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1.
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2.
Agenda Committee Business



(Professor Robert Eno)

3.
Presiding Officer’s Business



(Chancellor Sharon Brehm)

4.
Question / Comment Period*



(Chancellor Sharon Brehm and Professor Robert Eno)  

5.
Report on Service Learning

(Professor Joseph Miller, External Relations Committee)

(JoAnn Campbell, Community Outreach and Partnerships in Service Learning)

(Professor Laurel Cornell, Sociology)

(Beth Hannon, Junior in Individualized Major Program)

6.
Annual Report of 2000-01 Budgetary Affairs Committee



(Professors Clifford Brooks and Neil Theobald, Budgetary Affairs Committee)

7.
Report on Administrative Services and Review



(Professor Judith Palmer, Vice President and Chief Financial Officer)

8.
Report on State Budget Prospects and IU State Relations



(Professor Judith Palmer, Vice President and Chief Financial Officer)



(Don Weaver, Assistant to the President for State Relations)



(Kirk White, External Relations / Hoosiers for Higher Education)

ATTENDANCE

Members Present:  Moya Andrews; Julie Bobay; Bennet Brabson; Sharon Brehm; Scott Brish; Ann Bristow; Erik Bucy; Carolyn Calloway-Thomas; Richard Carr; Geoffrey Conrad; David Daleke; Dan Drew; Robert Eno; David Flinders; Ann Gellis; Laura Ginger; Barbara Hawkins; Christopher Haynes; Amy Holtzworth-Munroe; Diana Humphrey; Kevin Hunt; Margaret Intons-Peterson; Elin Jacob; Paul Jamison; Melissa Jones; Bradley Levinson; Elizabeth Lion; Jay Mersch; Joseph Miller; Kelly Mix; Michael Morgan; Richard Nash; Craig Ortsey; George Pinney; Mary Pagliero Popp; Gary Potter; Barry Rubin; Albert Ruesink; Sarita Soni; Rosann Spiro; Maynard Thompson, Richard Viken; Victor Viola; George Walker; Stephen Watt

Members Absent:  Julia Bondanella; Lawrence Hurst; Malcolm MacFarlane; Jacob Oakman; Wayne Pollard; Kim Walker; Jeffrey Wuslich

Members Absent with Alternates:  David Tovell for Abhijit Basu; Paul Eisenberg for Nick Cullather; Don Lichtenberg for Harold Ogren; Robert Noel for Moira Smith; Andrea Singer for Celestina Wroth

Visitors:  Trustee Stephen A. Backer; Don Weaver, State Relations; Catherine Gray, COPSL; Beth Hannon, COPSL; Laurel Cornell, Sociology and Gender Studies; JoAnn Campbell, COPSL; Barry Thomas, VPCFO; Kirk White; Neil Theobald

AGENDA ITEM #1: APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 6, FEBRUARY 20, MARCH 20, MARCH 7, AND APRIL 3

BREHM: I’d like to call the Bloomington Faculty Council to order.  Can you hear me, as opposed to last time you couldn’t?  Very good.  We have a batch of four sets of minutes.  I’ve been advised that it is possible to move the approval of these minutes as a batch unless someone wants to separate them.  Do I hear a motion?  It has been moved.  Second?  It’s been moved and seconded that we vote on the minutes of February 6th, February 20th, March 20th, March 7th, and April 3rd.  All in favor signify by saying aye. Opposed

Unanimously Carried.

BREHM: Now I’ll turn it over to Robert Eno, who will talk about the Agenda Committee Business.

AGENDA ITEM #2: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS

Professor Robert Eno

ENO: Okay.  A few things to start off with: first of all, last time we discussed very briefly the fact that we have four proposals that were brought to us last time by the AI Affairs Committee.  We looked at them last April, they were distributed to you at the last meeting and our hope is that we are going to be getting to these proposals one by one during the fall term.  We’ve sent out information about these to all of the schools asking for responses, comments, their views, and their input.  We haven’t gotten very many of these responses back yet.  For that reason, we are going to hold on to them and not start operating on them, not start looking at them and passing them probably until our November 6th meeting, which is when I think we’ll be able to get enough responses back.  It doesn’t seem as if there is much point in going forward with some of these proposals unless the schools have a chance buy in and indicate that they’re really interested in implementing some of the guidelines that were proposed.  Just as an information item, the Agenda Committee would like to let you know that you should hang onto those circulars, they’re I think B6-2002 through B9-2002, we’ll be getting back to them the meeting after next.  
There are a couple of other items I want to mention. First of all, last time we met we met on September 11th, we were all in shock and we had a short meeting, we dealt with the domestic partners benefit issue.  It seems like it’s been ages and ages since we met that time and dealt with that issue.  I’d like to report, as you all know, that the domestic partners benefit proposal did pass the Trustees by a unanimous vote, nine to zero, with all of the Trustees voting.  They passed a version that was a same-sex only version rather than a more inclusive version.  The principle reason for that was very clearly because we did not have very complete information about the financial impact of moving to a broader policy, however the Trustees have included in their proposal a charge to the human resources division and to the President to research further the financial implications of extending benefits more broadly.  I expect there may be a chance in the future that we may be returning to that issue.  The same-sex domestic partners benefit resolution has passed and is now policy.  
Since we last met, our Chancellor officially became our Chancellor at her installation, (was it this week, no I guess it was last week.)  She’s really here, really sitting this time.  I hope many of you had an opportunity to come to the auditorium and watch that, see that happen.  
A couple of things I want to let you know about, you should all have received a copy of the Bloomington Campus capacity report, the capacity of the IU Bloomington campus.  If you haven’t got a copy of this, please let Ellen or Kyle know that you haven’t received one, it was supposedly distributed to all the Bloomington Faculty Council members.  It’s a very important report. You may remember that David Zaret came to the Council last year to give us a progress report on the direction that this was going.  I think this is one of the most interesting and best researched documents concerning the state of our campus that I’ve seen since I’ve been on this campus.  It has enormous implications for where we are and where we may be going in the future.  I think we may return to some of these issues, bring up some of these issues either this year or next year in the course of normal business in the Council because of the range of those implications.  Another document I want to draw your attention to, and I’d be interested to know whether all Council members have received this, is an update of information on IU research and graduate programs, a long memo that comes from Frank Hoole in RUGS. Has everybody received a copy of this?  Okay, it was unclear from the copy list whether it had gone to everybody, some of us received two or three copies.  This also seems to be a very important and thoroughly researched report of great importance to those of us concerned about quality on the campus.  I want to draw those two issues, those two reports to your attention, I think they should be a part of basic reading that all of us do this year on the Council, so that when we address specific issues we are pretty clear on the frameworks in which we are operating.  
The agenda we are going to be getting to today after presiding officer’s business and the question/answer period is going to focus on issues concerning the budget and our state and community relations.  Early in the fall term there are not many action items that come before the Council because our Committees have not been up long enough to begin generating those action items.  So, part of the business of the fall term is background education equipping us to deal with matters that come up.  Today is the budget session, we’re going to be focusing on budget issues. It does involve a report, the annual report of the Budgetary Affairs Committee of the Council.  Usually in the past, those of you that have been on the Council before will know that that report was always offered in conjunction with a report by the Chancellor on the state of the campus with regard to budget and the experience of the past year.  Because Sharon is new and this is her first time, for one time we are accommodating that Sharon would rather give a report of that nature at the beginning of next term when she has some idea of what the state of the campus and the state of the budget last year was.  It seems like a good idea.  So today, we are going to just have the budgetary affairs committee report.  It’s likely that next week Maynard Thompson will follow up on that by giving kind of a preview from his angle of the campus budget and last year’s experience.  That’ll give us some background to work with the rest of this term.  We’ll start the next term with Sharon’s overall report.  
I do want to forecast for you what is coming up in our next meeting.  We have a meeting in one week.  Our schedule this fall is unusual, it’s very bumpy, things had to get moved around, the Chancellor insisted on being installed, so we moved our schedule.  We have meetings two weeks in a row, it’s quite unusual.  I want to forecast to you what is going to be coming up next week.  We’re going to be having the regular report of our athletics committee next week.  We have an annual report in the fall term every year.  But we’re going to be doing something a little more broadly about athletics next week.  At the upcoming meeting of CIC faculty leaders, which is going to take place in early November, athletics is on the agenda to be discussed and it seems likely that leaders from Big Ten institutions are going to be talking about the possibility of crafting a resolution that might mirror resolutions that have passed elsewhere such as in the PAC10 concerning the direction that intercollegiate athletics should go.  This will be an important move for the Big Ten if the faculty chose to become involved and put some pressure on those who are engaged in athletic programs to try to move towards areas of reform.  If it does come up in the November meeting I’ll be there and Ann Gellis will be joining me.  It’s important that we be prepared with some prior discussion in this council about broad issues concerning athletics.  We’re going to expand the goals for what the next meeting will be, it’s not just a matter of the athletics committee reporting and then having some Q and A.  We’re going to try to bring to the surface a variety of issues regarding athletics, both at IU and athletics generally in the United States.  You’ll have more than the usual background reading, you’ll be getting the copy of the athletics committee report, you’ll be getting copies of some statements that have been recently made, perhaps an executive summary of the recently released Knight Commission report on athletics.  In addition we’ve stocked the Bloomington Faculty Council office with books recently published on athletics, including a recently published book by Murray Sperber, our own colleague here.  You are free to stop by at any time, room 010, right across the hall from here, and take a look at those materials between now and next week if you have any time, or afterwards because its very likely that if the CIC leadership chooses to act, that we’ll be coming back individually to our councils to ask them to consider whether or not they would like to craft a proposal to pass to join with other Big Ten institutions.  At that time we really need to be up to speed on these issues.  That’s a little forecast of what should be coming next week as kind of the center piece of the meeting.  That’s all that I have.

AGENDA ITEM #3:  PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS

Chancellor Sharon Brehm

BREHM: Okay.  I would just indicate again that since I do not necessarily know each first name with each last name, and actually since I’m having a hard time seeing even the last names of the back row, I’ll probably just sort of point and nod and if two people go at once I’ll try to separate that out, but be patient with me.  I have a couple of things, the first is that actually Bob and I just signed (for those of you that participated in the email ballot, it was very interesting to watch that unfold,) the proposal to suspend for the term the deadline for automatic course withdrawal.  That was soundly defeated; however, it was also recommended that Bob and I send a letter to the Deans in which we, and I’ll just quote, “We ask that all faculty, counselors, and School and College administrators consider such requests on their individual merits and insure that decisions are made and conveyed with sensitivity to the needs of the student involved.”  We will send that forward.  That concludes that part of the email discussion that we had.  I’d also like to note that we have a guest with us today, Trustee Steve Backer is sitting at the end of the room.  Trustee Backer, we’re delighted to have you with us today.  
Onto some new business, I’d like to just tell you that this is very good news on the research and teaching preserve, I’ve been trained to say that name just right. We do have a director; Keith Clay has agreed to accept a three year appointment, and we are very pleased with that because I know a lot of people here were very enthusiastic about establishing a preserve, and of course the Trustees approved the establishment of that preserve.  I think it will be a tremendous resource for the University and that Keith will do an excellent job.  I’m very pleased.  I’d also like to thank Moya Andrews who worked with Keith on that and managed to make him an offer that he couldn’t refuse.  Another announcement, you may have seen it on your email, announcing that Don Hossler has been appointed actually, the announcement reads, Assistant Vice-president for Enrollment Services.  Maynard and I are quite sure that we agreed to “Associate” so I guess after thirty minutes of announcing we’ll give Don a promotion.  He doesn’t get any extra money for any of this, so it doesn’t much matter what the title is, what is important is that this does mark a step forward in terms of the student enrollment services and of course the student information system.  That has been going on here for a fair number of months.  We have a good group of people who have been working on this, we’ll have an executive director, that person will probably come from IUPUI campus, that person has not been identified yet.  We want to make sure that we get all of the campuses working together.  This is an enormous project and I’m just very grateful for Keith accepting the directorship in the preserve and I’m extremely grateful to Don Hossler for accepting this position.  Frankly, this simply just adds to his current assignment and what Don and I have agreed to do, because there is no way at the beginning of this that we could foresee just how much of his time this new responsibility would take, we’d just decided we’ll go forward and we’ll walk down the road.  Obviously if it turns out that he cannot be four places at once we’ll have to backfill so to speak for Don and make sure that all his other obligations, which are considerable and very important to the Bloomington campus, are fulfilled.  I think most of you know Don and know what a good person he is.  He brings a level of expertise to this enterprise and of course excellent academic values that I think are very important.  
A couple of other quick things, the forum committee, Moya Andrews and Bob Eno are working together with some other people to make it possible for us to have continual forums on issues related to the events of September 11th.  Obviously we at this point are not in the crisis state that we were in right after September 11th; on the other hand, what is going on globally and in our country is very complex and a bit scary.  We don’t quite know where we are, nor do we know where we are going.  So, I think given this still very unsettled moment in our history, that it’s very important that we continue to avail ourselves of faculty and student expertise.  Those forums will be continuing.  If any of you have particular interest in this activity, I would urge you to get in touch with Moya and let her know, and Bob as well.  I’m sure we’re happy to include anyone, the more the better.  Students were very grateful by the way for the forums that were offered that first week.  I think that was just very helpful in explaining some sense of an incredibly traumatic moment for all of us, but I think particularly for our students.  
There will be two consultations that I’ll be undertaking over the next few months and I’m sure they are going to get mixed up so I thought that I would try at least before I began either of them to separate them a bit.  The first consultation will be on General Education.  I did meet with the Educational Policy Committee and had a very interesting conversation.  We focused on content but to a large extent we focused on process.  That is, how can we reopen the conversation on general education in such a way that people really do feel that it is an open process, that people’s voices are heard, there is a wide range of opinion that is heard.  We want to just make sure to really do the consultation in a very thorough way.  The committee’s recommendation, which I fully concur with, is that I start with the policy committees in each school and the college.  I mentioned this to the deans and they seemed to think this was a perfectly good idea.  Also, we had talked about some way in which we could link my discussions with the policy committees with the BFC Educational Policy Committee, and I think the effort there was to find individuals on the BFC committee who were members of the particular academic unit.  This is getting confusing right?  If I’m meeting with a policy committee in one of the schools for example, I hope for most of them, not all, but most there will be a person from that school who is on the Educational Policy Committee.  That would give us kind of an immediate link between the BFC committee and the discussions I have with the policy committee.  Not to in any way shape those discussions that I have, but to simply to make sure the discussions are coordinated, that everyone feels fully informed.  I think the members of the committee, if I remember, were going to go back and talk with their deans and policy committees about this.  I’d like to start those consultations this semester, could I get through all of them? I’m not sure, but at least I’d like to begin.  In January, I would like to start another set of conversations and they overlap and intersect but they are not identical.  The ones in January will focus more on what I mentioned in the installation speech.  That is, looking at the mission of the campus, the principles of the campus, and the priorities of the campus.  On this consultation I would like to start at an entirely different level.  I would like to try to actually create public forums where people could come, where it would be wide open, students, faculty, staff. Obviously I would send out some material about these are the sorts of things we might be interested in, but actually nothing would be excluded, the structure would only be there as a guide not any kind of directive.  The reason I want to start with public forums, and I talked with the deans at great length about this, is because it is so important to me that everybody understand that they can have a voice in these conversations.  With the general education, I’m sort of working at the college level and then we’ll move up to broader conversations,but with the principles and priorities I want to start actually at the most general level.  Based on these conversations, it might then, and I won’t prejudge the conclusion, but it might then be possible to set up some sort of steering committee, in itself would probably be fairly large, twenty to thirty people and that could break down into subcommittees.  I understand that that sort of structure has been used before and some people think it works at least fairly well.  The gen ed discussion will start in each academic unit and then we can move up to broader conversations, the principles and priorities discussion will start actually at the most general level and then probably move to a working group.  I will solicit in both conversations student input as well as faculty input and staff input.  So I want everyone to feel they are invited to participate in these conversations.  The purpose of which is to of course inform me better so that I might then in conjunction with the committees or to this group, whatever seems most appropriate and most effective, make some recommendations.  I wanted you to just be aware of the conversations because I’m sure you will hear about them and they are two separate conversations although they may have some overlap.  I think that is it.  That concludes my mention of some things that I thought you would like to know about.  I think we now go to questions and answers.  Yes.

AGENDA ITEM #4:  QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD
Chancellor Sharon Brehm and Professor Robert Eno

LICHTENBERG: Lichtenberg substituting for Ogren.  The College of Arts and Sciences, at least one of the centerpieces of the university, but under responsibility centered management has been shrinking, and especially the physical sciences have been hurting very much because of the loss of some of the best members, so we’ve been shrinking not only in size but in quality.  What do you propose, if anything, to do about it?

BREHM: Actually we have an announcement that will be forthcoming in the coming week, I think from George Walker
THOMPSON: Very soon.
BREHM: That last spring the Dean of Arts and Sciences and Vice Chancellor Maynard Thompson and Vice President George Walker and President Myles Brand and lots and lots of people got together and looked at the situation in Chemistry and Biology.

LICHTENBERG: Not Physics?

BREHM: Not Physics, sorry.  In Chemistry and Biology, you’ll have to go talk to Dean Swami again.  

LICHTENBERG: We’ve been hurting too!

BREHM: But in this case it was Biology and Chemistry that was addressed.  There was a long range plan put together.  Actually it started before Swami even came.  It involved the previous dean.

THOMPSON: It started with Mort Lowengrub and George Walker and Ken Gros Louis.  It was picked up by Russ Hanson as the interim college dean and then by Swami and Chancellor Brehm.

BREHM: So basically across various generations of the administrators we have basically signed on to this and George will be sending out a statement.  I think that that will be certainly a significant investment.

LICHTENBERG: Yes well I just urge you to think about Physics a little bit, while you are thinking about Chemistry and Biology.  

VIOLA: I’ll second that as a Chemistry professor.

MORGAN: I have a question about these so called consultations.  In the College we received a very elaborate enhancement plan that’s been developed under the current dean, Swami, where each department is supposed to evaluate and consider and then the deans are going to meet with us and by the end of the semester and have provisions or whatever.  I’m a little concerned that a campus-wide open populous engagement with principles, mission, whatever about which I’m highly suspicious anyway, might subvert what individual schools are trying to do on their own.  If Swami has a revised document already in place I would image the last thing he’d want after all the departments have investigated it is a campus-wide kind of flinging the door open to absolutely everybody to get their two bits in again after the semester long effort to try to put the document together.  I wonder whether there has been sufficient consultation with the relevant deans.  The deans have been encouraged to work with schools and to develop their own platforms.  The more time spent on reinventing the wheel, that not only is annoying, but maybe counterproductive.

BREHM: I think the deans are fully informed about this and as far as I can tell are fully supportive of it.  I think it’s important to…

MORGAN: It’s their business to be supportive.

BREHM: I said, I think they are fully supportive.  From my point of view what we are doing with the two are different levels.  The first is that you open with a wide-open forum because you want everyone who wants to have a voice to have a voice.  Then, based on getting everything out on the table, you don’t try to then construct the next step through wide-open forums, it’s not possible or practical.  That’s why you then develop some kind of steering committee, which can consist of subcommittees or whatever.  You do create a structure and obviously the deans would be involved in helping to nominate some of the people who are on those committees.  The second thing is that there is a real issue here.  The real issue is what is the character of the Bloomington campus.  Is it a confederacy?  That is, is it separate units linked together by a common grievance against parking?  That was [inaudible]’s version of a University.  So, is that what it is?  If that is what it is, I would be troubled by that.  I think there is a campus.  I think there is a unity.  I think there is a synergy.  I don’t think it’s merely a confederacy.  If there is some character to the campus as a whole, then the campus as a whole needs to have a mission, it needs to have priorities.  For example, and this is clearly reflected for example in the budget process, I mean the budget process is in many ways very decentralized and yet there is this part of it called this Chancellors Fund, and yet there are no established priorities regarding the use of the Chancellors Fund.  So, that seems to indicate that the campus does feel that there are University-wide elements.  Finally, if this is a campus committed to interdisciplinary work, which I think a lot of people on this campus are, then you have to talk about cutting across some of these boundaries.  One would hope that you would not have the situation where campus priorities were antagonistic to individual priorities.  But, where the campus priority tried to find some synergy among the different units so that you would actually be more effective in advancing those specific priorities.

MORGAN: If I could just talk.  This is a very delicate matter because I think many of the faculty will wonder why we’ve invested a great deal of time and effort in formulating a plan for the college that presumably was compatible with the campus that we are now engaged in a new effort to articulate a campus-wide set of goals.  I think that is something that will have to be made very clear.  In a sense these are competing constituencies, the same people.  

BREHM: You cannot say that the college plans are compatible with the campus-wide plan because there is no campus-wide plan.

MORGAN: There is.

BREHM: There is none.  There is not even, as far as I can tell, a written mission statement for the campus.  I think, in fact, the sequence is very good and that is that most of the schools have or are currently developing their plans and those documents can serve as a very good base, a very good grounding for developing the campus plan.  Actually, I think that sequence is quite good.

MORGAN: Then I’m glad that we’ve done it that way.

BREHM: If there are no further questions we’ll go on.  We have a report on Service Learning and Joe Miller of the external relations committee is going to introduce that.

AGENDA ITEM #5:  REPORT ON SERVICE LEARNING

Professor Joseph Miller, External Relations Committee

JoAnn Campbell, Community Outreach and Partnerships in Service Learning

Professor Laurel Cornell, Sociology

Beth Hannon, Junior in Individualized Major Program

MILLER: When the External Relations Committee was being formed we were looking for a topic or topics for consideration for our agenda for the year and we quickly decided service learning was if not ideal, it was one of the best we could fix.  It was ideal or very nearly because it involves the two groups on campus, two sets of members of our University, who I think without a doubt have the greatest effect on external relations, that’s faculty and students.  In our committee meeting two weeks ago, the committee quickly and unanimously endorsed this move, specifically what the committee suggested was that we do an inventory. I think there was an inventory done about six or seven years ago by the External Relations Committee but it’s clearly out of date.  We do need an update on which courses are involved, which faculty, classes, students involved.  Secondly we recommended that we inform faculty better on the opportunities and possibilities of doing service learning.  Thirdly, we being the External Relations Committee, recommended that we find better ways of informing people outside the University, not simply the parents of the students involved, but others also of the activities of this very worthwhile program, service learning.  So to explain this in greater detail, JoAnn Campbell has been the director of this program for the last four years and she will in turn introduce her two guests.

CAMPBELL: I appreciate the opportunity to come talk to you about Service Learning, which in a nutshell is a kind of teaching that has students do service in the community with local non-profit, schools, city or county government in connection to the courses that they’re taking.  Service Learning differs from an internship and practicum field experience, which is very traditional in a lot of fields, in that rather than an emphasis on professional development, the focus is on citizen development and civic engagement.  No one would do service learning if it didn’t actually augment what they were teaching in the traditional classroom.  We are here to provide you with a faculty and student perspective but we’d like to begin with a video that was produced last year that highlights the program that the Lilly Foundation Grant has funded with alternative spring break courses under the direction of Katherine Gray in our office.  

[Video and end of Tape I, Side A]

LICHTENBERG: … That video was designed for?

CAMPBELL: Students, primarily as a recruitment tool.

MILLER: Any other questions?

ENO: The range of Service Learning opportunities that are now available on this campus where courses are making use of this sort of community interaction, what sort of range do we now have?  What can we aim at?

CAMPBELL: Okay.  This is really just the first part of our presentation, but we have currently about forty-four courses in the last academic year that had a community service component.  There were twenty-six departments and they enrolled about 1500 students.  The challenges always with a community this size and an institution this size is balancing quantity and quality.  We’re much more interested in making sure that the quality of every service learner out there is meeting the community need and meeting their educational need.  At this point 45 courses across the board.  We’d like to see them in each department if possible, which would obviously make it larger but they won’t all be offered every year.  There are lots of ways to think about this but again we are really emphasizing quality at this point.  The benefits to the institution are fairly obvious.  I think the External Relations Committee saw that this would be a very useful kind of story to tell legislators about the sort of work that they do.  It also documents, and there is lots of research going on, about the effects on retention of students that get engaged in community early on in their college career, as well as sort of alumni donations, that sort of thing.  I want to briefly just talk about the benefits to the community and then turn it over to our faculty and student representatives to talk from their perspectives.  As you all know we have an amazing community here.  They are open-hearted and generous with our students and time and time again may not be served well and come back to the table to partner up with us again.  We would really love to see that when they do partner with IU they get a product, they get the kind of service, they get the kind of skill level that they are hoping to get, but beyond that I’m in hopes that the community will start seeing IU as an intellectual resource, not just bodies of students that are so essential to so much of the work in the non-profit sector, but that as they envision us as an intellectual resource students don’t have to leave campus necessarily to do service, their research projects, their written products, their web design, all that can be aimed at real community needs.  As that happens, the community can start envisioning bigger projects, multiple semesters because right now of course our semester schedule is not necessarily the community’s timeline.  They have to operate by that.  Interdisciplinary projects where one course might start something and another department might pick it up and take another piece of it the following semester and that sort of thing.  As the community gets more aware and as the faculty get more aware there is an opportunity to really make a concept really relevant or a skill sharper that it starts getting embedded in the strategic thinking of the community, the schools the non-profits particularly are who we work with.  That is part of what we are hoping to see.  There are lots of specific examples on our website of the particular courses and the kinds of projects and I think Laurel Cornell who is associate Professor of Sociology and Gender Studies and was a Chancellors Faculty Fellow in Service Learning last year, there were four of them.  She’ll talk a little about what she has done and then Beth Hannon, who is a junior in the individualized major program, has been enrolled in Service Learning and who is our most senior advocate for community engagement will also share a little with you about that.

CORNELL: My name is Laurel Cornell, I’m a faculty member in Sociology and Gender Studies.  My research interests are principally in demography, that is to say population studies, and landscape architecture.  JoAnn asked me to say a little bit about what my experience teaching Service Learning courses, so I thought I would be very specific and tell you about a course that I’ve taught a couple of semesters and that I’m currently teaching.  Incidentally I didn’t intend to teach a Service Learning course, I developed this course and then found out that it was a Service Learning course.  I’ve given you a handout.  I’d like you to take a moment to read it, on the front page is a mini-syllabus for the course and on the back is existing and proposed Service Learning projects.  This is a course that combines my two major interests, one is urban sociology, that is reflected in the textbook, and the other is landscape architecture, which is interested in the design of the built environment, not only buildings but also vegetation, topography, landforms and things of that sort, and of course social behavior in the built environment.  What the students do in this course is that they develop a series of analytical skills, we can look out around our town and see various things, but what you want to be able to do is to be able to disaggregate those things, to essentially see the built environment, develop variables whereby you can measure the built environment and hence make very specific kinds of changes.  This course also is an S101, Sociology S101 course, which is our sociology and social problems course, so a third component of the course is to identify a problem and then suggest a policy which might remediate it.  When people think of service learning they often think of service learning as sending students out to volunteer to roll bandages at the Red Cross, to do good in some way.  But, that is not the particular import of this course.  What this course is, is it is necessary for students doing the course in order to go out into the community.  That is to say, the community has to be there as a site for students to learn something.  They have to have a place where they can go out and try to develop these variables.  It is a course about cities, Bloomington is a city that is here so that we use the city as a place where the course happens.  If in the course of this students also do something for the community, that in my idea is a real bonus, as an additional kind of thing.  So the course is not particularly about helping, helping is a part of it, but learning specific analytic skills is the major part of it.  In terms of skills, students learn specific analytic skills, how to draw things, how to map things, how to disaggregate things into the different kinds of variables and I’ve given you an example there on the first page.  That is the regular pedagogical part of it.  In addition, I think students learn three other things.  First, they learn about the community in which their University is located.  I have them do a study of places that they think are safe and unsafe.  Some of them are freshman and sophomores and I was really dismayed to learn that one of the sophomore women drew a map where the only safe places were her apartment and the classrooms on campus and the whole rest of Bloomington was perceived as an unsafe place.  So I’m making them go out and walk through the campus and downtown and the west side to get a sense that there really is a community out there.  Second thing, I have them work with community organizations, with the Prospect Hill Neighborhood Association, with Bloomington Restorations Incorporated.  What they learn is that these organizations are made up of ordinary people and initially they were very frightened about visiting the members of the Prospect Hill Neighborhood Association, they thought could they really tell these people that there were lots in their neighborhood that had abandoned cars in them, would these people be offended?  Of course, these frightening people in the Prospect Hill Neighborhood Association are virtually all faculty members so the student had a very interesting experience of what our lives are like.  The third thing they do I hope is that they learn eventually to participate as citizens in these kinds of urban design projects.  I’ve had them go out and look at a particular place, analyze it and then make a specific thing, like a Halloween walk or set up vegetation in that neighborhood, presumably, fifteen to twenty years from now when they are homeowners in neighborhoods, they can also think of doing something similar.  That is what I the students benefit from it.  In terms of my own research interests, there are three or four different ways in which I benefit by teaching this particular course in this way.  First, this course represents my central area of research, which asks the question “How does the built environment influence human social behavior?”  To study this I need to develop methods for analyzing the built environment.  That is not something that has been looked at very much in sociology.  I need to have variables.  I need to have variables which vary.  I need to have variables that are valid and reliable.  By using the students I get to see whether I do indeed have variables that other people can see and that other people can measure in the same way and record accurately.  In addition, sometimes the students develop variables of their own that I can then use in my own research.  Another byproduct, this fall I invented a new kind of graph for analyzing vegetation.  It was really exciting, first to teach it to students and make it clear enough so that they could understand it, and also to discover that lots of them are in fact employing it in their current analytic work that they are doing over in Prospect Hill, even though I didn’t assign it, they just take it as a tool, it’s really exciting.  This has also had an effect on my broad interests.  In order to do this kind of teaching I’ve become a member of the Chamber of Commerce and attend the chamber chats, which exposes me to a variety of people in the community who have interests which are very different from those of us who are academics and probably much more similar to the interests of our students and the destinations they expect to arrive at.  Finally as a result of my work for Bloomington Restorations they asked me to join the board of directors of Bloomington Restoration.  That was fun too.  Finally, I found this enriching in many ways.  It’s enriching not only as a teaching experience, but also as something that contributes to my own research activities.  I’m really delighted to be able to have to call this kind of teaching and rewards for doing it in this particular fashion.  Thank you.
HANNON: Hi.  My name is Beth Hannon and I’m a junior here at IU.  I would like to thank all of you for listening to me for a few minutes.  I’m here first of all to give you a student perspective as I see how Service Learning department can benefit all students here on the IU campus as well as how it has completely shaped my career here at IU.  I am an advocate for community engagement and there are seven of us students that are [inaudible] this year.  We are located in seven different non-profit agencies here in the community.  We work to coordinate any IU volunteers or any IU student service learners at those specific locations.  This year I’m with the Hoosier Hills food bank and it has been a tremendous growth experience for me there.  There are about forty students there right now that are either volunteering on their own volition or they are there as part of the service learning classes.  And, I think that the food bank benefits in several different ways, we’ve been talking about how it is a community need as well as an educational need and it is so obvious everyday that I go to work that this connection is being made.  The food bank has four main staff and the rest of the work that they do (they move about ten thousand pounds of food a year) is all done by volunteers.  And so these students are actually a work force for the non-profit agency.  I think a lot of times that is what is unique about the non-profit sector and that is why this connection is so important to them because not only are the students learning but they are also giving a tremendous help to the community agency.  I really think that in working with Amy Robinson, the Director at the food bank, I have had the personal experience where I’ve seen how they can use what we are learning in our classes to benefit their own programs, right now there is a class in SPEA that is specifically working with the food bank and there are ten groups, they’ve divided the class into ten groups, and each group is looking at a different factor of the food bank and analyzing how functional that is.  There is a specific group that works with our member agencies, there is a specific group that works with our volunteer training program, our meal-share program, and the students themselves are analyzing that this semester as part of their course work and then at the end they are going to develop a finished product that can be taken back to the food bank.  So it is obvious that that campus community connection is very functional for the student as well as for the agency.  Personally, I took a service learning class last year, I was part of J200, it’s called Philanthropy in American Culture.  After taking that class, as part of that class I did service with Big Brothers Big Sisters, and following with that, I looked at the trends of philanthropy in American society and how volunteer service has played such a crucial role in shaping the way our society works in the non-profit sector in congruence with the government sector and the private market.  Because of that, I have developed my own individualized major through the COAS individualized major program, Philanthropy and Fundraising.  It has changed my life.  I went to a summer institute on Philanthropy and voluntary service.  I’m working to get a non-profit management certificate.  It is all because of this service learning class.  Although I know that not every student is affected in that way, of course not, but I do see the benefits everyday when I meet a volunteer at the food bank and I see that they are changing the way they look at society; when they think about poor people, they’re changing their view of those.  When they think of the community and their role and how they can change it, they are working right now to change and end poverty and hunger.  They are making that connection today, it’s not going to classes or thinking about these concepts.  No, they are doing it right now and it’s not something that is going to happen in the future.  It is something that they are taking care of right now; that they are advocating right now.  I think that the service learning department is a great way to get that connection to students in all fields of life, there are science majors who are working at the Wonderlab.  There are, like I said, social work students and philanthropy students working at the food bank.  There are individuals with Monroe County United Ministries, they are getting the religious perspective.  All departments here on campus can benefit from a service learning class.  I really want to say that as a student it means a lot to me to be able to put what we are learning about into action today.  Thank you very much.

CAMPBELL: See, you see why we love this work.  We work with terrific faculty, terrific students, the most amazing people in the community.  Basically as Jo suggested, there are a couple of things that I would really appreciate you thinking about.  First of all, we’ll do a survey and the more you can help people fill out the survey so we see.  The reason is not just to gather data but to be more thoughtful about the partnerships that we have, to build coherence among programs, to know what else is going on to build on that.  But, the other thing that is really key, that is not in place, is that we are being pretty well known now in the community.  The community calls COPSA when they have a need.  What we don’t have is a systematic way to reach faculty with that need.  For example, the chief of police called last spring and their dispatch system is city and county co-located and it’s kind of got some problems, they wanted some help.  Well, at this point we use the contacts we have, we go by word of mouth names, but it is not systematic in any way.  Fortunately, a graduate class in criminal justice research methodology (co-taught) decided to do it and so the students are doing both quantitative and qualitative studies of that.  I just talked to the chief yesterday in a meeting and he says it’s going great.  I talked to the professors and it’s going well.  But, that is not systematic.  It’s much more inefficient than that in some ways.  We do have community requests that go unmet.  If you have some ideas of ways that we can access someone in each school, department who knows the faculty expertise, that would be very helpful.  I think that’s it.

ENO: Questions?  

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: I have one question for Professor Cornell.  How do you judge or measure the service component of your course?  Do you have questions that you use?  Do you test the students on that aspect of the class?

CORNELL: Actually JoAnn did a really good job of this last spring when she had some people come out and evaluate each of the courses in the service learning components.  She had basically students write about what they had learned, reflect on what they learned about from being out there in the community and doing various things.  So it was really a reflective set of essays that students wrote thinking about what they had learned specifically about service from doing this particular project.

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Do you grade them or just give them extra credits for having written the reflective piece.

CORNELL: No, all of that goes into their regular, ordinary grade.

CAMPBELL: You kind of watch that you don’t give credit for the service but for the learning, so that the service has to be folded into your traditional ways of harvesting that learning.  

MORGAN: Is your program in anyway related to the very developed and elaborate program in the Business School, the School of Business, where they have hundreds and hundreds of students involved in service learning?
CAMPBELL: We’ve learned a lot from Helen Ingersoll, who directs the civic leadership development program.  That’s primarily a co-curricular program.  That is one of the distinctions, our’s is all academic based and those students do that all on their own outside of courses.  Although there are a handful of classes in the Kelley School that also require service and we work with them then, but yeah, that is a great model.

BUCY: Would your office be willing to work with individual instructors to develop a course specific service learning project?

CAMPBELL: Absolutely, we love to do that from any stage, from just thinking about it to setting up meetings with potential partners to explore to talking about the syllabus and working on reflective activities.  We’d to do all of that.  So, you’ve got a brochure.  We also have a bigger pamphlet, which hopefully you all received because we sent it to everybody, but I wouldn’t be surprised if you don’t know where it is because you get so much stuff, but if you are interested in more we’ve got an entire brochure that was developed by a faculty community team and it’s got more information in that and we’d be happy to send that to you.  Thank you so much for your time and attention to this issue.

AGENDA ITEM #6:  ANNUAL REPORT OF 2000-01 BUDGETARY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

Professors Clifford Brooks and Neil Theobald, Budgetary Affairs Committee

BREHM: We’ll move on, Clifford Brooks and Neil Theobald are doing the Budgetary Affairs Committee report.

BROOKS: First off, I think all of you are aware somewhat of what the Budgetary Affairs Committee does, but just to give a quick recap of that: the Budgetary Affairs Committee gives faculty input into the budgeting process.  That will vary from the micro aspect of it having to do with the meetings that two members of the Budgetary Affairs Committee attend, the individual budget conferences for the academic and support units for the University and being an active part in that, and then also from discussions in the meetings and from what has been gleaned in the individual budget conferences, looking at the aspects that are more macro. The report that we have today doesn’t deal with individual recommendations for perhaps the smaller aspects of it; it does have to do with salary minima, which the faculty council has also charged the Budgetary Affairs Committee with giving a report on making a recommendation and then reporting on.  And then some of the activities that Neil Theobald will be bringing up on page three at the end of the circular that you have.  On the salary minima issue, the recommendation that we made this year is fairly consistent with past recommendations, making certain that the bottom doesn’t stay there as things continue to escalate and the salary minima that we recommended was a three percent increase for faculty, librarians and AI’s, if the campus increase for faculty and librarians averaged three percent or greater, which it did.  And then the general cost of living adjustment then can be a percent or it can be a dollar amount, we chose to give it a dollar amount slightly more than last year, which was an amount of $450 for cost of living.  I think in the interest of time I’m just going to turn it on over to Neil to talk about some of the broader issues. 

THEOBALD: I’d like to first just refer you to the committee members on the first page.  Part of my role here is to work with the General Assembly on budgets, so I work with a lot of budget committees.  The technical analytic skills of the folks you see there are second to none.  That is really an excellent committee.  As part of that analysis and Maynard’s office has been wonderful to work with as well, good analysis is not good unless you have good data, and Maynard’s office has been very responsive in that way.  In that analysis we’ve identified five, I guess I would say they are worries; people who do budgets worry a lot.  These are the five things we are worried about as we look across the campus.  The first one looks at the amount of state appropriation per resident undergraduate; almost any other issue you want to talk about in terms of budgeting is going to be related to this.  I know a couple of years ago when we reviewed the RCM system, when you got further into different criticisms, problems with RCM underlying it was this first year that is on this graph here was the first year of RCM, so was it RCM or was it the state appropriation per resident student down about fourteen percent, down about fifteen hundred dollars per pupil?  If a student is taking five classes a semester, ten classes a year, a hundred and fifty dollars per student per class.  So a class of thirty would be forty-five hundred dollars less state support to pay for that class.  Clearly the cost of the class is relatively fixed unless you are going to change who is teaching those classes.  The response of the campus has been to try to increase revenue with more students.  There is a problem underlying that; state appropriation comes without a cost attached to it, you simply receive the state appropriation and spend it as you choose.  In order to generate tuition revenue you have to generate the cost of instruction in order to generate that revenue.  So in one case you’ve got money that is much more flexibly used when you become more dependent, as we clearly are with this chart, on tuition revenue you are incurring costs that you didn’t incur before.  So you’ve got real cost pressures on the campus.  Second issue, and we’ll respond to questions on these but we’ll just get them out here, certainly in the RCM review it became very clear to us how important the Chancellors Fund is for minimizing balkinization of the campus. It is the pot of money at the center of campus and because of problem one, you see there, there has been pressure to use the Chancellors Fund for other expenditures other than these incremental campus-wide improving teaching, improving research type of initiatives.  I’m very happy to report that in our initial meeting with Chancellor Brehm, she pointed out that this is something that she really wants to focus on, of looking at the Chancellors Fund, increasing funding for it, and looking at campus-wide initiatives.  We are very supportive of that.  Third problem, as a worrier here, so far so good with 18/20, but we want to keep this on the front burner, this needs to be very closely watched, given the number of dollars involved. We are already spending 2.5 million dollars a year, that number is going to go up. We are just encouraging administrators to carefully monitor the progress of this initiative.  As you are all aware, I think, of the campus PeopleSoft initiative, (there was an e-business report on this of needs,) we just wanted to emphasize the importance of this given the central support structures involved here. I mean admissions of our students is going to be moving to the web, there is a great need for professional development for those people that are going to be doing this so that we have as seamless a transition as is possible.  Again, in our first meeting with Chancellor Brehm, it was Don Hossler that will be taking over initiative and as well as I know Don, I’m sure there will be a lot of attention given to the human resources that are available to do this.  Finally, and probably coming back again to that first problem, a problem we’ve noticed in the last couple of years is that we are getting a lot of requests from COAS for science laboratory start up equipment.  Two years ago the bulk of the Chancellors Fund went for that initiative.  Those are core expenditures, those are not marginal funds for new initiatives.  So, we simply point that out as an issue, as a problem, that we urge the campus to develop creative alternatives, how are we going to pay for the spiraling start up costs of research laboratories?  As I mentioned, I work with the General Assembly on the K-12 budget, I don’t work with on the Higher-Ed budget for obvious reasons.  I’ve been up at the statehouse all day and we look at revenue forecasts for the biennium that chart (back to problem one) we are unlikely to see a relative [inaudible] in the slope heading back up anytime soon.  It’s going to be a very difficult budget year.  Therefore, initiatives such as I see Judy Palmer here, initiatives such as looking at the non-academic administrative costs, we are very supportive of that kind of thing, where the purpose of that task force is to look at the administrative structure, are there ways to do what we do now, now that we have the technology that we are bringing in, less expensively and then channel those resources into research and teaching?  Again, we are very supportive of that.  Looking ahead to next year, Julie and I will be the co-chairs and we certainly seek and welcome your input as we move forward.  Any questions?  Yes, please.

VIOLA: One of the, I think, very critical issues for campus at least from the academic side is that of assessment switches and it’s not even addressed here.  I mean, we know that virtually every school is running at a deficit after assessments, we’ve had a huge increase in the administration in the last five years, in fact there are three very high salaries, why aren’t we addressing that problem?

THEOBALD: Actually, a year ago one of my five would have been increasing assessments, that was one of our five issues in the 2000 report.  In response, not totally in response to this, the committee that I mentioned that Judy is chairing, is looking at exactly those issues.  How do we look at the administrative cost structure and see how we can do things as efficiently while providing the same level of service we were providing before? So, the reason that isn’t here is because there has been a response to that, we’ve got a process moving forward to address, hopefully, to keep assessments because you are right; the point we made in the report was that campus-wide assessments were for the first time ever greater than the state appropriation, so we started out in debt before we ever educated the first student.  There has been movement in that way.

MORGAN: Just to follow up on Vic’s question, how many years back do we have to go before any problem is solved?  Or, even dealt with seriously?  If last year’s assessment problem, which is enormous, and the inflation of upper level administrator’s salaries and whatever, somewhere should be listed as still an ongoing problem yet to be solved, I mean formulating a committee doesn’t solve a problem, right?  The PeopleSoft training business, training, I mean what about the employment of current resources on the campus to get PeopleSoft up and going? It’s decimated some units.  I mean they are terribly understaffed as a result of people being stripped away and I mean it is one thing to talk about training people for process and development, it’s another thing to say how long we are going to suffer before we get to that point.  In other words, for those of us that are new to this particular body, how many numbers, how many years back do we have to go to find things that have accumulated that are a part of what a problem, just like this was part of a much, much bigger list of serious problems that we have?

THEOBALD: Well, I guess the answer in both those cases is one year.  That was another issue we raised…

MORGAN: So only a year…

THEOBALD: No, it’s not taken care of.  No, our role is to say is the campus focusing on this issue, this is a problem from our perspective as faculty members that someone needs to take a look at, with the task force in place and moving forward and I think making very good progress, there didn’t seem to be the need to state, I guess you could give an update, unfortunately we do this in our spare time so the report could be longer than it is, but we focus simply on where are we now as we look forward to next year, what are the issues?  And with PeopleSoft again they were looking in the next year what is it we need to focus on.

MORGAN: Well Neil, what I think what would be very helpful, I mean for someone like myself, is to say of the five or six issues that were designated last year, where are they now?  For example, if there is not a task force looking into the inflation of assessments at higher level administration at enormous costs, in the course of the year that we now have a task force, how many more upper level administrators have been hired?  How far further behind the ball are we because we now have a task force?  In terms of the PeopleSoft business, I know of units that are down five, six, seven of their key central people because they’ve been stripped away from this process.  How much more behind the eight ball are they now than they were a year ago?

THEOBALD: I think you make a very good point, in fact this next year when we do the report I think that is a good idea, these are the things we identified last year and have a section that comments on the problems of the previous year and then look at the year ahead.  I think that is a very good point.

ENO: Let me add something, Mike, the next item on your agenda is going to be a report on the Administrative Services reorganization, which is the presentation to the Council of what the response has been to the item last year.  Judy Palmer is here to offer that.  We are going to be having updates pretty regularly and depressingly on the SIS PeopleSoft conversion process because the Faculty Council has been paying a great deal of attention to this problem and trying to induce constant reports so that we have input on it.  These are not problems that necessarily have solutions.  They are problems that we can mitigate, that we can work on as hard as we can.  But with limited resources, which is part of what is coming out of this top item here, what we are trying to do is float through bad times, keep our heads above water, make sure that our discipline is strong on all overhead matters and the Council supervises, monitors that and reports that are going to be coming in after the budgetary affairs report are also going to be reports on this matter.  So, this isn’t the sum total of information that the Council gets on this.

MORGAN: If you don’t mind, I’ll acknowledge that feature of your comment that indicates that we’ll receive more information.  I mean to suggest, however, that given the budgetary situation at the state level that the question of assessments and the reduction of enormous costs in terms of overhead.  That seems to me an awfully important area we can make up a lot of dollars to put back into the classes.  So, until we hear the information I’m not satisfied that we should be happy where we’ve come.  But, thanks for the warning.

BOBAY: One other sort of perspective, this report comes from a committee who was looking at issues last February as they were looking forward in an uncertain budget time and were trying to perceive what the issues were.  I think that your question might be more fully answered if we had been able at this meeting to have the report from the campus on what actually happened with the budget last year, the assessment issue is particularly important because that was a big issue we focused on last year and next week when we hear the report from Maynard Thompson we’ll hear how did that go this last year, with assessments. I think we will see that there was some improvement in that area; other issues came up.  So this is sort of a snapshot; the timing of it is difficult because what we have here is what the committee saw in February. This is now October between times the budget actually happened and we haven’t heard back what happened, so hold on until next week when we might get more information.

SPIRO: Can you make that an official agenda item brought up at the next meeting or whatever meeting when you do have the information so that the full Council can see where we are and what progress has been made?

ENO: Is your point that assessments should be on the agenda for next time?  Is that?

SPIRO: No, the budget.  Julie mentioned the budget and the fact that we don’t have a full budget report.

ENO: Maynard is going to be on the agenda next time to give us an overview of the campus budget situation in that regard.

SPIRO: Okay, that was my point.

RUBIN: One of the issues associated with the assessment beyond its size and its growth is the fact that we’ve all been unable to replace faculty members who have left because of the increasing size of that.  In fact, SPEA is down 4 or 5 faculty members now and we’ve lost our ability to replace those folks.  Is there a target for the assessment funds? I do hear repeatedly certain indications of where it is going, for example, the blame for the increased assessment has generally been put back on the deans to some extent because we, throughout all of our schools, agreed to increase the amount of financial aid that goes to out of state students to try to attract more students; a program that appears to be somewhat successful.  But, there is really no sense of where that entire assessment goes and that is part of the dilemma here.  If it was understood that the assessment dollars were going back into the academic programs or to support certain parts of our administrative programs that are critical it would help the faculty I think to understand and accept what is going on a lot better.  Today, even though I’ve been in several administrative positions, I don’t have a very good sense of where those assessment dollars go.  I’m wondering if maybe when Maynard makes his report next week he would be able to give us some sense of how the assessment dollars are divied up to the various locations that they end up in.  That would I think prove to be very useful from the Faculty Council’s perspective.

WATT: To everything that has already been said, I would like to reiterate I sure hope item number two here, the Chancellors Fund, that is such a huge ethical issue because without a central kind of fund there is very little to inhibit sharkish behavior and really have a balkinization among units.  I’m not going to name any names but in the English Department there are so many competing long distance initiatives that try to take residential students right out of this classroom to fit their needs that these are just dollars flying right out of the department to other units and I can only predict that further savagery will have to ensue unless there is something to moderate that kind of behavior.  I think item number two, Chancellor’s Fund, helps moderate that kind of behavior significantly with its emphasis on quality not on consumerism.  Some people aren’t going to like those comments but… I’ll leave it there.

LICHTENBERG: Realistically, what can the Faculty Council do to get administrators not to raise their salaries by large amounts and to increase their inpockets?

THEOBALD: I think the new technology allows us to do our administrative processes in a different way than we were able to do before.  They are going to be different regardless and to look at that same time of how can we do this more efficiently, more cost effectively, this is exactly the time to be looking at those sorts of issues.

LION: Are you saying that wasn’t considered before the technology?

THEOBALD: We didn’t have the possibility to do things differently.  I think technology does allow us to do registration on the web, that is very different, we’ve never done that sort of thing before.  So, new processes.  Okay.  But as far as what can we do, that is the sort of thing while we are in this transition, this is a good time to look at doing things more cost effectively.  

BROOKS: Can I say I think as well there is more in assessments than administrative salaries.  This is a big, big area and I think that if indeed there is more of an explanation in general about where assessments go that we can get a much better perspective about what this really means.  I think sometimes because it is an administrative thing it's equated with salaries, but I don’t think that it is just salaries by any means.

THEOBALD: That is an excellent point.

SPIRO: …more information in terms of where the assessment money goes and if that is going to be presented to us, it would be very nice to also have a historical perspective.  Maybe that is planned, but it would be nice to see where five years ago versus three years ago, I don’t know how far back you need to go but it would be nice to see which categories have grown and which categories haven’t and so forth.  I would request that that be part of the report too.

BREHM: I think also that we were very interested in having historical data; Maynard and I did look at one slice  - looking at percent, because you want to adjust it in terms of what the whole budget is and the percent of it.  I’m trying to learn the assessment process too, so I think it’s very important that we do have a clear understanding of what these costs are relative to the rest of the budget over time and where they go.  I would be very happy, because it is part of my learning process as well, to work with the Council to try to understand it.  And, then we can go from there, but initially we just need to understand it.  Speaking of money, we will continue to talk about money. This time, I think, we are going to look at the state at least first and Judy Palmer is with us.

[End of Tape 1, Side B]

AGENDA ITEM #7:  REPORT ON ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES AND REVIEW

Professor Judith Palmer, Vice President and Chief Financial Officer

PALMER: …the Bloomington Faculty Council again and I believe I have two issues specifically again today.  One to talk about the state of state finance and there are others in the room here that can certainly contribute to that discussion as well and Neil just did in some of his comments.  And, then to talk about the Administrative Services Review that we are in the midst of right now.  Let me address the state finance first.  What Neil Theobald just commented on is absolutely accurate from where any of us sit.  The state has a difficult financial position right now.  Depending on how you look at the numbers, how you interpret the numbers, it can be greater or worse than the last number that you heard.  But, there are some facts we know.  We know that when the budget was passed in 2001 for this current biennium started July first, Indiana University had some appropriations that were less than what we received during the last biennium.  Those fell in two major areas: one, information technology, (and this was not just reduced for Indiana University but all of higher education,) was reduced by 25% of the amount previously budgeted.  Repair and rehabilitation, capital funding that supports the maintenance of our physical plants on all of our campuses was reduced by 25%.  The operating budget as you know was not reduced.  Indiana University received funding for the new School of Informatics programs.  We did receive inflationary funding and on the whole while not as much as we had hoped for, it was a very good appropriation to Indiana University for operating expenses, all campuses.  However, there was language in the budget bill that reflected the state’s fiscal position by suggesting that the authority that is now vested with the state agency that allocates money out to the various units of state government, including allocations to Universities, that they have the authority, administratively, to withhold one month’s appropriation.  Now, what does that mean?  It’s really just at this point a cash flow issue, making a huge distinction here between cash flow timing on when we will receive funding and an actual reduction in funding.  There was no actual reduction, it was just authorizing the state, if you will, to postpone payment of that amount to the University.  Now that equates on our total operating budget for all seven of our campuses that we are fiscally responsible for to somewhere around 36 to 38 million dollars.  Why do I say approximate? Well, it depends on when they exercise this authority, because it exercisable any time during the biennium. So it will make a difference whether it is this year or next year or whether they split it and will partial payment from this year into next year.  Now, have we ever had to manage this before as a University?  The answer is yes.  We managed it back in the early 80s.  And all Universities are covered by this same situation.  How do we manage it?  We manage it with our cash liquidity.  We have a large budget at Indiana University, it is in different pockets depending on the fund group, but I will assure you that we have looked closely at this and that is certainly a manageable amount.  What’s the impact of any kind of cash deferral?  Well, the impact is that there is some loss in interest earnings because you do not have that money available for investment, you are actually using your funds to cover money that didn’t come in on a timely basis.  Now right now we are in a good position to do that, the Trustees have established for each campus a certain amount of required general fund reserves.  The general fund for those of you that may not have to worry with budgets is the largest single fund that our University has that supports teaching and research.  The Trustees in their wisdom established a requirement that campuses maintain a certain amount of uncommitted reserves. Why?  Just for times like this.  Just to cover those times when we have changes in income streams or expenditure streams that were not anticipated and planned for.  Some of our smaller campuses frequently will have to use some of those reserve funds when they have a short fall in enrollment, when their enrollment declines.  There can be times in our history when we had escalating energy costs which are one time uses, you don’t bill that into the permanent base budget.  So, I want to ensure everyone that given what we know today, we are in a position to manage this without any extraordinary measures being taken.  What happens down the road?  We also know that the state, at the last report given by the Governor about three weeks ago, suggested that from the state’s revenue forecast beginning July 1, the state is down about 140 million dollars off of forecast, meaning they simply didn’t collect as much revenue as they expected to based on that forecast.  At the same time the Governor announced that he and his advisors would be looking at other steps that they would propose later this fall to address the fiscal situation they see at the state level.  There isn’t anyone in this room that I know of that can answer what may be ahead of us.  But, we do know that based on our position as of today, we are in a good position, and some of the things that Neil and Cliff mentioned on that list will help us and we’ll talk more about that later in terms of the administrative services report but I guess I would like to stop there.  That is a very quick overview of where the story is.  I might add on the capital funding, the state has announced a series of measures for state government, sometimes there is a little confusion when all of these get announced at one time.  The state has taken some steps to cut back their expenses for state agencies; they have slowed down or put a review on hiring vacant positions at the state level.  They are taking some steps to reduce travel; they are taking some steps to reduce equipment purchases.  This is pretty typical in what happens in the state environment of managing state agencies.  None of those affect us as Universities, however on the capital side, R & R and capital projects are much more likely for us to be affected in terms of a slow down in the approval of newly authorized capital projects or a slowdown in terms of R & R. However, we’ve not received any specific information on that yet and we are moving at the same rate with all due speed and haste particularly on the multi-disciplinary science building to submit that for the next step in the authorization project to the state.  Keep in mind on bonded project such as that one there is no state liability to spend cash, if you will, during this two year period because its bonding authority issuing the bonds. There is a time delay and when that first service payment becomes effective.  The state would not have any expense this biennium with the approval of that project.  So, with that would you like now to turn it over to… 
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BREHM: Would you like to comment on the state situation?

WEAVER: Thank you Chancellor.  I think I would just say is that what I would like to do is agree with everything that Judy said, I mean she has been very complete in some of her comments.  I guess the only perspective I would like to give is maybe just a little more of a political perspective.  What is going on in the statehouse, what we hear and Judy is exactly right, no one here in this room, I think no one in the statehouse actually knows what is going to happen in the next six months.  I do think something will have to happen in the next six months but I don’t think any of us know what it is.  I think the Governor’s office, for instance, admits there is a problem, they finally admit there is a problem, but they don’t have a solution to the problem or at least are not proposing a solution to the problem yet.  Judy as you probably know serves on a select committee in the Governors office, and her committee has been charged with some things, I won’t get into that, that is her business, but she is probably as well informed about what is going on in the Governors office and the budget agencies as anyone.  I think that at this point they are actually still searching.  We’ve got a billion dollar problem.  We’re probably projected to be at a billion dollar deficit by the end of 2003.  Who is worried about this?  The budget agency is very worried about this, this is the fiscal arm of the governors office.  They are worried about it.  Their argument is, and they’re talking about cuts, that higher education has already taken its cut because as Judy mentioned the delay in the payment is really kind of reflected of an 8% cut in our budget.  Now in actuality it is not, but this is the argument that we are already paying for part of this deficit problem.  Where the house democrats stand, the majority party in the house, they will not admit there is a problem either.  The problem there is that they have no inclination help the Governor in his situation. Why?  Because the governor would not sign the budget bill, which really admitted that he did not like it, and he agreed to several of the spending bills, one of them being pay raises.  Honestly, I think it is significant that he was not there to support the house members.  One of the things that I think is encouraging from a political aspect is that I really do not think that there will be education cuts by the legislature.  In election years they don’t want to go back and have tax increases, but they also do not want to go back to their constituents with cuts to public education.  They don’t cut public education; in my own perspective they cannot possibly cut higher education enough money to do them any good.  They can get a couple hundred million dollars out of us, but with 1 billion or 1.4 billion deficit by the end of the biennium that doesn’t cut it.  They are going to have to find other solutions.  The House Democrats also defend the budget as a working budget they don’t want to admit that they passed out a budget in last session that was not workable.  Where are the House Republicans?  The House Republicans are basically just standing back and blaming anything on the Democrats that they possibly can, whether it be the Governor’s office or the legislature because they would like to get back in control of the house.  They don’t have the power to really do much else at this point.  The Senate Republicans will not help for a couple of reasons.  One, they don’t want to help.  They will not help unless they can place the blame on the Governor’s office.  As you know being in the state of Indiana, the Governor’s office was held for very many years with the Republican party.  They would like to have that back.  It frustrated some of the old time Republicans that the Governor’s office is still a democratic office.  So anything that they can blame on the Democratic Governor in order to get that control back they would like.  Unless the Governor comes out and really proposes a solution, whether it be cuts, whether it be tax increases or whatever, I don’t think the Senate Republicans are certainly not going to do that.  Publicly they will say that there really is no problem, they might blame the Governor for the problem but they will say that there is no problem.  I’ve had some inside people say to me that they anticipate a 1.4 billion dollar deficit by the end of the biennium.  But there was 900 million dollars worth of surplus to start out, so you’ve only got a 500 million dollar problem and a 500 million dollar problem can be taken care of with in-state government without cutting education.  I’m not sure I believe that but that is what some of the inside caucus people say.  The Senate Democrats are most willing helpers, there is no question.  The problem there is they have proposed many solutions, no one wants to accept those solutions and they don’t have the power to instigate those solutions.  There is where we stand.  Are we alone?  Well, we are not alone as Judy said that obviously all of higher education in the state of Indiana is affected.  Let me just read you some synopsis really quickly and then I’ll shut up.  Illinois, “the state officials hope a hiring freeze coupled with curtailed spending on travel and new equipment will save fifty million as they ponder across the board cuts as high as two percent.”  Michigan, “state budget director Don Gilmer says his staff are shaping plans to deal with the big hole in the state budget by the end of this month, working proposals would trim three percent from public education and five percent from general fund allocations to all agencies.”  Ohio, “already struggling to reconcile tight finances with a perpetually controversial school funding problem, Governor Bob Taft sounded the budget cut alarm even before the September 11th attacks, with a 600 million dollar hole threatening to grow in the middle of the states 45 billion dollar budget” much larger than Indiana’s “most state agencies expect an executive order asking them to cut budgets by 6% in mid-October.”  So we aren’t alone, that’s not much comfort, but we are not alone.  I think that the Governor has to step forward, I hope he does step forward in the next few months and proposes some kind of solution to this.  I think he just has to.

WHITE: Thank you Chancellor Brehm, it’s not a whole lot of happy faces after news like that but I’ll tell you that there are a lot of people that love higher education in Indiana and that is one of our jobs; to find those folks and put them to good use.  On a personal note, as I stand here I remember 18 years ago when I was a member of this group and for better or for worse there are a few people around the table that are still here.  Anyway, it was a pleasure at that time and it’s good to be back.  I want to talk just for a moment about how we try to look at this from the University perspective and build support for higher education in Indiana.  We developed a program back in 1991 called Hoosiers for Higher Education, you might remember that Tom Ehrlich realized at that time from the kinds of messages we got from the statehouse that they didn’t hear a whole lot about why higher education was important and, as you kind of look at the reality of things, the legislatures said “We never hear from people about why IU is important” and why is that? It was kind of an historic priority that higher education would get funded, it was a top priority for state policy makers.  But, as the seventies rolled on and different programs became higher priority for legislators, higher education needed to start to muscle it’s way back in instead of get pushed out.  We unfortunately got pushed out in a lot of places and those numbers that are there to bear that out, where we at one point got over thirty percent of our operating budget in support from the state, we’re down to about 23%.  You can see that historic decline as a percentage of the state budget.  So it was clear that IU needed to make its case in a different way, and that is why we looked and said, well, we have this huge base of alumni, faculty, staff, we’re what - the fourth largest employer in Indiana, I believe.  We are the largest employer in this region and wherever we have regional campuses we are a major player in the community.  Why not start to mobilize our students, faculty, staff, alumni, friends and bring higher education to a higher part on the agenda at the state?  That is how HHE began.  We’ve continued to work hard to do that, now up to about 10,000 members, organizing those groups to help us promote higher education and make it an agenda item for Indiana lawmakers.  You might ask, “Well, how can faculty get involved?”  Let me pass out our brochure that has membership information.  It explains the program in depth, you can review it later on at your leisure.  I can say that we are very proud from the HHE perspective that we can be a part of the external relations committee of the Faculty Council, we know that that is your group that helps promote the external relations of the faculty and the University to the external public.  We want to make sure the external relations committee is a big part of HHE, we want to be sure to include our faculty leadership in our efforts to promote higher education.  You all are great advocates for us because you are obviously the manufacturers of our great product here and that is a better future for Indiana.  I invite you to join us as a member of Hoosiers for Higher Education, you can fill out that card, what that will do there are obviously no membership dues because this organization is funded by the alumni association and foundation, we make this easy.  Our mission is to help you become advocates for higher education.  By getting yourself on our list you will get our newsletter and you can volunteer to be as involved as you want to in promoting higher education, because I’m sure that as we look at Indiana University we want to be able to tell our state senators and representatives that we are a solution to solving the future economic challenges of Indiana.  We can certainly build that case just by having the right messengers bring that home in each of their home legislative districts around the state.  That is our mission and I’m happy to help augment that and feel free to give us a call where we could be a help.  Thank you.

BREHM: Thank you, Kirk.  We could take questions or, I have ten minutes left, I’m told that the ending time of this meeting is a very firm tradition. We are supposed to have a PowerPoint presentation on administrative services report, but there is clearly not time. Do we want to even try in ten minutes or do you want to come back next times.

PALMER: I would be glad to come back if that is the wish of the group.

ENO: It may be the time after actually, Judy, because next time may be booked up with Athletics Committee.  We’ll let you know in a few days.  This is the report that will begin to answer what the administration’s response is to the problem of the overhead issue that is causing our assessments to go up and something that the Budgetary Affairs Committee has been very concerned with.  This does fit in with today and does fit in with the issues that we are talking about today, but time being what it is…
PALMER: Well, we’ll just have more to share in two weeks, that is how quickly it is moving.

BREHM: Does that sound okay to the Council?  We’ll put it off until next time or the time after.  Are there questions on any comments we’ve heard about the state and budget?

PALMER: Chancellor, I’m wondering if I could add one point that I think might be useful.  We talked a lot about where we are right now.  I think the number one item that was in your report from your Budgetary Affairs Committee is a key to the future.  We are not going to be in this economic situation forever.  What we are doing now, what you heard President Brand addressing in his State of the University address and I know what Chancellor Brehm has been talking about, is focusing on the role of the research university.  It’s a very powerful message, particularly in these economic times, but we need to change the slope of that line.  We are going to have to work very hard, because right now increased funding by and large follows enrollment growth.  The state has to recognize the significant contribution offered by research universities in addition to the issues of access and enrollment growth that have been addressed for the last 20 or 25 years.  I think that is going to be a very powerful message that we need to identify, develop and with Hoosiers for Higher Education and with everyone here and with many others involved in that dialog, help the state recognize the urgency of that.

BREHM: I would just say that the administrative report I think now is public, the computers and other research universities and…?

PALMER: Absolutely.

BREHM: Because President Brand did refer to that in his State of the University, has this committee gotten a copy of that?

ENO: Not that I know of.

PALMER: It’s done by our own Indiana Educational Policies center.

BREHM: I think we will get you a copy of that report because it is very dramatic.  What it shows is that research because of this enrollment base, by the way it’s the most primitive kind of enrollment base funding, there are other ways to do enrollment based funding, but this is just headcount.  It is a kind of funding that very much disadvantages research universities and also universities that are not expanding anymore.  It really has hurt the Bloomington campus and I might say the Purdue main campus as well.

PALMER: I was going to say, Purdue West Lafayette, IU Bloomington and particularly the medical school in Indianapolis, those are three primary areas.  The other thing that I wanted to mention, Don mentioned this group had been called together.  The reason we’ve been called together, why do you bring people back?  You bring people back because they served the state during a time of fiscal crisis so it isn’t that we are affiliated in one way or the other with the governor or any of the plans he may address, they are looking to those of us that served during a period of economic downturn and state fiscal constraint to share ideas about how the state weathered the storm during those periods.

BREHM: Yes, Mike.

MORGAN: I thought that the state were really upset about our inflationary numbers of our freshman class and such.  I mean how can…  I mean are you saying that at the same time that they mandated against it they’ve tied it to a kind of formula that would disenfranchise us also?

PALMER: Well, that would be a way to say it.  No.

MORGAN: Well if you play ball with them maybe they realize, I mean every time we bring in an extra hundred students that they don’t want they are going to play hardball against us.  I mean that’s obvious.

PALMER: Here is the way it works in a nutshell.  The formula was changed about five years ago and it recognized categories of campuses.  Bloomington and West Lafayette and Indiana State, I believe, were the three campuses that were viewed as being stable, meaning we had a corridor of about a five percent range that we could go up and down and not have our funding affected because the state’s enrollment change funding formula rewards growth and then during periods of decline removes state appropriation.  The idea was that the campuses that were more mature were basically stable.  So they didn’t want to either invest or withhold money within that corridor.  So, you are exactly right, we can change a little bit on either side of that number and there is no financial impact, pro or con.  But, that has been the major driver in additional incremental state funding over the last several years, so who gets that money?  Well, smaller growing campuses, not your more mature campuses.  That is where Bloomington and West Lafayette have in fact been disadvantaged for the last several years.

MORGAN: But if you defy that, I mean its not going to do any good to defy that.  I mean, I only attribute a certain amount of this to the extraordinary close personal relationship that our President has with Stan Jones.  I think that’s a…

PALMER: I think there is really a recognition of the fact that research universities have different cost structures.  They have different needs.  I’m encouraged that there will be some response to that.  The state approved for the first time something called the 21st Century Fund, which does fund research, it’s on a competitive basis.  We are competing along with other institutions and the private sector.  But there is a recognition.

BREHM: Bob would like to…

ENO: I would just like to clarify a point.  You spoke about the President Brand’s statement concerning the importance of research universities and the desire to have that influence to some degree in the way that the legislature treats higher education.  I think we’ve been noticing a good deal of attention being paid to those aspects of Bloomington and the medical school as research institutions that focus on research that benefits the state economy or the promises in future to benefit the state economy.  I think it is true that a number of colleagues on this campus who think of our research mission in terms of national and international focuses have a question as to whether or not this implies a reorientation of our campus research mission in order to try to leverage out greater incremental funds in general for higher education research institutes from the legislature or whether this is just a highlighting of certain aspects of what we normally do as research.  My sense is it would be good if that were clarified from the central administration.

BREHM: I’d like to address that.  Again, I think it’s quite clear, in fact, President Brand used the words “subsidization” in a recent talk; it was interesting.  He basically said that you’ve got to get new revenue streams coming in to the ocean in order that all boats rise.  That is very clear that some of the hopeful gains that we would make through economically relevant research would in fact subsidize the entire breadth of the mission.  I don’t think it is in any way meant to be a growth in one sector at the expense of another sector.  It’s just that if we don’t get new revenue streams coming in then we just have very little to work with period and so we are all disadvantaged.  We have probably about two more minutes.  Yes.
VIOLA: A point of clarification.  You mentioned the fact that we received inflationary funding in the last biennium and certainly for the first year that is the case.  In the second year the way that I read it we had four and a half billion dollars for Informatics and if you then take the rest of the operating budget that comes out to just about what we got in the first year.  Is that incorrect?

PALMER: No, the assumptions were the same in the second year as they were in the first year.  There is growth in the second year…

VIOLA: The operating budget is getting the 3.8 percent both years and then Informatics is on top of that?

PALMER: Yes, there is some growth both years.

VIOLA: There is.  

PALMER: Informatics made the growth in the second year greater than it was in the first year but you still have base growth in the second year in addition to Informatics.

WEAVER: I’m not sure it’s 3.8 though.

PALMER: No it’s not 3.8.  I think the number is I believe for the Bloomington campus are about 3.3 in the second year, Maynard is that correct?

THOMPSON: I don’t believe it was quite that high.  It was 0.7 percent for the first year and I thought it was under three for the second year.

PALMER: Maybe just a little under three.  I’m probably using university-wide numbers rather than campuses.

BREHM: Okay.  I think we are at our closing time.  Thank you very much.

Adjournment 5:30 PM

Julie Bobay, BFC Secretary
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