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Agenda Item #1: Agenda Committee Business
GROS LOUIS: First item of business is the Agenda Committee business.  So I’ll hand it over to David.
DALEKE: Welcome back everyone.  I hope you had a very relaxing break and that you’re not too cold.  If you would like there’s coffee across the hall in the BFC office if you’re feeling a little chilled.  I have a few announcements to make today, and then a comment on today’s agenda and on some upcoming agendas.  

First of all, the first meeting of the search committee for the IUB Chancellor and Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs will be held this coming Monday.  There have been some scheduling issues between President Herbert and I think with President Herbert and also Dean Trevor Brown.  But I think we found a time when the committee can meet.  We just received notice of that.  

BFC elections are ongoing as you know, we have the nominations and Kelly is sorting through the nomination lists, checking to make sure that everyone who on who has been nominated is willing to run.  I think our estimates are that by the first week of February that will be completed and the ballots will go out.  So be looking for that.  It may go out between now and our next meeting.  

On today’s agenda we have two major items that we’ve been discussing for a couple of months now, or several months now, and that is the reports of the Task Forces on the School of Continuing Studies and the Task Force on the Graduate School.  I’d like to just make just a brief comment.  Keep in mind these are school-wide issues, excuse me university-wide issues and so our recommendations will go to the University Faculty Council where both reports will be discussed again. That discussion is scheduled to take place at next Tuesday’s UFC meeting which will be a PolyCom meeting for all of our UFC members.  We are still having problems with getting assignments from VICOPS for a meeting, but we will let you know as soon as those assignments come in.  
In addition today we will hear from Ted Miller about the Faculty Composition Report which I believe in our Constitution or our by-laws or at least there’s a policy that says we should hear a report in January, and so it’s scheduled for this meeting.  

There are a couple of events and some meetings that are coming up in the future I’d just like to point out.  First of all, on January 19th there’s an Open House at the School of Journalism.  Bonnie did you want to make any more comments about that?

BROWNLEE: We hope you all come. We’re showing off our new library, our bookless library and we’re showing off our new marketing plan. Speeches at 12:30 and cookies and t-shirts and pens and all sought of things. It’s being put on by the student chapter of PRSA, the Public Relations Society.  
DALEKE: Thank you Bonnie. On the 25th the UFC will be meeting.  This is a special meeting that’s been added this year in light of our rather ambitious legislative agenda for the year.  As I mentioned, we’ll be taking up the Task Force recommendations, we’ll also be looking at that, and as we will at almost every UFC meeting for the rest of the semester, the Student Code revisions that are ongoing.  
On January 27th the Agenda Committee and the committee chairs of the BFC will be meeting for lunch with the Trustees for an informal conversation.  I just thought I might let you know that that’s going to happen.  If you have any issues you would like your committee chairs to bring up, please mention it to them between now and next week.  We were hoping to make this an annual event.  I know in the past Jim had done something like this, a dinner in fact I think; where are you Jim?  Oh there you are. Which I think was a good idea.  The Trustees were very open to this and enjoyed that previous event, so I think that helped to pave the way for this lunch.  

Our next meeting is February the 1st and we have a number of issues that will come up, and some of which I’d like you to make sure that you access the BFC website and read some of the information associated with it. We will start or continue our discussion on the Student Code, so please check into the current status of the revisions between now and the next meeting.  We’ll have a discussion on general education from the Educational Policies Committee which is probably something we’ll see a couple times more the rest of the semester. 
In addition, Sarita Soni will give us an update on happenings in the Vice President for Research office; I believe that’s a topic that should be on the agenda.  In addition, the Agenda Committee will be bringing to you a document from the Coalition of Intercollegiate Athletics which some of you remember is an organization that Bob Eno helped to found.  And this organization is an association of faculty councils at universities across the country and focused on athletics reform.  They have been issuing, putting together a number of documents, a commentary on certain areas of athletics.  The most current one is on academic integrity. The COIA, or most of the COIA representatives, met a couple of weeks ago in Nashville and fine-tuned the draft of this document. They’ve now asked the faculty council members, faculty councils of the member institutions review the document and give their opinion.  For those of you who may remember, when we approved the framework document for the Coalition of Intercollegiate Athletics last year, we approved the document, but as you know, there are many points in there that we may have some level of disagreement with but there’s always a disclaimer attached to the COIA documents that not all members agree with all points of all of the documents, so we have some flexibility in how we can approach this, either approving all or just part of it. Once we do that that will be registered as our vote, which we will register our vote then with the COIA by the end of February and that’s their deadline for voting on this particular document.  So you’ll be receiving a notice about this in the next week or so.  The document will be posted on the BFC website so please take some time to look at it.  Also associated with it is an Executive Summary which you may want to look at a minimum.  It really highlights the key points that the COIA’s trying to make with this document. Okay, and that’s all of the Agenda Committee business I have. 
Agenda Item #2: Presiding Officer’s Business

GROS LOUIS: Thank you.  The only thing I’d like to mention under Presiding Officer’s business is that the first draft of the Mission Differentiation Project report is in progress, and the President will get the full report before the end of the month.  The report itself will not be that long, but there will be a lot of appendices, so each campus has submitted various documents, documents of various lengths, that will be appended to the body of the text. The text will cover some of the contexts for the Mission Differentiation Project, that is, various activities in the state; The Riley Commission, in the legislature, the Commission for Higher Education’s blueprint for higher education in the state, discusses the Core-40 by the Education Roundtable, what some of the implications are for IU campuses. And then there will be a series of issues that were raised at many of the conversations with campus faculty and administrators that will be touched on, not with reference to any particular campus, but just as an issue that may cut across multiple campuses. And then at the end there will be a series of recommendations that are more specific to campuses, either in groups or occasioned to individual campuses. You’ll also see a lot of appendices of the materials. 
All of the conversations have been taped and are available for reading, so if anyone’s interested in reading the full text of these campus conversations, they will be, I don’t think they’ll be in an appendix, but they will be available if anyone asks for them. Our assumption is that the President will speak with each chancellor about the report before making it… sharing it with the Trustees or making any portion of it public.  The reason for that is simply to find out if there’s something in the report that is factually inaccurate or is of such a controversial nature that the chancellor would prefer that it be phrased differently or that it be amended in some manner. The President may choose of course not to amend it, but at least it will give the opportunity to each chancellor to make comment about the profile that will also be part of the report of each campus.  The profile is just a factual account of the student profile, the faculty profile, the percentage of large courses, courses under 30 students, the service regions served, especially by the regional campuses, trends in terms of graduation and persistence rates, information of that kind.  Largely information that’s available in the IU Fact Book for those of you who know it, or that’s in the Indiana Post Higher Education Directory, or whatever it’s called, IPEDS. So this is nothing new, but it is interesting to read it when it’s all put together.  
So for example, I certainly was not aware, two things struck me, well many things struck me, but one thing that I was not aware of is that for several of our regional campuses, of the degrees they give each year, anywhere from 25 to 42% are Associate Degrees, and the Commission for Higher Education has asked public universities to phase out Associate Degrees so that the community college can offer Associate Degrees. Clearly that would be a significant financial blow to some of those campuses that have a high percentage of Associate Degrees. That’s not true here, and it’s less true at IUPUI, but as I say, at some of the other campuses it’s as high as 42%.  
The other surprising thing that says something about the students on the regional campuses, the debt load or the debt that many students have on the smaller campuses is as large or larger than the debt that students have in Bloomington at the undergraduate level. What that suggests is that most of those students are not living at home, that is that they are living in an apartment somewhere. Or it suggests that they need to borrow a lot to go to school, one or the other. But I must say that was a surprise to all of us to find out that the debt was on some campuses as high or higher than the undergraduate debt for various classes here in Bloomington. So that would be of interest, and would be a conversation at some point I assume here and or the UFC or both.  
So I wanted to let you know what the status of that was. I don’t think it will be made available publicly, as I said, it’ll probably be sometime towards the middle or end of February. The President will have a couple of weeks to study it and then we’ll meet with him, probably mid-February to discuss his observations and answer his questions and then go from there. There will be some, I think I said before, there’s nothing in the recommendations that directs anybody to do anything. There are simply suggestions. So for example, something that would keep John Slattery very busy is a recommendation that there be conditions identified which would enable a campus to offer a graduate degree. That is, what the criteria are for, either the number of faculty, the number of students, various things one has to consider.  So it’s not saying to a campus you can’t have a degree at the graduate level, it’s simply saying here are the conditions you must meet in order to put forward a graduate degree. Or similarly, here are the conditions you must meet to put forward a request for campus housing. Some of you may or may not know that the Commission for Higher Education has agreed to allow all the regional campuses, both for IU and Purdue, to house up to 10% of their students in on-campus housing.  And in a somewhat different model than the Bloomington model, that is in the Bloomington model the buildings are built to last 40 years and then to be refurbished.  The model being discussed for the smaller campuses is buildings that would last 20 years and then would be refurbished.  So it would not be the same quality necessarily, not because of cost, well yeah, because of the expense of building the buildings. 
So when you see recommendations, don’t expect that campus X cannot offer this, or cannot offer housing, it’ll be more the criteria under which housing is available, criteria under which a graduate degree is available, or is at least considered, the criteria under which a campus such as IUPUI-Columbus becomes a separate campus.  So at the moment, the characteristics of that campus fit all of the state criteria for becoming a separate campus. It doesn’t mean it will, but the report recommends that IU should really make its criteria for when we have a separate campus or not.  And I think I mentioned last time that East campus has programs in Connersville and other areas in that part of the state, South Bend has a series of programs in Elkhart, the Columbus campus has a center in Nashville, and that’s sort of a… and I don’t know if it’s a frightening image or not to imagine all of these campuses popping up all over the state, but anyway, there they are.  And of course the Commission for Higher Education, if you remember the film The Music Man, will go around the state and ask excuse me would you like to have a college here?  And of course they say yes, I’d like to have a college, very much so.  And so that scientific study leads them to the conclusion that this may be a good thing. Anyway, we’ll talk about this more during the semester. I think it’s very important and really, I must say, it’s come out much better, maybe that’s not quite the right word, it’s much more meaningful than I thought it was going to be. And I think it could be helpful for defining various campuses of the university and for distinguishing among us better than has been done up to the state.  So I’ll tell you more about that.
Agenda Item #3: Question and Comment Period

GROS LOUIS: I received no questions in advance.  David? Nor did David.  And Herb I will try to get something by the next meeting, thank you.  Any questions or comments from the floor?  Yes?  Sorry, Ted. 

MILLER: Ken, would you be willing to characterize the Trustees’ reactions to this Mission Differentiation Project?  Are they sympathetic to its ends?  Do we know how they feel about it?
GROS LOUIS: I probably don’t know in detail, Ted. I know they certainly were supportive of it, and they encouraged the President to move forward with it.  I’ve not asked them specifically. Yes, they are supportive but I have not asked the specifically. They were given information, as many of us in the administration were given, about similar projects in other states.  Especially in Missouri.  So a paper’s available, it will be available to anyone here who wants to read it, by the individual who has written about the Mission Differentiation Project in Missouri which really was a very, much different from this, in that it assigned certain defining characteristics of certain campuses.  So, it identified what campus was going to be the International campus, for example, in Missouri.  There’s nothing that prescriptive in this report for Indiana.  So I can say they’ve been supportive and they did endorse it.  How excited they are about it, Ted, I don’t know.
MILLER: I guess we’ll find out.

GROS LOUIS: We’ll find out, it’s true.  Any other questions or comments?  
Agenda Item #4: Discussion of Report of the Task Force on the School of Continuing Studies

GROS LOUIS: Okay, if not then we’ll move to the item that David mentioned the report of the Task Force on the School on Continuing Studies which has been reviewed by the chair of the Distributed Education Committee, Joe Farley, who will introduce the topic.

FARLEY: A little bit of history and background here first.  The Task Force report on the School of Continuing Studies is a document resulting from the process of overall administrative review of the University that was undertaken shortly after President Herbert assumed office.  And it was in part a more specific reaction to a previous plan presented by the Academic Officers Committee in June 2003 which had called for decentralization of Continuing Studies at IU and had also seemed to suggest some rather severe curtailments in some of the SCS programs.  The suggestion that the SCS be cut back and be decentralized evidently did not seem like a very good idea at the time and so hence the formation of another Task Force to take another look at that idea. 
The Task Force report itself was completed in mid 2004, forwarded to President Herbert and Vice President Gros Louis who then indicated in early September of 2004 that they concurred with all but one of the recommendations of the report, and you have a copy of that report in the material that was distributed to you. The Distributed Education Committee was asked to react to the Task Force report early in the academic year 2004-2005 as well as the acceptance of its recommendations by President Herbert and Vice President Gros Louis. We considered it in several formal meetings over the course of a couple of months. We also met with many of the principles involved in this issue.  We met, for example, with Dawn Gray, Professor Emeritus of English who had chaired the Task Force. We met at least twice with Interim Dean Judy Wertheim of SCS who is here, by the way, and will be happy to address any questions or reactions about the report that I can’t handle. We also spoke with Anna McDaniel who’s the DEC chair at IUPUI and we also consulted with Vice President Gros Louis.  

As far as the Task Force recommendations itself, there were three major ones in which everybody is in agreement. The first is that the School of Continuing Studies should continue as a University school charged with the oversight and administration of the programs that are now housed within it, and that chiefly is the Independent Studies program and the General Studies program. The second recommendation is that the School of Continuing Studies should continue to award the Associate and Bachelor’s degrees in General Studies. And then finally, the faculty council of the School of Continuing Studies should be enlarged to ensure a somewhat greater and more diverse representation. The idea is that it should include not only the Chair of the General Studies Committee on each campus, but also an additional faculty member from each campus along with appropriate administrators of SCS itself. Vice President Gros Louis and President Herbert concurred with these recommendations. We, the DEC, do so as well.  There was a fourth recommendation of the Task Force that President Herbert and Vice President Gros Louis did not think was necessary to implement. We, the DEC, agree with President Herbert and Vice President Gros Louis, and that basically involved a recommendation of the Task Force that another dormant advisory committee called the Distributed Education Coordinating Committee be revived. This seemed like an unnecessary duplication of effort, especially given the expanded role in representation on the Faculty Council Committee. So we didn’t see any real necessity in suggesting that that committee be revived.  
A couple of more general reactions to the Task Force report. This reaction comes under the very general umbrella of, essentially, we see there being a critical need for much greater faculty involvement and oversight in the teaching of the courses offered by SCS. This was something that repeatedly came out in our discussions. It apparently also came out in the discussions of the DEC committees at IUPUI and the branch campuses, etc. And again the main point, the main recommendation, or one of the main recommendations that we would like to see is that normal, regular full-time faculty at IUB and on the branch campuses as well, get much more involved in the design, the implementation of the Independent Studies courses, their evaluation, their teaching, their assessment, etc. We think that this is necessary since the SCS is anticipating embarking on some very exciting new initiatives, both international as well as national that Judy may want to speak to a little bit later. And it also, I think, will address one of the perceptions about SCS that we repeatedly encountered in talking among ourselves as well as other members of campus, was that SCS was somewhat isolated from the general intellectual climate here in the University. And we think that the involvement of more, again, regular full-time faculty would help that a lot. We don’t know to what extent it’s perception as opposed to reality, but even if it’s only perception, I think, we think it’s important to address.  

We had a couple of more specific recommendations as well that sort of are in keeping with this general theme. First of all, we want to commend Judy Wertheim for having done just a terrific job in the last couple of years as Interim Dean of the School of Continuing Studies. It was very clear to us when we met with her that a badly floundering ship had been righted and a school that had been hemorrhaging money had stopped.  The enrollments in the School were up last year.  They ran in the black by half a million dollars or so.  Morale is up and Judy has just done a terrific job, and we recognize her administrative and budgetary abilities. If we also think that she ought to continue in that role for several more years until she retires, but this raises the issue that since she’s not a regular full-time faculty member we are concerned about the precedent set by having a non-regular faculty member rank, a person who doesn’t have regular faculty rank, serve as the Dean of a degree-granting program. So we also recommend that the title Interim Dean be dropped, that she be designated as full Dean or Dean, and that with the approval and the proper vetting by Faculty Council etc. that she be awarded the rank of faculty in order to assume the responsibilities of regular Dean. 
We recommend that when Dean Wertheim’s successor is sought that the new Dean’s background should include significant experience as a regular full-time faculty member, somebody who has a lot of first-hand experience in their past in teaching courses, both small as well as large enrollment courses at a variety of different levels since we think that this has an important impact on the future development of SCS.  

A couple of other minor recommendations probably are not worth taking your time up here. One last one, though, I just want to do mention since it does encompass a lot of our general sentiment about what we think the direction SCS should be moving in, is that we think that in the course of involving regular faculty at IU in the School of Continuing Studies, we think it’s important that SCS begin to forge strategic alliances between different units and departments and the School of Continuing Studies, rather than essentially treating the involvement of faculty with SCS as a kind of individual consulting basis. We think it’s by, essentially having individual departments, schools, units having a vested interest in the SCS courses that some of the impediments and the obstacles to getting more regular faculty involved in SCS will come down.  So that is our recommendation, thanks very much.


GROS LOUIS: Thank you very much Joe.  Since this comes to you as a recommendation from a committee, the floor is open for your questions, comments.  Yeah, Sandra?
DOLBY: If a faculty member were wanting to teach through the School of Continuing Studies, is there any way to accommodate that within the department at this time?
FARLEY: I think the general answer is it’s very much up to the department.  There’s no formal recognition necessarily, and my general impression is that generally it’s not treated, at least in the majority of the departments that I’m familiar with, as equivalent to teaching a course within the home department or anything like that. Would that be your sort of take on it Judy, or do you know?
WERTHEIM: Well what we do have a faculty and advanced graduate students are teaching our independent studies courses, and that’s done separately from the usual course load. Does that help?
FARLEY: Did I answer your question?

DOLBY: Yeah, I guess, maybe I’m confusing this with Internet courses? Is that the same thing?

FARLEY: The question was are we confusing this with Internet courses?  There is a distinction between General Studies and Independent Studies. General Studies are courses that offered by any faculty member here as part of the regular curriculum that people can take, not only here, but at other campuses to satisfy the requirements for the General Studies degree, either the Associates or the Bachelor of Arts.  And there’s a certain number of those Independent Studies that can be taken as counting towards the General Studies degree. What percentage of the Independent Studies courses are offered online, Internet?  
WERTHEIM: Currently we have close to 210 study courses all of which are offered paper and pencil, traditional correspondence version, and of those at this point, about 60 courses are available online.  That’s only a small fraction of the number of courses within the whole university system that are available online, but those 60 courses are ones that we have developed in the School of Continuing Studies and they’re equivalent to the paper and pencil versions of the same courses. 
GROS LOUIS: It’s also the case Sandra, as you may know this better than I do, that many schools in the university offer their own online courses.  So Optometry, Larry, Optometry has some, Nursing has a large number, Business, the Kelley Direct as it’s called out of IUPUI has a very large enrollment.  
DOLBY: So this would not be a sort of umbrella for all of that?

GROS LOUIS: No. But I think that it has always seemed to me that there should be some entity that could provide support for the schools that want to do their own online courses rather than everybody reinventing the wheel each time. But having said that it’s been very difficult to get people to give up anything.  
FARLEY: That prompts one last recommendation that we made too, which is that as part of forming partnerships with other relevant university units, we really felt that SCS’ efforts would be enhanced if they actively sought out partnerships with the Library as well as with TLTC, Teaching Learning Technology Center since those two units in particular have really taken this issue of best practices in online education to heart and are already actively working on that, and we think can probably be of great help to SCS.  So we’d like to see those sorts of partnerships.    
GROS LOUIS: If you are wondering why the difference between these two recommendations, by that I mean, the Academic Officer’s recommendation in the spring of ’03 and the report recommendation here, what would have occurred had the School been divested to the campuses is that each campus would have controlled its General Studies degree.  And the potential negative effect of that would be that over time the General Studies degree would not be the same from campus to campus.  More importantly, some years ago IU and Ball State both sought state-wide approval for offering the General Studies degree.  And IU was given that approval although Ball State argued hard for it.  And the President felt that since we had the state-wide approval through a university-wide school that it was not prudent to give it up, because if we gave it up, surely Ball State would come in and make the request again to have state-wide approval to offer the General Studies degree.  And I might add too, as part of background, that the Associate Degree, and correct me Judy if this is not quite right, the Associate Degree students tend to be older students than the typical undergraduate in Bloomington.  And for many of them, it’s a way for them to test the waters, and a significant percentage of them go on and get the Bachelor’s degree.  So it’s unlike, many of our campuses have terminal Associate degrees.  This could be a terminal Associate degree, but for many it’s not, and it really provides the older student with the confidence to go on and get the Bachelor’s degree.  Ted?
MILLER: In this document I see references to something called the Faculty Council of the School of Continuing Studies.  I’m wondering what the current ideas are about the faculty of the School of Continuing Studies.  Is there a faculty?  Will a faculty be developed?
GROS LOUIS: There is a faculty council and one of the recommendations that the committee’s endorsed is to enlarge that faculty council.
MILLER: I understand that, but I’m wondering about the faculty of the School.
GROS LOUIS: I think what the committee’s getting at when it talks about partnerships with…
FARLEY: I think whether new faculty lines are allocated to SCS or not is obviously a decision that’s going to be made at higher levels, but what we would like to see at a minimum is that some of the more active regular faculty in other departments, for example, perhaps have a joint appointment in SCS and would be natural people to serve on that faculty council.
DALEKE: Currently there are only four or five members, faculty members of the school?
WERTHEIM: Judy would know the exact number better than I.

GROS LOUIS: Eleven on the faculty council.

DALEKE: Right.  But four faculty who have primary appointment in the School.

WERTHEIM: That is correct. And the members of the School of Continuing Studies Faculty Council are faculty members with appointments in other units.  They’re the Chair of the General Studies Committee on every campus.  So we have a representative from every campus around the state on the School of Continuing Studies faculty council, and that person is familiar with our General Studies degree since they chair the General Studies Committee on their campus, also composed of faculty members from units other than Continuing Studies.  
MILLER: Well I guess the point I was trying to get at was if there are currently now four faculty members appointed in the School of Continuing Studies, is the idea here that as we go forward and as those people retire there will be no other, there will not be faculty members appointed to the School of Continuing Studies? Or are we going to have some new appointments or is that something that we’re just not sure about yet?
GROS LOUIS: That’s an issue that the new expanded faculty council could consider.  I guess the analogy, Ted, I would bring in would be the Honors College.  The Honors College has a number of Honors faculty affiliated, I’m sorry, there’s a lot of faculty affiliated with the Honors College.  But they don’t do their own appointments in the Honors College.  And that’s been true, as you know, for many many years.  But whether that’s the model to follow or whether actually doing appointments is the model to follow is what I think the larger faculty will determine.  
MILLER: That’s a decision yet to be made?
GROS LOUIS: Yes.  The difficulty and Joe is very familiar with this too as is Judy, like the Honors College, Continuing Studies has difficulty getting faculty such as Sandra’s question addresses, because the departments and schools want to keep the faculty teaching in their unit.  And you may remember, some of you remember, I remember, that some years ago the campus had a pot of money that essentially we paid schools to have faculty teach in Continuing Studies and in the Honors College, and one of my last years before I retired I asked the deans if they would agree to offer a certain number of faculty the average of the number of faculty that had taught around, say, in the preceding three years and we would no longer pay, and they said they would.  And they’ve pretty much done that.  Not as much as Karen Hanson would like, but they’re working on it. Herb?
TERRY: This is in a small way a related question.  You’re proposing that the dean should have faculty rank.  Is your idea that the dean would hold an appointment in the School of Continuing Studies?  Or the dean would have faculty rank somewhere else?  
FARLEY: I don’t think we really considered the specifics.  I think she already is a faculty member in the School of Continuing Studies, are you not? Oh, you’re not.
WERTHEIM: I’m an adjunct faculty.
FARLEY: You’re an adjunct.  Well at the very least the Dean of the school should be a faculty member in the School at the very least.
TERRY: I think I agree with that. I mean in general when we appoint deans of schools they hold an appointment in that school, and it seems to me that that would be the easiest way in terms of finding a replacement. You could look for somebody who had experience in this area and they might not qualify for a faculty appointment in the College of Arts and Sciences, but they might be very qualified for a faculty appointment in the School of Continuing Studies.  I would hope that the intent here, even if that means expanding the number of people by one in the short-term, I would hope that the intent is to appoint the dean within the School. 

A general comment is that and I appreciate in all of these documents, actually, is the realistic nature of them.  Ken has touched on a very important problem.  How do we get faculty in a research one institution to teach in Honors and teach in the School of Continuing Studies and so forth?  And if we believe in the quality of these programs we’ve got to get the tenured faculty to do that.  And I think the documents here as a whole recognize both the importance of it and the difficulty of it, and I think that’s good.  Similarly, I appreciate the comments in here that these in the financial sense no sense a done deal.  It’s a very tough market out there to go and compete, and that those may be conflicting objectives.  On the one hand, you want to provide incentive which can either be financial or tenure or whatever related to faculty.  On the other hand that’s going to be tough to do given the market for students of which the School competes, and overall I think the School should continue.  I think that continuing this is important.  I was surprised and disappointed to some extent when the recommendation was made to abolish it.  And I’m glad to see that that’s turned around. 
FARLEY: That prompts two other comments.  In the, sort of under the umbrella of increasing revenue in the School and perhaps doing a better job of competing for the natural market for these kinds of courses, the School of Continuing Studies is looking, exploring and I guess actually already in the process of offering several of their online courses to cohorts of students, groups of students taking the course under the supervision of a tutor, for example, getting away from the little asynchronous individual remote learner model which I think has been most of their delivery in the past.  And furthermore, in addition under the heading of further reducing barriers to getting regular full-time faculty involved, Judy has indicated that she’s willing to be creative and to negotiate the whole issue of what departments get back from having their faculty contribute, and essentially willing to bend over to some extent to be sure that there’s a greater incentive for departments to want to have their faculty to do this as well.  So we’re hoping that you know these kinds of gestures of good will and, you know, creative problem-solving will basically help the School move forward in sort of the next phase of its development.
GROS LOUIS: To hold the definition of place-bound, when I taught Continuing Studies courses some years ago, more than half of my students were in prison, which is really a place-bound.  But if you haven’t taught, a captive audience like criminals in America, but it was fascinating because you became, I became and others who taught these students, their pen pals in a way.  I mean you were the person that they could talk to about something.  So one of the courses I taught was Shakespeare, and who in the prison could talk about Shakespeare.  And so they would write very long, thoughtful responses to the questions, and then it was a pen and paper syllabus, and it was a wonderful experience, it really was. Herb?
TERRY: I might add one other comment. Another thing that I like about this is the recognition that this is an international marketplace to the extent that current post-9/11 difficulties make it hard for us to reach the international community, this is a way of continuing to do that, I hope in the interim a return to a more liberal approach to bringing international students here, that it’s a method of continuing our international outreach and our presence.  
GROS LOUIS: Herb, by the way, a week from tomorrow night will be the official opening of the Global Village.  It’s, as some of you know, is part of a Commitment to Excellence proposal, and Herb is the Director of that Global Village.  It’s in Foster.

TERRY: Thank you, Ken.

GROS LOUIS: 6:30.  Any other questions?

MCCORMICK: Has there been any discussion of, historically the School of Continuing Studies actually had a lot of leverage in the distributed education as many of the courses were correspondence and they had historically also worked with IHETS program.  Having served on the BFC Distributed Education Committee, one of the concerns that has been raised is the idea of a mission revision of Distributed Education apart from just all the other schools going in a hundred different directions, and quite frankly deans oftentimes a little leery about being the one out on the edge.  Was there any discussion of the role of the School of Continuing Studies in any kind of leadership in distributed education at the campus or university level?


FARLEY: I think we basically saw the School of Continuing Studies as perhaps expanding its role in the area of advising all distance students.  So, for example, a lot of returning students, adult learners for example may get assistance from a special program that many other units around the campus have distance or quasi-distance education programs of their own, and we thought it would be very very helpful if there was one sort of central institution that took on the job of facilitating their transition and managing the college experience, etc., etc. SCS actually offers a course already in that area.  Of course that butts up against the financial reality is, you know, can we ask SCS to take on that additional responsibility without them getting more money to do it, etc., etc. Again, there’s sort of competing agendas there.  Let’s see, there was another thing but I forgot.
GROS LOUIS: Another piece of history that may be relevant is some years ago, I don’t know, eight years ago or even longer, a committee chaired by Blaze Cronin, Dean of Library and Information Science was charged by the President with identifying what IU’s role was in distributed education.  That report led to the appointment of the Associate Vice President for Distributed Education, Erwin Boschmann from the IUPUI campus. He really worked very very hard at it for several years, and just ran up against a brick wall.  As I say, I think times will change, but at the moment, or at least at that time, I don’t know maybe not the moment, it was just very difficult for Irv. 
FARLEY: We also help the SCS since they already have a marketing program in place that it might make an awful lot of sense for a lot of distributed education-type programs to be run through SCS at least in the sense of they being the central repository for that kind of information with one website that you go to there and you can get a list of all the distributed education courses that are provided by the University regardless of whether they fall under the category of Independent Studies or General Studies or anything else, there would be one place where you can go get all of that.  And then as far as the DEC involvement with SCS, we certainly felt that additional expanded faculty involvement on the faculty council it would make an awful lot of sense if there were members of the DEC that were members of both, although we didn’t make any requirement for that.
GROS LOUIS: Further questions or comments?  If not can we vote David or not?
DALEKE: If we wish to endorse it then yeah, I think that would be in order.


GROS LOUIS: The floor’s open then for a vote.  This is, remember, a recommendation to the UFC which we’ll be discussing this, as David indicated, at the video conference next Tuesday.  So let’s have a voice vote?  All those in favor of the recommendations of the committee, by saying “Aye”?  [AYE] Opposed?  Abstentions?  Ok, that’ll be a recommendation then that David will take to the UFC next week.  Thank you very much, Joe, for all your work on this and your committee too.

DALEKE: Thanks a lot Joe.  I want to point Joe stepped in as the committee chair and picked this up as his first task so I really greatly appreciate the effort you put into it Joe.  And also, it’s not quite done yet; we still have the UFC to go so we appreciate your continued work on this.  
Agenda Item #5: Discussion of Report of the Task Force on the Graduate School

GROS LOUIS: Ok, we’ll go to the next item which is the report of the Task Force on the Graduate School.  And you have before you, well, I’ll let Erik introduce what you have before you.  [End of Tape 1, side 1]

BUCY: Thanks, Ken. First of all I want to say that I’m really pinch-hitting for Michael Hamburger here.  He’s been the point person on this committee review process although I am the co-chair, so I’m going to present our summary of it and walk through the changes to the resolution that you see which was introduced last month.  Michael is far more knowledgeable about the subject than me so I may defer to others if questions, very specific questions come up. Let me just give a little background about where we are and what you have in front of you.
First of all, there was a Task Force charge early last year with reviewing graduate education university-wide.  And in the handout you have the report of that Task Force which is dated May 2004. Subsequent to that, the President and Chancellor commented on the report, and you have their memo to the UFC co-secretaries as the cover sheet.  So you see some specific recommendations there from the President and Chancellor, and within the report itself you see three different options.  The Long Range Planning Committee was then asked to review the report and make a recommendation which came to the BFC in the form of this resolution.  That was introduced last month and basically as a First Reading, and today we’re here with a revised resolution which you see as Circular B29. And you can see in bold and in strikeouts the new language. So, I’d say a fair amount of work was done in the past month or so on this, and let me just review, again, this is for information this isn’t for active consideration. But what the report, the original Task Force report recommended, there was three different options. 
One was a reformed University Graduate School that was option one, the second was a university-wide office of Graduate Studies and the third was outright elimination of the Graduate School.  So the Task Force and I would say our committee, really considered the broad range of issues here.  

The President and Chancellor came back, along with members of the Task Force, and really opted for the first recommendation which was a reformed Graduate School. And so that was discussed by Dean Trevor Brown last meeting. Ok, so one of the things about Graduate School issues and any university-wide school issues is that they are complex, they have a long history. The Graduate School dates back to 1908 and so really getting a handle on all the issues is very difficult unless I would say you’re really involved as some kind of full or part-time administrator. But let me just quote briefly from the report and then I’ll move on to our resolution, and that is, it says on page three: “There is consensus that some responsibilities for graduate education should exist at the university-wide level, some at the campus level, and some at the academic unit level.  However, respondents who the Task Force talked to and members of the task force itself differ, and on some issues quite sharply in their analysis of the nature, extent, location of these responsibilities.” So when this got to the Long Range Planning Committee, after the First Reading, there was still some critical comments from the College, which, in particular Dean Swamy, which initiated a discussion between Deans Swamy and Slattery about how to, you know, best reconcile, you know, different approaches. So our committee met with Dean Slattery, Trevor Brown from the Task Force, David was there, Bill Wheeler, and Associate Dean Kintgen.  We had a very productive meeting; we also had graduate student representation which we thought on the committee was very important, and there was indeed some very useful feedback.  
Ok, here are the major revisions and you can see, which reflect our discussion, and you can see in the Preamble that the emphasis now is placed on balancing responsibilities between a centralized university-wide program and the academic roles of the campuses and schools, so there’s an acknowledgement up front that although this is a university-wide school, there’s also going to be important roles of different units. Let’s see. There’s minor changes to item one to spell out the primary role of the Graduate School, you can see there in bold, “to oversee and coordinate graduate and professional education and ensure student welfare.”  There’s a minor change to item four and to the bullet point just for clarity.  
There’s also fairly significantly, a division of item five into two items, five and six. And six in particular was considered necessary really to ensure a type of quality control, and it doesn’t reflect, you know that intent isn’t really reflected explicitly, but if you read it: “the graduate faculty membership be determined at the campus or school level in accord with procedures adopted by the Graduate School council.”  The concern there is that if you don’t have, not just a mechanism for inclusion in the Graduate School faculty, but a mechanism for exclusion in the case of faculty misconduct, that you don’t want to leave that completely unspecified. So, another thing that’s important to say here is that we thought it was important that the School itself along with the title of the Dean remain School-oriented so that there was some mechanism for faculty participation. And that was one of the major recommendations that we have as well. And this was introduced in the first version and in item two that the, you know, the administrator for the Graduate School be given the title Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs and Dean of the Graduate Schools as opposed to an option of Dean of Graduate Studies. So Dean of Graduate School implies that there might be, or the fact that it would be called Graduate School implies there’s some mechanism for faculty participation. Then the last thing I want to point out is, and this was there before as well, well there’s two other things.  
The first is that item seven now specifies that “student association with academic schools be formally recognized at the commencement ceremonies.”  That sounds quite vague but what that is getting at is who, which dean actually confers the degrees, so my understanding is that in the professional schools the dean of the professional school actually awards the degree, at least symbolically at the ceremony and with the College right now that had been the Dean of the Graduate School actually conferring those degrees.  So this acknowledges that well maybe the Dean of the College should be involved in that role and that’s what the committee is recommending here. The last thing I’ll say is that consistent with the President and Chancellor’s recommendation, we also see the value of a financial review or examination of the Graduate School and the financial impacts, somehow through a BFC committee, perhaps the Budgetary Affairs Committee. It could involve other committees as well and that finally that the Graduate School be reviewed in three years and then every five years thereafter.  I think one of the problems with this current discussion has been that there hasn’t been a formal review in a long time, and so some questions came up about the mission and nature and role of the Graduate School.  And that’s really the extent of my knowledge.  Thanks.
GROS LOUIS: That’s all you need to know Erik.  
BUCY: Good.

GROS LOUIS: As you have before you, obviously moved and seconded that the recommendation from the Long Range Planning Committee, once again remember will go to the UFC next Tuesday.  So really the floor’s open for your comments or questions of Erik or members of the committee or any background information or of John Slattery too, of course.  Herb?  
TERRY: There are a couple places in here where I just sort of wonder what will actually happen, and they pertain primarily to five and six.  The recommendation is the curriculum and program development be determined at either the campus or the School level, and the Graduate faculty members should be determined at either the campus or School level.  It seems to me to be important to either make sure I know who is going to decide whether this is going to be determined at the campus or the School level, or for us to think about putting this much vagueness in.  Let me give an example.  I mean, one of my concerns is sort of curriculum overlap.  If you give the authority to determine curriculum to the schools, then I’m not sure you have anyone thinking, an analysis of whether the schools are offering duplicative offering.  If you put it at the campus level, then you may have whoever is doing that interfering with the autonomy of the schools which they won’t especially appreciate.  So I’m wondering what the justification is for putting in this either/or language and then who is actually going to decide whether it’s at one level or the other and how’s that going to be determined.
NASH: Maybe it should be neither/nor.  
TERRY: Neither/nor.  Maybe it should be.
BUCY: Well I think from the committee’s point of view this was obviously something that was left intentionally vague because there will have to be administrative decisions and people actually involved in the Graduate School operations deciding these matters.  It’s going to have to be a negotiation. We didn’t want to be over specific and Dean Slattery --
SLATTERY: My interpretation of this from the history of the Task Force review, and I guess I do have to just differ with one comment you made at the very end that the Graduate School hasn’t been reviewed in a while, and I had kind of thought we’ve been undergoing a review for the last fifteen months, but minor detail. The deal was actually that what the Graduate School had been doing is requiring that changes to curriculum in an individual degree program be submitted to the Graduate School review by the subcommittee on curriculum and then an approval would be granted. And what I saw very early in coming in is that I just didn’t see that the Graduate School was adding any value in that. And I think everybody else at the University felt the same way.  And so this actually looks at these issues of kind of second guessing the fine points of curriculum from some central position.  So I think operationally, you know, I know how this will proceed. There are some responsibilities assigned in program review, and as we get into program review issues that would be done very collaboratively and in concert with review practices that already exist, that that would be the point at which those issues might be raised. But I see no academic risk in this.  
GROS LOUIS: An important point too I think that Trevor made last time is that as the committee was reviewing the Graduate School last year, it became very aware that it was hearing about a Graduate School that did things in a way that John was already changing.  That is, many of the things that are in the report are pre-John Slattery comments, and that even as the committee was making some of the recommendations, those changes were already being made by John and the Graduate School. It’s important to remember that I think.  
NASH: Actually I was picking up on the last thing that John said.  I’m looking at the change in four, that addition and systematic assessment of its quality, and thinking about that in relation to the memo here that says “the office would not be involved in reviewing graduate curriculum or graduate faculty membership, but would be involved in graduate program reviews.” And I’m wondering, you spoke about coordination, I’m thinking about my department just went through an external review last year where part of that review, but in context of the entire unit review is reviewing the graduate program.  And I’m just wondering what’s the level of involvement and coordination that’s being discussed here?  Are we talking about the Graduate School would now be responsible for that kind of review of individual unit graduate programs, and if so, would that be done in concert with the College…
SLATTERY: I see one holistic review that right now would be done in concert with the sorts of program reviews that the College of Arts and Sciences is already doing.  It makes no sense to add anything on top of that, and one of the most important things to high quality graduate education is that you have a high quality and well-functioning academic unit.  So I don’t see how those things proceed separately from one another. 
NASH: But I guess what I’m looking for in terms of clarification is just when we went through this review last year it was coordinated through the College.  Are we talking about a change now where those unit reviews would be co-facilitated by the College and the Dean of the Graduate School in terms of, would the Dean then have responsibility for coordinating that portion of the review? That’s what I’m just not sure of.
SLATTERY: The issue is that I see that there are graduate review issues and then there’s also this new title of Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs, and I see that as, in discussions with Ken, as having some responsibility for kind of a university-wide review process that is not necessarily implemented directly out of that office.  And so for example, at IUPUI it actually comes out of the Dean of Faculties’ office.  And I’ve talked about that a little bit with regards to Bloomington.  The issue of where it’s best housed and run, I think in even a campus-wide issue here is not yet decided.  And so that’s a discussion that I think we need to have.  I can envision the elements in that.  I would like to have both internal individuals involved in that review as well as external individuals.  And that it be synoptic at looking at overall program quality, faculty quality, responsibilities, meeting responsibilities, that sort of thing.  It also has to do with whether or not the University or the College or School is actually kind of supplying the right sort of support to that individual unit.  So this is very much kind of both sides of this teeter totter of delivering what they ought to, you know, in a covenant that is at least implicit.  
GROS LOUIS: Another way of looking at it is that, in our discussions anyway, John and I feel that if his involvement in a program review on all campuses would be in his capacity as Associate VP for Academic Affairs, not in his capacity as the Dean of the Graduate School and obviously it’s there, but its in the fuller title that he oversees program review which is something that the Board of Trustees, they’re interested in, I should say, they’re not interested in reading all the program review, they are interested in knowing that they’re being done.  And they’re interested in the process that’s being used to do them.  So they’ve asked for at least annual and maybe twice annual reports, and they ask if program reviews have occurred and here are some of the outcomes or here’s what the process is, etc.  
SLATTERY: The program review process also in my experience has a very important communicative role throughout this campus if it were done here that way and potentially across at least the two major campuses.  And I think that’s a tremendously important thing for the future of IU.  So that program review makes it sound as if, and a lot of people here at IU have reacted as if there’s somebody coming in and just examining this unit, but it serves many purposes beyond that, and it really is meant to be, you know, a supportive and collegial process that might result in some recommendations.  But the folks on the ground are the folks in that particular department may have to take those recommendations and decide whether or not they will actually help it do accomplish its objectives better.  
IVIE: I had a similar question.  I’m not sure I fully understand yet what this revision means.  But let me ask the question this way.  As written now, with the addition of the phrase “and systematic assessment of its quality,” should we read that as the University Graduate School would be involved in the establishment of standards for systematic assessment of quality?  Or does it imply that they might also be involved in the actual assessment process?
SLATTERY: Well I think it’s both, but I don’t see, what I see is working very closely with the campuses to establish a system that both that campus and is harmonized at the University level so that we’re all at least speaking the same language when we look at these things.  There is a role for some participation, but it depends a little bit on how it’s implemented.  So I don’t think you kind of have this conversation and then just go away.  You know, because things are going to drift or they’re going to need to change over a period of time, and somebody has to be paying attention to that.  
IVIE: So the emphasis is on setting up these standards and procedures, but they’re still, as it evolves the possibility of some kinds of direct involvement in the process.  
SLATTERY: Yes, right.

GROS LOUIS: Yeah Bill.  

WHEELER: I just wanted to mention that several years ago the University Faculty Council passed a resolution concerning Master Course Inventory that was concerned with the problem that a specific course number course was being taught on different campuses with different syllabi.  And the purpose of this resolution was to try and ensure that a particular course would be exactly the same regardless of which campus it was taught on.  That resolution applied only to undergraduate courses I think because the Graduate School did in fact have authority over the graduate courses offered in the graduate course and individual schools such as Business had authority over its own graduate courses.  It seems to me that item five would necessarily lead perhaps to the extension of that Master Course Inventory proposal to graduate students, because if the Graduate School no longer serves the function of ensuring that, for example, Math M513 is the same course regardless of which campus it’s taught on, then that responsibility would have to be placed elsewhere because of the problem of …
SLATTERY: Well let me say one thing is that it says program development, it doesn’t say program approval.  And that there has to be some sort of University assessment as to whether or not as Ken was just saying under mission differentiation, a particular campus should be offering a particular program, and so there were things at least in the Task Force report that had to do with a process of reviewing programs, and that would either come to the Graduate School or it would come to the Vice President for Academic Affairs.  So the issue of just program does show up within that office.  The issue of actual course content would show up in a remonstrance process that we’re implementing electronically right now, and so that remonstrance process, what I want to do is kind of make it faster and seamless in terms of if there aren’t objections raised of particular courses then they do get into the Bulletin fairly quickly and roughly cut the time for a course approval at least in half.  So there’s coordinating these things, but that’s not the Graduate School passing judgment.  If somebody raises their hand and say “I don’t think this is right” then we’d have to follow up on that, or somebody does.  
GROS LOUIS: Larry?

THIBOS: I have a question involving recommendation number three, the reporting line being moved from Vice President for Research to the Vice President for Academic Affairs.  I can imagine that that might have major financial implications for the funding of graduate education on this campus.  I’m wondering if the committee discussed those issues and if you could elaborate a little bit what it means, for example, that there might be a change in the funding model for raising funds for graduate fellowships and redistributing them, or what are financial implications of this kind of recommendation?
BUCY: You know I wish I could answer that question but that’s beyond what I know.  
GROS LOUIS: I think that Neil and or John could answer that, I think they’re discussing this already.
SLATTERY: Neil?

THEOBALD: Yeah we’ve made a proposal to Michael McRobbie as to how the funds would transfer.  Under the assessment process there would not be a change.  The method by which we’d be raising the money would be exactly the same; we’d simply take that part of the allocation algorithm and move it from underneath his unit to underneath our unit.  
GROS LOUIS: However, the saddest thing is the loss of the fuzzy acronym “RUGS.”  
SLATTERY: We do have “UGS” to look forward to. [Laughter]

THIBOS: So, all over the report you mentioned some resistance to the idea that over the assessment, a kind of a taxation system to help say, some of the richer units support graduate education for some of the poorer units.  I take it that that resistance was not strong enough to make a change in policy?  
THEOBALD: No, we’ll simply take the—no school will lose money under this process.  Those that were receiving less money than they were putting in will make up the difference from the campus budget.  So everyone will end up with either what they had before or what they’re putting in, the greater of the two.  
GROS LOUIS: Yes?

MCFADDEN: Yes I’ve got a question about the under control of graduate education it seems pretty clear that COAS and the School of Business and SPEA don’t like the assessments, I mean, that’s made pretty clear in here.  So here’s my question to the committee.  That seems to get dropped, especially when we get to abolition of the University Graduate School there’s a lot of clear little polite language which is fine, but is it asking too much to say again that without the assessments they feel they’d do a better job?  It seems to get dropped.  Assessments aren’t mentioned again, any speculation, maybe a speculation on how the money will be spent better?  But what is a major issue it seems doesn’t get mentioned in any of these numbers anywhere.  I guess if the school is staying the same there’s not a need to say it, if there’s reform, it would be interesting to hear if anything changes there, but especially under abolition nothing’s mentioned, so that’s a question about what happened to that in these three descriptions?
BUCY: Well I think just from the committee’s standpoint we recognized that the financial impacts were a large, you know, and a necessary area that needed to be addressed, we thought it was beyond our purview as the Long Range Planning Committee as opposed to say, Budgetary Affairs.  But that’s why on the bottom there’s a recommendation that the impacts, financial impacts of assessments, you know, be looked at, and that there be some BFC, you know, involvement.  
MCFADDEN: I just think a hot button issue was raised and then dropped.  


GROS LOUIS: What I think Dale, what I would answer is that if the faculty believes there should be a Graduate School of some sort, then somebody has to pay for it.  If the faculty feels it does not need a Graduate School, then obviously the assessments go away.  What is good about the proposal if you agree with this is that it does separate out what the cost of the Graduate School actually is, whereas prior to this, my understanding is anyway, is that Graduate School assessment was part of the RUGS assessment.  And it was not broken out, this is Graduate School, this is research, this is whatever else. Now it will be clear what the assessment is for the Graduate School.  
THEOBALD: Right, it will be about, hang on, my proposal is it’s somewhere between four and five million dollars is the actual cost of the Graduate School.  The rest of the 15 million dollars actually is the research part.  
SLATTERY: And the bulk of that cost of the Graduate School is returned to the units involved?
THEOBALD: Oh yes, by far.

SLATTERY: So that’s not an actual cost of the Graduate School. The other thing I’d like to point out is that when we followed up on, well number one we’ve had a couple of different groups at different times including Neil’s process just recently of taking a look at the Graduate School and what activity might be eliminated by staff in the Graduate School and picked up someplace else, and we’ve ended up exactly where we are each time that question has been asked over the period of time that I’ve been here.  One of the things that we had done early in my tenure is actually make some changes in staffing in going through layoffs that actually moved us in the direction of some of these more electronic initiatives and making things happen easier.  As we continue to move, it will be in the directions of what’s been outlined here and in the Task Force report.  In talking with individual units about if they were to pick up some function what would happen to that function with regard to unit B, and unit A will tell us we have no interest in unit B and we don’t care what happens there.  And so this Faculty Council should feel entirely free to go in that direction if you choose, but I think from having been here for, you know, 15 months, or a year and a little bit more right now, that that is not going to improve the situation.  And a couple of groups have looked at this fairly closely.   
GROS LOUIS: Yes?

MELAMED: I’m curious about another matter that doesn’t seem to be directly addressed in the resolution we’re considering, but that is important to the nature of what the Graduate School will be and what it’ll do, and that has to do with the role the Graduate School will play in the direct supervision of the education of individual students, and I’m thinking here of the situation in which students’ instruction is being given entirely in one academic unit, and I’ll stress that the academic unit in the cases I’m thinking of is not the College of Arts and Sciences, but where periodically although almost all the administration teaching in the degree is done in the unit, periodically I have to turn or to kind of appeal for permission to the Graduate School which still retains supervision of certain things like the appointment of research committees and so on.  This has certainly proved in the area I work in to be an unsatisfying relationship, and I don’t see that that aspect of the relationship is addressed in our resolution, and I’m curious whether we’re taking a position on it, and I wonder whether this is what lurks behind the middle sentence in the President’s memo that’s at the top of our packet here, the one sentence one: “The office would also provide,” it says, “both logistical and academic oversight in checking post-admissions consistencies.”  If somebody could translate that as part of the view on this I’d be grateful.  This seems to me an important philosophical aspect of what it is we’re saying we want the Graduate School to do, and I’d be interested to know whether we’re taking a position.  

SLATTERY: The Graduate School is actually the central office of record in terms of the admission of the graduate student and the office that states on behalf of the University that the student meets all requirements for admission, and also then eventually has met all requirements for graduation.  The Dean of the Graduate School typically at universities has the final constitutional authority on the composition of a PhD supervisory committee, but it’s, you know, I don’t know of a case where we’ve objected to changes, and I do know of cases during the period that I’ve been here where some unusual arrangements have been proposed for very good academic purposes and those were immediately approved.  It doesn’t take any more than an e-mail to get that done.  So it’s the office that’s seeing over or that’s overseeing this overall enterprise, but it should not be done in an obstructive way, and if you are having that problem, you know, I think you should take it directly to the Dean of the Graduate School and find out what’s wrong.   
GROS LOUIS: I should also say there’s something I think the President had in mind in that what seems like a cryptic sentence that over the years, some schools on the Bloomington campus checked post-admissions consistency, that is, there was somebody in the College of Arts and Sciences for example who reviewed the Admissions in the English Department.  Not to overrule them, just to make sure all the paperwork was there that was supposed to be there, then it when on to the Graduate School which did the same thing.  So there was a duplication of effort.  In discussing the report with Swamy, I suggested that the College give up that responsibility and just have the Graduate School do it.  And he thought about it, spoke with people in the College office and said yes he agreed that was best.  So, really it’s just saying, it’s reducing a duplication that had grown over the years of having... 

MELAMED: In connection with admissions itself, that doesn’t mean everything that happens after admissions?
GROS LOUIS: That’s right.  So the admissions still goes through the school or department, but rather than have the College check all the material and then have the Graduate School check it, the Graduate School will check it, the College won’t.  

MELAMED: So I guess our resolution doesn’t actually take an explicit position on this question exactly?  
GROS LOUIS: Well it takes the position that the Graduate School will do the checking.

MELAMED: No, I meant on the broader issue of the role the Graduate School plays.  

GROS LOUIS: Right.  

DAVILA: So, if I may, if using the IU directory and one looks under Graduate School, of course you’re referred to University Graduate School, but there’s also an entry for the Graduate Division of the College of Arts and Sciences.  And you go to the College entry and there isn’t much there.  Does that mean just that some of the record keeping; this redundancy that we talked about is what causes a little bit of that confusion?  
SLATTERY: No I don’t think that’s it, I mean, if you’re for example, a prospective student looking at graduate study options at IU, some students will come into the Graduate School and once we would find out what their interests are, we would refer them to the appropriate department, school or college.  It has in my view of that, is really kind of from the prospective student standpoint of where do I find certain information, and you know, if they want specific academic advice with regards to their research and they’re already in IU, they’re in the Graduate School, they’re going to go to their committee, they’re going to go to their program.  There are other issues that they’ll come and talk to us about.  
DAVILA: Ultimately, for instance when we go through curriculum reform at the graduate level or undergraduate level, basically all that happens within the unit, within the department per se, and as long as we cross our t’s and swear that the proposals are legitimate and professional, usually most of that is approved.  

SLATTERY: I don’t even see a reason as to why it should be second-guessed centrally.  I just don’t think anything is added to that.

DAVILA: So is it fair because there was an intimation earlier, that early on the Graduate School as represented by you and let’s say the College, Swamy Dean there, that there were some differences or negotiations, do we take it now at this moment that you essentially concur with the proposal?  The President and the Vice President have concurred …
SLATTERY: I support this resolution completely.  And we’ve been on board that all the way along in terms of, I mean, one issue that came up recently was number seven but that’s been something that I’ve offered to the Dean of Arts and Sciences before I even got here, and I’ve continued to offer it since that time.  

DAVILA: Very good, thank you.   
GROS LOUIS: Yeah?
BRADLEY: Neil mentioned something a minute ago that caught my attention and I was interested in.  He said that most of the assessment for the Graduate School is returned to the units.  
THEOBALD: Via graduate fellowships, yes.


BRADLEY: Ok, that was my question, was in what form it’s returned. 
GROS LOUIS: And if you’re wondering why we collect the graduate fellowship money, there was a concern amongst some of the Deans frankly, that if it was not collected some of the schools would use the money for other purposes.  Then, one dean said, “Well what if we raise enough private graduate fellowship money that we don’t fellowship money from our general fund account,” and I said then you make that point to the Dean of the Graduate School and my assumption is he’d say “fine.”  
FOSTER: That was pretty much my question.  So money flows from the units to the Graduate School and gets returned in the form of fellowships, so the Graduate School is simply standardizing?
GROS LOUIS: Well yeah, remember that there are other kinds of graduate fellowships too, so the Wells fellowship, for example, has always been done out of the Graduate School office, and there may be other Women in Science fellowships, so other graduate fellowships besides those that are assessed and then go back to the schools.  
SLATTERY: That, in my view, allows the Graduate Dean to talk about fellowship and financial support of graduate students.  If that’s taken completely out of the Graduate School then there’s no kind of counter voice in that discussion.   
FOSTER: Is there an assessment formula?

SLATTERY: Pardon me, yes there is.  

GROS LOUIS: It’s also the deans of keep tracking of all the graduate fellowship money in addition to what’s collected from the School is given back to them, but I’ll also say these other fellowships.  Herb?
TERRY: I’m wondering, I just don’t know yet, if a two-word amendment to six would be considered friendly or hostile.  There’s only so much that you can do with procedures, and if the intent of six is that the Graduate School council be something of a check on quality control, should it say “procedures and standards?”  Or is that considered to be a hostile amendment?
SLATTERY: Well I wouldn’t consider it so and in fact the way number six was kind of broken out was actually in response to action that the Graduate School council begun to take last spring, and it was trying to devolve this issue of reviewing graduate faculty nominations again centrally when they thought, you know, there was very little value added in that process, and so the procedures or policies, actually any word, either word could be used or both, that were adopted by the Graduate School council just stated how this would now happen.  So on Bloomington it’s just any particular program department offering a graduate degree as somebody comes on the tenure-track faculty, that individual is automatically on the graduate faculty.  If that unit also wants that individual to be one who would supervise PhD dissertation committees, they need simply tell us that.  The kind of problem, you might wonder why from Bloomington we need to do that at all, and it has actually to do with the smaller campuses and there’s another route that people can come directly to the Graduate School from those smaller campuses.  When I got into this, I initially kind of opposed that.  It’s sort of, if they’re not in this business then why should we even bring up the issue with them, but it has been used as kind of a sign of status at the smaller campuses and as we looked into it there was a lot of opposition to kind of removing that route.  So this just, what this is actually referring to without stating it is a specific memorandum and policy statement that came out of the Graduate School council officially in the fall of this past year, the current academic year.  And it was circulated very widely before it came out.   
TERRY: John, you said you support this 100%, would you like this to say “procedures and standards”?  Or “procedures and policies”?

SLATTERY: That would be fine; I have no problem adding that, whatever you would like.  

GROS LOUIS: Erik, do you take that as a friendly amendment?

[End of Tape 1, some conversation lost here]


BUCY: [response lost on tape]

GROS LOUIS: Holly?

STOCKING: I just have a question that’s not substantive at all on number one.  “To oversee and coordinate graduate and professional education.”  Don’t we mean graduate education in the College and the professional schools?
SLATTERY: I had nothing to do with that one.  

BUCY:  I was going to say I suppose it could get more specific.  I think the idea, originally we were just going to say “graduate education,” and then somebody mentioned, well maybe we need to specify professional as well.  Personally I’d just like to leave it graduate education, but you know, I’d rather go in the direction of more general rather than more specific.  
STOCKING: But there’s undergraduate professional education too.  

SLATTERY: I think again some of these issues are likely to be dumped on the Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs, and some of what was going on currently had to do with disputes between professional schools on different campuses, you might guess that those were not underneath the same view. But I have no particular position on that and haven’t had from the beginning.  In fact I raised a very similar question.
BUCY: One way, another wording instead of “and professional education” we could say graduate “including profession education.” It’s specific but I would be fine with the “graduate education”.  
GROS LOUIS: Ted?

MILLER: My school is I think regarded by most people as a school in which there is professional education.  The primary mission of my school is professional education, this is SPEA.  And it’s been my impression that those professional degree programs over a long period of time have had very little, if anything, to do with the Graduate School.  And so, I mean, in light of that, I mean, one is led to think that there really must be something to this statement here, and it would at least be useful to know what lies behind it.  And if John isn’t behind it, what is behind it?
BUCY: I think, and other committee members can correct me if I’m wrong, I think it was just an effort to be inclusive.  But again, you know, I see a need to be more general rather than more specific, so I can see striking “and professional” and just leave it at “graduate education.”  
DAVILA: I feel the same way about adding the idea of “procedures and standards,” though I know it’s very well-intentioned and conceived in a properly rational way, but it seems to me that in concordance with the more general type of statement that is native to constitutions and documents of this sort, the more general the stipulations might be, procedures can include standards and it gives the Dean of the Grad School and the faculty council of the Grad School a bit more leeway because it is true that the devil is in the details and sometimes it leads to a certain amount of mischief, if you like. Though we do very much want to uphold standards, I think we can do that without necessarily overly specifying and allowing more deduction, per se.  So anyway, my take on that is that the more general the better including just leaving “procedures” without necessarily adding a further word, per se. 
GROS LOUIS: So you would also then want to change the second sentence of number one to graduate education and drop the “and professional?”  
MILLER: Well Ken, I mean, it seems to me there may be people around who think that oversight of professional education would be a good thing.  It would just be useful to hear from them.  Maybe we need some of that.
GROS LOUIS: David?

DALEKE: I think that the origin of this clause in item number one had to do more with the student welfare side than in programmatic oversight, and it was actually moved from another point down the list up to this point, and I think that’s what it’s referring to, graduate and professional student welfare.  It’s not clear that that’s what it refers to now, but I think that’s the origin of the sentence.    
NASH: I may be missing something here but I don’t think it matters. [Laughter]
GROS LOUIS: I told you at 5:30 that you could all leave, right? 

NASH: I should just leave it at that!  Certainly if in item two we say that its director be given the title of Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs and Dean of the Graduate School, then presumably whoever is Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs will be responsible for professional education if we take it out of item one.  So I return to who cares?  
GROS LOUIS: Well I think you have a good point though, I think that some comments have focused on John’s role as Dean of the Graduate School, where actually some of his functions will result from his being Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs.  And then that some of this language makes more sense when you think of it that way.  So we’re back to the document we have.  
BINGHAM: Yes, I am trying to do my job here as a novice member of the Faculty Council and to understand what I’m looking at in light of the concerns expressed by the professional school units and I am from SPEA, about the assessments.  And just running the numbers here, if about 25, 26% of the overall RUGS assessment was for the Graduate School, and 57% of that is returned on average in fellowships, that means SPEA’s been paying out about $66,000 to support the Graduate School functions.  And while I honor the notion that if something’s a good idea to have then we ought to pay for it, I’ve got a divided brain because there’s part of my brain that says is what we’re paying worth what we’re getting?  So if what we’re getting is fellowship pass-through, then I think about the scandal involved with non-profits that raise money and skim a whole bunch of it off for administration, and I begin to wonder, okay, where are we here?  But if what we’re getting is someone to help us avoid competing with each other when we announce professional degrees or graduate degrees, then that in it of itself is probably worth $66,000 a year.  So I think I need someone to help me understand because of my naïveté with a little bit more concrete examples because this is a very abstract document and I’m not a very abstract thinker notwithstanding an undergraduate philosophy major.  What exactly are we talking about here when we talk about things like student welfare or supervising, resolving conflicts in graduate education across campuses and units?  I mean are we talking about the remonstrance refereeing the competition and so forth?   
GROS LOUIS: First of all you don’t sound like a novice, those are very good questions. Erik you want to take a stab at it or John?
BUCY: Well yeah I can just generally address that.  I think student welfare addresses a lot of different issues.  If we specify that as one of the roles of the Graduate School then that gives graduate students, you know, an explicit avenue of appeal if something’s not happening fairly in their unit or there’s some kind of systematic mistreatment or it’s being ignored at the local level, they have the option to go to the Graduate School.  On the budgetary issues, again, I’d have to refer to the Budget Committee, and in a document like this there’s no way to address every issue, especially the financial issues, so you know, I don’t want to pretend we’re doing that at all, but this does recognize that it’s important and needs to be addressed at the campus level, the BFC level.  So this isn’t, you know, this certainly isn’t a College oriented document or a professional school oriented document, it’s a campus oriented document.  

SLATTERY: This issue of overlap is an important one and that is one where in the process of looking at new program proposals, the Graduate School would certainly be involved.  There are other issues that, you know, have come up just over the past year, for example, when Informatics proposed a new PhD program what they wanted to do was make use of a lot of class or coursework that already existed and kind of take it off the shelf.  One of the criticisms of their resulting proposal was that it had a huge amount of coursework in it.  And the question was whether or not they actually ought to put up some of their own coursework that would meld several courses that are currently available together.  So I see the Graduate School potentially playing the role in some of those issues because of the way budget monies actually fall or grow in this institution.  
In regard to other issues of student welfare, the Graduate School, I believe, is the principal financial supporter of GPSO, and GPSO does an awful lot of activities that are really student-to-student orientation or the passing of information.  And we try to provide the financial backing of that in order to actually allow it to happen and for there to be some structure to that.  Other issues that have come up in the time that I’ve been here have been issues of medical insurance for these individuals who don’t have much experience in that area, but have just recently for the large majority of them just come out from under the coverage that they might have been receiving from their parents.  And with regards to professional students I think at the University that that’s also an extremely important issue, and some that I’ve been bringing up, but not at all in a dictatorial fashion.  What I want to do is raise some of those issues and see if what the responses are and work through them.  The policy for medical insurance, I should just let you know, that’s a pretty good insurance policy, would cost the actual student if it were kind of imposed as a mandatory thing to other classes of students, and let’s just pick Law as an example, would be something like $850 per student per calendar year, and the benefits that you get out of that are very close to the employee plan here at the University.  So I mean those are just a couple of the issues of flow-through, but we can kind of take a look at my calendar over the last year and you know, bring up a lot of them.  There are also disputes that individual students bring up as to whether or not they’ve been treated fairly on their qualifying exams and they need someplace to take that dispute other than simply the unit.  And if it doesn’t end up in the Graduate School or something like that then it’s going to end up on Ken’s desk and he’s going to, you know, have to turf it to someone.  So, you know, I’m the guy it gets turfed too, that’s all.  
GROS LOUIS: I don’t think of it that way, John.  
THIBOS: Just a comment also on Number 1, it makes me a little nervous about including professional education and I’m not sure which side I come down on, for or against, is again the financial implications. And I’m in the School of Optometry, professional school, and I seem to recall my dean sort of moaning and groaning about how graduate, professional students are counted for the purposes of assessment to RUGS and not counted when it comes to giving them graduate fellowships, again, something like that.  So my suspicion is that this is a complicated issue here, and I’m not sure which side of the fence we should come down on.  

PATTERSON: All MBA’s and PhD students are graduate students so they are covered, I don’t know why we need to put that in there myself.  

THEOBALD: Actually Optometry, and I can’t remember the number off the top of my head, does receive graduate fellowships from the Graduate School…
BRADLEY: But not for professional students.

THEOBALD: We only do it by school; the assessments are done by school.  

BRADLEY: And does Law?

THEOBALD: Yes, Law also receives them, graduate fellowships.

GROS LOUIS: What I would suggest is that Erik communicate with Michael rapidly, and that you send e-mails to Erik is about the easiest thing to do.  Michael’s off volcanoeing, by the way, here’s touring some volcanoes, so he may be hard to reach.  E-mails to Erik with changes you think should be made in the document.  This is, as you know, going to come up before the UFC next week, and I guess the major thing is whether you want to leave or drop the end of it. I don’t know if somebody wants to make a motion about dropping the “and professional” phrase, and settling it.  
STOCKING: I move.
GROS LOUIS: You move?  Okay.  Holly moves that the phrase “and professional” be dropped.  Is there a second?

PATTERSON: Second.

GROS LOUIS: Second,  Any discussion?

ZEEMERING: If I could speak to that as the Moderator of the Graduate and Professional Student Organization.  Because of the issues of student welfare that are embodied in this document, I would maintain that it’s vital to continue to include professional students in this statement among…  Not under the assumption that “professional” isn’t somehow covered by the umbrella of “graduate,” but my understanding is specifically including professional students does extend those rights and guarantees to professional students explicitly.  I’d like to see it stay in the document; I think that will serve our community the best.  
GROS LOUIS: For those of you who don’t know, the organization that John referred to before is called the Graduate and Professional Student Organization. 

STOCKING: Why is it called that?  Why isn’t it called the Graduate Student Organization?
FAIRCHILD: That’s actually the national organization’s name is Graduate and Professional Student Organization.  It changed to that when we became an official organization.  It’s GPSO, it’s for Law students, SPEA students…
GROS LOUIS: Further discussion?

TERRY: I’d like to vote against the amendment for similar reasons.  I think historically at this campus there has been a distinction between graduate programs and professional graduate programs, and they’re never called professional graduate programs.  And I would like to give the Dean a light-handed ability to protect the interests of everybody who might be regarded as a graduate student, and I think actually if we take out “professional” we run the risk of excluding students that we want to reach rather than including them.  
GROS LOUIS: Further comments? Yeah Bob?

KRAVCHUK: Ken, I would also vote against the amendment for similar reasons as Herb, but also because just the fact that oversight could be exercised by the University Graduate School itself would have the effect of reducing the amount of potential mischief that might go on, affecting graduate and professional students, although I’d like to think there are SPEA students who are also graduate students, I guess the emphasis is on professional.  I think including the language is a good thing. 
STOCKING: Okay.  I learned something.  I didn’t know all this.  

GROS LOUIS: Further discussion of the amendment?  The amendment is to delete “and professional” from number one; All those in favor by saying I?  [AYE] Opposed?  [NO] (amendment fails)

Are there any other amendments you want to make to this understanding this is going to go to the UFC next week?  Does anyone want to make a motion about having “and standards” or are you comfortable with Luis’s comments that procedures can sort of cover standards as well if you want them to.  


WHEELER: I thought Erik accepted that as a friendly amendment.
TERRY: He did.
GROS LOUIS: He did, but then, no, yes he did but then Luis voted against it.  So I guess somebody will have to move, I think somebody will have to move to add “and standards” after procedures since a member of the council has objected to that, even though the committee co-chair thought it was friendly, he thought it was friendly.  So would somebody like to move?
TERRY: As the former Parliamentarian I think you’re wrong, but I’m not going to say you’re wrong and suggest that it include “and standards.”  
GROS LOUIS: So Erik has taken it as a friendly amendment so “and standards” is there unless someone wants move that it should not be there.  Does anyone want to move that “and standards” should not be there?
DAVILA: You need a motion on that?  
GROS LOUIS: Yes, because...

DAVILA: I would rather second it but...

NASH: You may not have a second.  


GROS LOUIS: Luis are you going to say anything?

DAVILA: Yes, I did mean it as a motion.  
GROS LOUIS: Okay, so you’d like to move that the “and standards” be removed?  

DAVILA: Yes, that we not have standards.  [Laughter]
DALEKE: This is on record now.

NASH: How could I vote against that?


GROS LOUIS: It’s good there’s no reporter because that would be the headline of the paper.  Alright, so the motion’s been made, is there a second to removing the “and standards”?
WIGGINS: I second.

GROS LOUIS: A second, any discussion of the two words “and standards.”  Now we’re talking about item six; procedures adopted by, procedures “and standards.” Any discussion?

BINGHAM: I’m on the Policy Committee in SPEA and we were asked to come up now with standards for graduate faculty participation.  It was my understanding that the reason that the procedure was now to devolve this decision to the Policy Committees of each unit and the substantive standards would then be developed at the unit level.  So it’s not that we’ll be operating without standards, but that we will decentralize the setting of standards.  
GROS LOUIS: Ok, so you’re in favor of the motion?
BINGHAM: I support the motion.  
GROS LOUIS: Further discussion of the motion.  Yeah, Bob?
KRAVCHUK: You know, sometimes we operate as individual schools and sometimes it seems to me we operate as a campus, a university.  And I think there ought to be minimal standards for membership in a body like the graduate faculty, and I think we ought to explicitly recognize that we are going to have standards that will apply to all as minimal as they may be.  I wouldn’t want to remove a certain degree of discretion from the hands of the Graduate School with respect to minimal standards especially.  
GROS LOUIS: Herb?
TERRY: It’s not the case that graduate students always take all of their course work or have committees composed entirely of members of the single school, and in my department we include people from SPEA, we include people from Law, we include people from the College and we include people from Education from time to time.  And in that sense I too would like there to be some light-handed minimal ability for the Graduate School to specify standards which then would be modified or built upon or whatever at the school level, but there ought to be something, I think, and that was my main reason for proposing this.  We can’t accomplish that alone I think with procedures.

DAVILA: I guess my point was that it’s implicit in this whole document that we hold standards, and it’s certainly reiterated in much of what we do as units, you know, and my reasoning for proposing that was to give the primacy to departments and also the leeway to the administrator to properly through safeguarding procedures to maintain standards, so that was my initial point, that one doesn’t have to, in my estimation, be too explicit ad infinitum.  
GROS LOUIS: Are we ready to vote?  So the conclusion to that would be “and standards” phrase was accepted as a friendly amendment.  Now the motion’s been made to not include the phrase “and standards.”  So if you vote yes then the “and standards” won’t be used.  
GINGER: We’re voting to have no standards.


GROS LOUIS: That’s right.  If you vote no then you believe the “and standards” should remain.  So all those in favor of the motion that Luis has made say “aye”? [AYE] Opposed? [NO] I think it’s been defeated so the “and standards” remains.
SLATTERY: Well now it’s going to my head and I’m thinking about acquiring, you know, some certification that procedures, expertise…
GROS LOUIS: Ok, so the question is the recommendation with the change that we made today will go to the UFC and this vote is therefore your recommendation to the UFC next week, so all those in favor of the amended Long Range Planning Committee’s recommendation on the Graduate School indicate by saying “aye” [AYE] Opposed? Abstentions?  It’s unanimous. 

Was that a question?

GINGER: He was abstaining.
GROS LOUIS: He was abstaining, one abstention. Alright, we’ve reached the mandatory adjourning time, sorry Ted.  It would have been a good report, I know.  


DALEKE: I have one last announcement to make on sort of a personal note.  Those of you who may have remembered Kimberly James from the GPSO who was our rep last semester, she delivered a baby girl, Catherine Aline James on December 30th, 2004.  So congratulations, we should get that on the record.  
Meeting Adjourned at 5:36 pm.
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