understand your—what you’re raising at this point it is whether or not there is a
legal issue involved with—that might lead to the release of these documents in ways that we—
the aggregated data—in ways that we would not otherwise intend.

WHEELER: That’s right. So it’s two things. One, it’s contrary to existing policy, and therefore, |
am not sure this Council has the authority to override university-wide policy in granting this
non-personnel access to it, and it seems to me like there are potential complications that have
not been explored, and therefore, | think that, you know, | would prefer to postpone the
consideration of these two sentences until next fall.

ROBEL: Okay. There’s a motion on the table to put—to remove those two sentences.

KENNEY: | could just quickly address because | did spend some time, once again, went back to
University Counsel on this and referred to that specific paragraph that you raised about access
to the employee file, and the response | got was that this should not be a problem. I'm going to
guote, and this is not quoting a legal document, but simply an email that there would be no
problem defending the position that the university has the latitude to use its datain a
deliberative fashion to make decisions about programs. So that seems to suggest that it is
possible to make this data available to the OVPUE for making decisions about programs. Now,
one thing that one could do, and I think this would be not a difficult thing to do is that the data
that goes to the OVPUE could be without instructor names, and then simply here are courses,
you know, numbers of courses and titles are useful in order to make judgments about—or
make evaluations of programs, but the data could go forward in that way, and | think that
would be a very appropriate change, but | did spend some time on this today, and it seems that
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from—it seems that from a legal perspective, there is not a problem in using this data in house
by the university for—in a deliberative fashion, for evaluation of programs.

STEPHENS: Can | just make clear that the OVPUE has no interest in knowing the instructor
names. That is not why we’re interested in the data, so what we would be looking at is overall
program goals for the General Education amongst other things, and so it would be just fine by
us to remove the instructor name, but we would need at the level—we would need it at the
level of the section because it’s the instructor who determines the assessment, and we might
want to connect data back to General Education for the purpose of GEMS and the BFC
reviewing the effectiveness of the general education program. So that—that to clarify.

ROBEL: Anything else that is new to the discussion because we’re—we are imposing now
beyond where we were supposed to be.

BASU: Specific topics of the courses identify faculty members—no one in this university teaches
on meteorites, but [indistinct comment], but this is—what Bill has raised is a very significant
point about making the data semi-public—those are my words—or open to all IlU community,
and therefore de facto making it semi-public or public—puts us in a position where what | have
heard from others is that we may be required to release [indistinct comment] that the student
evaluations to the fullest extent including those questions about what you like most about this,
what you liked least about this, all the open ended questions. That’s what I’'ve heard. And if this
is wrong, this is wrong, but that’s what I've heard.

ROBEL: So | think that that joins the issue, which is that if you have—if you aren’t satisfied with
the response of legal counsel | guess, and you feel that you are concerned about it, then | think
we’ve got clear sense of what the concern might be.

KENNEY: [indistinct comment] go ahead and vote.

WHEELER: As Padraic and the vice provost for undergraduate education know | did propose an
amendment when | saw this three days ago, | did propose a change which would have the
effect of attempting to assure that anonymity of instructors in any reports that might be
generated by these two sentences, and that language was rejected. You know, even if you have
the section number, you know, | submit that anyone in this room, if they had the section
number that corresponds to a set of aggregate data is fully capable of finding the instructor’s
name, and so the amendment that | proposed was an aggregation that would assure that
anonymity of the instructor, by requiring that the aggregation require data from at least four
different instructors, so that it would be—and that is not separated out by individual section,
but just take the aggregation for multiple sections, and multiple instructors so that we have the
impossible—so that it would be impossible to discern from which instructor, but—
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ROBEL: — we really are on—we are on other people—we are holding people, and I’'m worried
about being able to vote about—on this with new points that everybody gets to raise, and so
what is on the floor is a motion and a second to remove those two sentences from two. Is there
anything that has not yet been raised—a new issue on this—because you can register
opposition or in favor of just through a vote. Just on this one narrow issue. Just this motion.

TERRY: This is another issue to which we can return. The distribution of the data, once we have
decided to get it, and the decision as to whether or not something falls under Indiana’s public
record laws is not for our General Counsel to make. There’s a state agency that can advise on
it—it is a complex decision. We can go forward with this policy, and return in the fall, when we
might have more data on how to do this and how to word it. And so | will vote in favor of those
amendments.

ROBEL: If we can vote on the motion that’s on the floor, which is to remove these two
sentences from paragraph two. Okay. All in favor? Opposed? Craig, you’'re counting? What do
we got? It stays in.

DETHLOFF: It stays in.

ROBEL: It stays in.

WHEELER: May | ask for a roll call vote, please?
ROBEL: Okay, if we want to do this.

Yes: Basu, Abhijit; Cole, Shu; Demas, Gregory; Gjerdingen, Donald; Kovacich, Susan; Paolillo,
John; Raff, Elizabeth; Rothstein, Bret; Schilb, John; Storey, H. Wayne; Swanson, William; Terry,
Herbert; Trix, Frances; Vance, Barbara; Wheeler, William.

No: Arnold, Randy; Brownlee, Bonnie; Calloway-Thomas, Carolyn; Courtney, Kevin; Estell, David;
Fargo, Tony; Fichman, Pnina; Gershman, Jeffrey; Gieryn, Thomas; Hatley Majory, Lesa; Jacobs,
Robert; Jaffee, Bruce; Jimenez, Edwin; Kenney, Padraic; Kingsolver, Justin; Manring, Rebecca;
Marsh, Moira; MclLeod, Jane; McManus, Patricia; Michaels, Sherri; Perry, James; Popp, Mary;
Reising, Deanna; Riesenman, Patricia; Robel, Lauren; Simpson, Grant; Sprinkle, Geoff; Tafoya,
John

Abstain: Stephens, Sonya
ROBEL: So | think | hear the motion failed. May—are we at a point where—"?

GJERDINGEN: Well, going back up the decision tree, | think there were some things left open on
the common questions.

41



ROBEL: Is that in the form of a motion?

GJERDINGEN: Well, | mean | think that my sense was how many, and then there was the issue
was raised before about—

ROBEL: Okay, let’s get it in the form of a motion. We’ve had the discussion, so let’s get it in the
form of a motion.

SCHILB: I'll make a motion. Doesn’t matter what item, it could go under item one, “Online
guestionnaires will be administered in all courses taught at IUB, and there shall be no more
than four campus-wide common questions.”

MCMANUS: | think it goes in two.
ROBEL: Does it go in two. Padraic, do you have—?

KENNEY: It would make more sense in two. So “Aggregate data from campus common multiple
choice questions...” How about in parentheses, “(no more than four)?”

SCHILB: “(no more than four).”

KENNEY: Okay. So... and obviously that does make the possibility that there would be fewer.
[Laughter]

SCHILB: Yes.

KENNEY: | really appreciate that. That’s nicely phrased. “(No more than four)” in parentheses in
paragraph two.

ROBEL: Alright, is there a second? [Second] Okay.
GJERDINGEN: | would like to offer an amendment to that.
KENNEY: Well...

ROBEL: We are amending the amendment?

GJERDINGEN: | want to be able to raise the other issue about applicability to these—all the
schools. | think that’s important.

ROBEL: That is a separate question.

GJERDINGEN: That’s fine.
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ROBEL: Alright. So the motion on the floor is whether we limit the common questions to no
more than four.

KENNEY: May | suggest, that we had a fair amount of debate on this that I’'ve heard, so if we
could vote on this right now?

ROBEL: | think we did. Alright. All in favor? | think this passes.
CALLOWAY-THOMAS: It does. Yeah, it does.
ROBEL: Opposed? Alright. That passes.

GJERDINGEN: Okay. One of the other issues in this chart, which was raised before, and it was
kind of an intermediate issue, is how many schools this applies to.

ROBEL: In the form of a motion?

GJERDINGEN: In the form of motion, | would say that this would be borrowed from Minnesota,
a similar thing is done at lowa State, that academic units in which student evaluation
procedures must meet national accreditation standards, may use alternative evaluation
procedures with a written approval from the Office of Vice Provost of Academic Affairs. That’s
basically taken from the Minnes—the language from the Minnesota—that’s what they do. Ohio
State, in addition to Medicine, as Law and Optometry, and some others.

SWANSON: Second.

GJERDINGEN: So that’s, | think—

ROBEL: —Second. So the motion on the floor is with permission of the—
KENNEY: —VPFAA.

ROBEL: Very good!

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: He’s got those acronyms.

ROBEL: Yeah, I'm not good at the acronyms. Tom’s office, right?
GJERDINGEN: Yes. [Laughter]

ROBEL: With permission of Tom’s office, “schools that are required to meet national”—other—
program specific?

GJERDINGEN: “National accreditation standards,” that’s the language out of Minnesota.
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KENNEY: Right.

GJERDINGEN: “May use alternative evaluation forms with written approval from the Office of
Vice... “

ROBEL: — Okay, that’s a motion and a second.

MCMANUS: Student evaluations—?

ROBEL: “Student evaluation,” is that what you—

MCMANUS: —alternative student evaluation forms—?

GJERDINGEN: Yeah.

ROBEL: Okay. Can we have a second? [Second] Okay.

BASU: —[indistinct comment] on the motion. What are we replacing here?
ROBEL: Where does it go, Don?

GJERDINGEN: Well, | think in that sentence, where it applies to all units, and then this would be
an exception—at least that was the intent there. The very first sentence. Maybe for it to
become a second sentence in number one.

KENNEY: Yes, | think that’s right—
GJERDINGEN: —I think, and—

KENNEY: So, there will be the first sentence, and then there would be a sentence, “academic
units in which student evaluation—?"

GJERDINGEN: —“procedures must meet national accreditation standards may use alternative
evaluation procedures with written approval,” we can say from Tom’s office, and that was
language that was borrowed from Minnesota.

ROBEL: Okay. Alright.

TERRY: So you’re trying to create something that would apply to procedures and questions?
They could opt out of questions, they could opt out of online if some national accrediting body
said you can’t do online evaluations?

GJERDINGEN: No, the assumption is that, that—I think here, that online—it’s the nature of the
form. It’s the nature of the form because of—
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KENNEY: — maybe, maybe this should be referring to questions rather than the procedures?
TERRY: In which case it should go in two.
GJERDINGEN: Ummm...

ROBEL: Can we figure out where—so is this a substantive question about whether we’re talking
procedures or—?

TERRY: —Yeah—
ROBEL: —or substance?

GJERDINGEN: The assumption again, would be that there would be evaluations, they would be
online, if that’s [indistinct comment], it’s just the—

STEPHENS: —common questions.

GIERYN: It belongs under two somewhere, Padraic? Because two is where the common
guestion is raised.

KENNEY: Right. That makes sense.

GJERDINGEN: Okay.

ROBEL: So maybe at the very end of two?

GJERDINGEN: | think that’s, yes. | think that would be appropriate.
KENNEY: At the very end of two, that makes sense.

ROBEL: Alright. Discussion?

BASU: Very quickly, we have already voted that we will have online evaluations, but we have
also said—

ROBEL: —Let’s not go into that. Let’s not go into this. The motion—if | understand the
substance of the motion, please correct me if I’'m wrong, if student evaluation—if our common
procedures conflict with national accreditation standards, then—program accreditation
standards, then the—that’s the intent of your question.

GJERDINGEN: Yes.
ROBEL: Okay, got it. Is that clear to everyone?
CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Yes, schools may opt out.
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GIERYN: Padraic had wording. Perhaps he should read it one more time.

KENNEY: Right. It was essentially the same as Don’s because we were both working from the
so-called—the so-called—the Minnesota policy, the Minnesota policy. [Laughter]

FARGO: There’s no such thing.

KENNEY: Right. I've never been to Minnesota, | just wanted to point out. So | don’t know that it
exists. [Laughter] “Academic units in which student evaluation procedures must meet national
accreditation standards may use alternative evaluation”—1'd like to suggest “forms,” should be
in here because that would make clearer we’re talking about the questions—“with written
approval from the VPFAA.” I'll read that one more time. “Academic units in which student
evaluation procedures must meet national accreditation standards may use alternative
evaluation forms with written approval from the VPFAA.”

GJERDINGEN: Yes.
UNKNOWN FEMALE SPEAKER: Bravo.
KENNEY: And that will go at the end of point two if this is approved.

TRIX: Can | ask just a real general question? | can’t fit this into a number. | don’t know the
purpose of this. | know this began with a project from a business student that was taken to a
Trustee. | know this is going to change some of the evaluation process. | know this will save
paper. I’'m not clear the purpose of this whole procedure. Could somebody very briefly tell me
what will be approved by this process that we’re doing?

ROBEL: Well, actually | think that a lot of people who spoke to this from the—from Tom to
Justin to lots of faculty members talked to pieces of that, and | think that it’s perfectly,
absolutely reasonable people can disagree about every single piece of this. Every single piece.
At this point, if you really disagree, the appropriate thing, | think, is to vote no.

TRIX: No, but | mean, the beginning of this process was a project of a business student taking
this up to a Trustee, so that’s—that’s beside the point, but it's snowballed into a two-year
process, and | still don’t see what it’s going to improve. And | want to know that there’s
something at the end of all this time and talk because we’ve been talking to faculty who are not
really impressed with this, and—

ROBEL: | think you should really—if after all of this discussion, you’re not convinced of the
value, then you should vote—I really think you should vote no. | don’t think there’s—

TRIX: —I've been voting no all day with the straw polls— [Laughter]
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ROBEL: —Well, that’s—
TRIX: —But do you see my point? There’s—

ROBEL: — | do think we have to because we’re, at this point, we’re going to start losing people,
and it’'s—and | don’t think that that’s fair to the process or the authors. So, if | may, is that okay,
Barb, to call the question on the proposal?

VANCE: Well, we said earlier that we could return and discuss question five even though it stays
in, right?

ROBEL: It’s still in.
VANCE: And you’re asking to call the question on the entire—
TERRY: —on the amendment.

ROBEL: —on the amendment. No more than four, right? The Minnesota amendment, thank
you! | really want to get to the reception! [Laughter] On the Minnesota amendment. All in
favor? Opposed? Okay, | think that one passes easily.

KENNEY: So noted.
ROBEL: Barb?

VANCE: So my first question is, is it is appropriate to return to the discussion of question five
before we vote on the entire thing? I’'m just confused about where we are.

ROBEL: By amendment.

VANCE: Pardon me?

ROBEL: By amendment.

VANCE: By amendment?

ROBEL: Do you have an amendment that you’d like to make—?
VANCE: —No, | had a more general comment.

KENNEY: We've already voted to keep it in the policy.

ROBEL: Yeah, we voted to keep it in the policy.

KENNEY: We can amend it, but | think otherwise at this point it is up or down on the entire
policy [indistinct comment] paragraph five.
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VANCE: Well, I'll just say what | want to say because I'm not sure if it's appropriate or not, and
if it isn’t, you just tell me, but at this point I’'m concerned that there is a large number of faculty
members in various departments who are not in favor of the student release portion of this,
and my question is, even though it has certain merits, why it needs to be done at the same time
as moving to a new system? It seems to me that if we could progress gradually without—

ROBEL: —wouldn’t the appropriate thing on that have been to remove it, which was the earlier
motion that failed?

VANCE: | see.

COLE: The first sentence says that questions will be reviewed by the OVPUE, and then approved
by the BFC. Does this reference suggest that these questions will be decided at a later date, or
discussed at a later date?

ROBEL: Yes.
KENNEY: We will get to vote on them.
ROBEL: Alright. Any other motions to the policy? Bill?

WHEELER: You know that because of the change to item two, you know, you know, do the
student return questions count as part of the campus common questions because in point of
fact they would be, you know, that’s adding four ques—the concern was the total number of
questions there, and so we had the amendment previously that was supposed to say well there
are going to be at most four questions that appear on all questionnaires, but now does the
student return questions count toward that limit of four? Or are we talking possibly having four
of those, plus another three or four, up to eight questions, which | think goes back to the earlier
issue that at some point in time, the number of questions that have to be there, you know, gets
to be fairly large.

KENNEY: They’re—I think it’s clear that they’re separate because point two refers to a process,
to promotion and tenure, and so these are a separate set of questions.

SCHILB: As the author of the motion, | did not consider them separate.
ROBEL: Okay. Well that’s a [indistinct comment].

WHEELER: So, for clarification, so—

ROBEL: —Welcome to legislative intent. [Laughter]

SCHILB: Is this Scalia? | didn’t— [Laughter]
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ROBEL: He doesn’t believe in it. You now know why, okay?

WHEELER: I’'m a little unclear.

ROBEL: Are you making a motion, Bill, to limit the total number of questions or something like

that?

WHEELER: Well, I'm not sure—what was the interpretation, that—
ROBEL: John didn’t think that it was—it—he thought it included everything.
SCHILB: Four common questions.

ROBEL: Four total common questions.

SCHILB: No more than four common questions. Period.

WHEELER: Including student return questions?

SCHILB: Indeed, that was my intent.

WHEELER: So his number of four applies both to items two and five?
KENNEY: It doesn’t, but you can propose an amendment that would—
WHEELER: —Well that’s his interpretation.

ROBEL: Well, don’t leave things to—

WHEELER: —Okay, | then—I move—

ROBEL: —Do you have a motion?

WHEELER: | move then that the total number of questions that both campus common and
student return that are mandated to appear on all questionnaires be no more than four—

ROBEL: —Okay, is there a second? [Second] Okay. All in favor? All opposed? Craig, did you
count? [Laughter] We got to count!

UNKNOWN FEMALE SPEAKER: Faster!
ROBEL: Opposed. Do we have a total number here?
DETHLOFF: All in favor, one more time.

ROBEL: All in favor? Okay, so it’s defeated. Okay, they’re separate. And now...
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KENNEY: | think we’ve asked our colleagues indulgence long enough. We’re approaching six
o’clock, so I'd like to call the question of the entire thing.

GIERYN: Yes.

ROBEL: | think that that makes total sense, and so if we can, all in favor of the proposal as
amended, please leave your hands up while we—while | and Craig wander around and count
you. Twenty-four. All opposed? Thirteen. Padraic, would you like a drink [Laughter] because I'm
serving them downstairs? [Applause] Thank you so much!

MEETING ADJOURNED 5:57PM
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