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(Tape #1, Side A)

AGENDA ITEM #1: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS
GROS LOUIS: The first order of business on today’s agenda comes from the Agenda Committee. I will call on Jim Sherman.

SHERMAN: I am not sure I have a lot to report about the upcoming agenda and BFC. Last week, I told you about things that are on the horizon, and as far as I know, they are still moving ahead. It seems, at least in my first month of doing this, it is enough to keep your head above water to get to the next meeting and figure out what is on. I have not gotten to the point of looking long-range yet. (Laughter) 

I can report that sometime soon, maybe even now through e-mail, you will have the agenda of the UFC meeting, which is next week. I can just report to you that two of the items on the agenda are really important items for the campus as a whole, and certainly for this campus. One of the issues will be a discussion. There will be no votes on either of these, but it will be the beginning of discussion on the policy of Non-Tenure Track Faculty. Second, there will be a discussion of issues related to policy on inter-campus transfer of courses. Those are two very important issues. I will report to you on them if anything exciting emerges. In addition, Myles Brand will be talking about the state of the evaluation and elimination of programs on various campuses, including IUB, during his initial statements. We will take questions on that. Toward the end of the meeting, Myles will be reporting on the community college system, and what its impact on the university as a whole is likely to be. Those are two issues that I think are very important to IU-Bloomington, as well as to the rest of the campus. I will report on those when next we meet.



AGENDA ITEM #2: PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS
GROS LOUIS: Okay, Jim. One item under my business is that as a result of conversations with a number of people, we are in the process of changing the name of the Honors Division to Honors College. There are several reasons for it. It does not signal a change in the functioning or the operations of what we now call the Honors Division, but from two perspectives it can be very beneficial to the campus. One perspective is in fundraising. Curt Simic and others at the Foundation believe that they will have a much easier time raising funds for Honors College scholarships because it is a phrase that the donors understand, the word college, whereas division is a word that is less meaningful to them. Even more importantly is that there are several major donors who might be interested in endowing something called the Honors College so that it would become a named entity. The second reason, which Julia perhaps can speak more about than I can, is that many of our peers have units like ours. Ours is better, but it is like ours (Laughter). They call it Honors College, but it does not mean that the students receive degrees from the college the way they would from a school on this campus such as the College of Arts and Sciences. Again, it is a word that high school juniors and seniors understand better than they do the word division. Don Hossler believes that it would be beneficial in the recruiting of those students who go into the Honors Division if it were called Honors College. I do not know, Julia, if it has been discussed with the Honors Division faculty yet. These are the two major reasons. I have discussed it with the Agenda Committee, and the Agenda Committee believes this is the right thing to do. I know Lou and Julia discussed it. I do not know to what extent it goes beyond that at this moment. Is there anything you want to add to that?

BONDANELLA: Only that we would like to discuss it with the Honors faculty.

SHERMAN: How about Honors University? (Laughter) We might get even more.

GROS LOUIS: That is such an obvious point. I cannot remember if this has come up before. Has it come up before, Julia?

BONDANELLA: Not recently, although there has been some discussion over the last year. Before that there was some talk, just because some other honors colleges are being established. Many of them certainly don’t have the opportunities that our Honors Division offers. So, it seems like an appropriate position at this point in time. (Inaudible)

GROS LOUIS: It seems to me to be such an obvious benefit that I am sorry we did not think of it before. I really like that. For Item 3, I have no questions in advance.

SHERMAN: Nor do I.

GROS LOUIS: The floor is open if there are any questions or comments on the issue. 



AGENDA ITEM #3: QUESTION / COMMENT PERIOD
GROS LOUIS: Questions or comments? We will go to Item 4, which is the Annual Report of the Budgetary Affairs Committee. David Zaret, as many of you know, sat stoically through the last meeting, even though he is not a member of the Council this year. We did not, however, get to his report. So, he decided to ask Al Ruesink, not in anger, to give the report today just in case we did not get to it again today.



AGENDA ITEM #4: ANNUAL REPORT OF BUDGETARY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE, INCLUDING SALARY MINIMA
RUESINK: They were having another commitment. Because I had co-chaired the committee, and I am a member of the Council this year, this just ended up in my hands. I will simply remind you that you received a copy of our Annual Report as circular B14-2000, among the other pieces of yellow paper that you picked up last week. Our history is not to make an elaborate report, but to provide the written copy of how our year had gone. We will let Ken make the major report, as he did last week, about the heart of where the dollars are coming from, and where they are going. Then, we will simply ask our committee to make a few remarks about the budget year. 

Clearly, the committee spent a lot of time worrying this past year about reallocation of monies in the non-instructional units. There were salary mandates that clearly necessitated reallocation if additional funds were not provided to individual units. We decided as a committee that we essentially needed to help some units, which we did. We recommended this to Maynard. I would also like to note that those of us that were here before 1989, and are retiring under 18-20, create a continuing difficulty for budget committees. That was a non-funded, future liability that was established. Every year, we have to find several millions of dollars to augment the funds in that particular account. Twenty years from now, the Budgetary Affairs Committee is going to have funds freed up as the 18-20 goes away that they can do something with, but that becomes a continuing effort to meet those liabilities. 

The Committee tends to look ahead as much as it looks backward. I can tell you, from having attended the Commission on Healthcare meeting of the university last week, that healthcare costs have jumped up in terms of what it is costing the university to do its self-funding of healthcare. I can look ahead and say that is not in the report because it has been denied for the past few years. Healthcare costs, continuing in the analogy, are probably going malignant at this point. That will be something the new committee will be wrestling with. The committee contains a lot of continuing members, which is good, because there is a historical memory of what has been done in the past. There are a number of new members. One member that the committee has lost will be particularly missed. Jean Sinor has been a very important part of the Budgetary Affairs Committee, and her loss is serious to the university. 

I think that is everything that I wanted to say, except to point out that this committee has had an incredible amount of cooperation from Ken and from Maynard as we have gone about our work. We have always received information in a timely manner, and have tried hard to do our homework, craft our arguments coherently and effectively, and believe that our recommendations receive careful consideration. 

GROS LOUIS: Thank you. Are there are any questions of Al? You had this handout at your places last time, and still again today. Are there any questions? If not, we will move to the next item on the agenda, which is the final consideration of the survey for the review of deans that Bob introduced at the last meeting. The concept of the survey, although not the questions, was approved last March by this council.



AGENDA ITEM #5: FINAL PRESENTATION OF THE SURVEY FOR REVIEW OF DEANS AND BFC VOTE
ENO: You should all have a new copy of the survey instrument, as I will refer to it. Two weeks ago, the copy was white, but the improved copy is this pleasing shade of lavender. (Laughter) That is not one of the improvements we had planned, but I really think we all want to approve of it. (Laughter) What we need to do to today is to consider the instrument itself, the survey itself. We need to discuss the questions and the overall form of the survey. Hopefully, we will be able to approve a document that can then be sent out, and the survey can be initiated. In order to help us do that, and to answer potential questions we might have about the processes involved, the Director of the Center for Survey Research, John Kennedy, has joined us today. He is in the back of the room. If we get to the point where we need to ask questions about the procedures that are going to govern the way that the survey is handled, distributed, collected, and the way that the data is tabulated and so forth, John is here to help us out. 

Last time, I talked a little bit about some of the background as to how the survey was put together. We briefly went over the background of the BFC’s legislation to have a survey, and I am not going to repeat those today. I do not want to be repetitious, and I assume you have all had a couple of weeks to look it over. 

Over the last couple of weeks, the Nomination Committee has met and has considered a few of the issues that were raised last time pertaining to confidentiality and to procedures. We have been drawing up a list that describes the procedures that we have actually been using this year for the details of implementing the survey. We have also made some changes to the survey that has to do with the issue of confidentiality and anonymity. I want to start out by drawing your attention to those changes, which are extremely minor as far as the survey documents are concerned, but reflect fairly large issues. The only changes occur on the last page, at the bottom of page four of the survey. The major change is the line that now runs through the text that says "additional comments may be included on a separate sheet of paper." 

We have decided not to use this document to solicit further anonymous input as opposed to the comments section and the tabulated responses to the individual questions that exist in the rest of the survey. The reason for this is that the Nomination Committee wants to try to maintain separate functions for the survey and for the normal process of information gathering that go on during deans’ reviews. These generally include the solicitation of confidential letters and interviews with faculty of the unit and faculty outside the unit. The last thing that we think the BFC wanted to do when it mandated this survey last year was to reduce the amount of faculty involvement, or to decrease the credibility of the information that faculty offered in the process of deans’ reviews. Anonymous information is not as credible as confidential information. As a result, we decided to try to restrict the range of this survey to gathering a broad sense of faculty opinion on the questions to which the survey is directed, and to solicit faculty participation in the collection of confidential letters sent directly to the review committee. 

You will notice one other change on the final sentence of the survey. The word ‘confidential’ is in brackets. That is not actually a change to the text that we are proposing. Rather, it signifies the fact that we would like to build into normal procedures the fact that before this survey is sent out, the Nomination Committee will contact the chair of each review committee and ensure that the search committee is following anticipated, normal procedures of confidentiality, and is soliciting confidential letters. After we decided to make this change, I called the chairs of the two review committees for Dean Aman in the School of Law and Dean Cronin in SLIS. They are, in fact, both following normal procedures of soliciting confidential letters. So, this year, the sentence will be included the way that it would read without the brackets. Both chairs have also approved the language of soliciting that letters be sent directly to them. Any questions, simply, on those issues? 

If not, I think we ought to move to a discussion of the survey itself. My suggestion, although it is not anything that I can mandate, is that we start out by dealing with the issues of the questions themselves. Let’s hear suggestions or comments that you may have about the 13 questions that make up this overall survey form, the basic survey form, and then move on after we have dealt with those to deal with any other issues relating to the survey. If you have come up with ideas, questions, or comments on the questions themselves, why don’t we start with those.

GROS LOUIS: Rather than jumping around, why don’t we go through parts, Part I and Part II. Let’s start with any questions, observations, or suggestions about the questions under Part I.

ENO: Okay.

GROS LOUIS: Larry?

HURST: The second question about the energies of the dean in reference to the goals for excellence seems to be at odds with the other two questions, and the many other questions which deal basically with effectiveness. Is there a reason for this?

ENO: There is a reason for it. I am not sure whether it is at odds. It is addressing a different sort of question. As I mentioned last time, when we put these questions together, we started with a group of questions that we thought were underlying questions, and types of information we would like to elicit. The underlying question that generated this "energetically" question has to do with whether the dean’s behavior as a dean seemed to be directed more towards promoting the interest of the school, or towards promoting the interest of the person occupying the office of dean. Our underlying questions were, in politic, questions which we did not feel could be asked on the survey. The background to the underlying question had to do with the fact that there are deans who apply their energies towards considering whether a not a school needs new direction, follow up on those issues of school direction, and devote themselves actively to the mission of the dean. There are others who rely upon the momentum that a school already possesses, and allow the school to proceed sometimes in perfectly good health, but without apparently attending as energetically to their jobs. That is the question we wish to ask, rather than another effective question. Most of our questions have to do with effectiveness. Your question has been raised by others, but that is the way we want to phrase this question.

SENCHUK: I am a little troubled by the use of the word ‘energetically’. I think there is a possibility of wasting energy. I was wondering whether the same kind of thing could be achieved by way of something that could more accurately depict what we are looking for. Perhaps we should use the word ‘actively’ and how ‘actively as a dean’ … I’ll try one more time … I am thinking that it is something about how actively the dean has pursued, rather than phrasing it in terms like that.

ENO: Any comments?

ROTELLA: On "responses", would it be possible to separate ‘don’t know’ from ‘no opinion’? I would think that if a lot of people mark that they ‘do not know’ what the dean has been doing, it would not be information that would be useful to the people making decisions. 

ENO: So you are suggesting six options?

ROTELLA: Six options.

ENO: I’m sure that is possible to do.

GROS LOUIS: Yes. Lynn?

JAMIESON: There might be a new definition of ‘double barreled’ questions, but this is related to a couple of questions in the questionnaire: first, in Part I, regarding ‘achieving and maintaining excellence’. It is possible that a person can achieve it, but perhaps cannot maintain it. It may be okay to use it, but I’m afraid somebody might evaluate that differently than a person who is looking at one achieving and the next at maintaining. I am suggesting you separate them into maybe two questions.

ENO: This is a point that John Kennedy raised about this particular question. I think John had two questions. The reason that it’s a double-barreled question has to do with the mandated length of the survey, which was approximately ten questions, and the additional tool of having a comment section. The Nomination Committee recognizes that the question is technically deficient because it asks for two, and does not disambiguate between the two. It is hopeful that the comments section will provide an opportunity to disambiguate if it is a significant issue in the mind of the responder. Otherwise, we either have to choose between the two, which we can do, or I think we have to amend the original article that permits the survey to move away from the "approximately ten" designation. Those are all options we could achieve today.

GROS LOUIS: Given the complexity of most of our Schools, there will be some areas in the school where the challenge is to maintain the excellence of an area, of a department for example, and other areas where the challenge is to achieve excellence. That depends on how people interpret it, but a dean really is, in most cases, probably faced with both achieving in certain parts of the school, and maintaining in others. 

ENO: I think we will move on and try Section II. Let’s gather together the comments, then go back through them while we think about it. Part two has five questions. 

GROS LOUIS: Yes?

MCDOWELL: I find something missing here, although it could conceivably fit under the first part about communication. It has to do with the quality of being forthcoming or prompt in responding to requests from people within the unit. In other words, one of the most frustrating things that I have encountered in dealing with these people is that sometimes it is hard to get a reply, either a yes or a no, to attending requests.   For goodness sake, just tell me.  In the spirit of perhaps encouraging deans to be more forthcoming, I wonder if it would be interesting to have a question asking something along the lines of how forthcoming and prompt the dean is in responding to requests. 

ENO: My recollection is that we did not actually consider a question phrased just like that. It sounds like a valuable question. One of the things we would have to consider is whether we want to displace one of these questions with a question along those lines, or change the parameters that we voted on the survey last year. Are there additional comments on that issue, or on others pertaining to Part II? Let’s move on to Part III, and see if there are any comments. Paul?

EISENBERG: I probably should address this question to Mr. Kennedy. [Inaudible] Is there reliable information about the rate of fall-off that one extends on this kind of questionnaire to save a few questions which is approximately ten? That is stretching it, but it was approximately ten. Would it if you went that high, be a lower yield, or use a much lower yield? 

ENO: I will ask John. Did you hear that John? Would there be a fall-off if we went up a few questions?

KENNEDY: This questionnaire will probably not look quite the way in its final form that it does right now. It has an appearance of being easy to fill out. There is a lot of white space, or would be white space or something, and it is relatively easy to follow. Given that there is also the possibility of five to seven questions from the schools themselves, it will start to get crowded. There will be a big drop-off when this goes from one sheet of paper to two. That is what I think our goal is. There is, for example, space there for comments, and you can potentially use that for a closed question. I really do like that space for comment because it gives a lighter feeling for the questionnaire, and makes less for someone to have to fill out. So, every question added probably decreases in some way the chance that somebody will return it. Whether ten to eleven is going to make a big difference, probably not; but the data is probably at the point of 17 to 18, or something like that, given the schools’ questions themselves, and how much of the page is to be full at that point.

ENO: I might add that right now, as I understand it, for information purposes, the two schools that have come up with their sets of questions have submitted respectively two questions and seven questions. That is what we decided would be the working limit of approximately five on the high end. Seven questions added to these might bring us to the edge of the format that we have got. I am not sure how important we would want to consider that, but it is one of the questions. That is why we limited it to a short form in response to objections to a longer survey. Shall we then move on to the third group, concerning issues of hiring, tenure, affirmative action, and so forth?

JAMIESON: I guess there still is the issue of the "double barrel". As far as the second question, I just have a comment. In all of the other questions up to this one, we went ahead and wrote out the four skills. Thus, it is consistently inappropriate here. You have just shown that it varies somewhat. I don’t know if you, for editing purposes, wanted to add it to be consistent as you did with ‘effectively’.

ENO: I would guess it has to do with the double adverb. I will ask John, because John drafted the questions.

KENNEDY: Yes. My memory at this moment as to why I didn’t put that in at that point was because it would have had a very long line. Perhaps it is easier leaving it the way it is, but we could put it in.

GROS LOUIS: Any comments on Part III?

ENO: All right, let’s move to the next part, which has two questions. This has to do with the relationship of the school to external units. 

GROS LOUIS: Any comments on four? Part V is what the schools themselves will submit. If you recall the legislation, the Council does not vote on those, although John does look at them to ensure that there are not double issues, etc.

ENO: Let’s go back to the beginning and take a look at which questions we still have time to further discuss, and see if we want to pursue any. Regarding the second question on the left hand column, the issue was raised with regard to the word ‘energetically,’ and also whether or not the question could be rephrased slightly, principally shortening it, and avoiding the phrase using ‘his/her’. I think that it was Dennis’ suggestion to shorten it. 

The second issue on this first set had to do with the double-barreled nature of the only question on the right hand side, ‘achieving' and ‘maintaining’ loaded into a single question. At this point, shall we vote on each question, or shall we just see whether there is an interest in pursuing the issue in each question? Let’s consider first the question regarding the phrase ‘energetically’. Would others like to speak on this question? If so, why don’t we do some speaking. If there is an issue, let’s vote on it and move on. 

GROS LOUIS: I would consider these two to be straw votes. In other words, not a formal vote, or a roll call.

ENO: Yes. We will vote on the entire question set afterwards. Then we will vote on the entire survey form.

RUESINK: I think I would be inclined to shorten that to say something like "how effectively has Dean X pursued the school of Y’s goals for excellence?"

ENO: We have three options on the adverb right now, ‘energetically’, ‘effectively’, and ‘actively’. "How effectively has Dean X . . ." Can you finish that once again Al?

RUESINK: "… pursued the school of Y’s goals for excellence."

ENO: How effectively has Dean X pursued the school of Y’s goals for excellence?

SHERMAN: John, can you tell us the purpose of the phrase used stating "his/her position"? It seems to me that that can be viewed both positively and negatively. I wonder whether there was a reason for including that? I know you usually have a reason for everything, so …

KENNEDY: When I did this, I probably had a reason. I just do not recall it now. (Laughter)

ENO: John, I can help you. The reason was because we put the language in.

KENNEDY: Oh, you did? Okay. (Laughter)

ENO: Yes. It has to do with the original, underlying question that we had in mind having to do with whether to differentiate between deans who seem really committed to occupying the position because of a goal orientation, or because of a prestige orientation. That was really the underlying thinking that we had.

SHERMAN: But does "use the position" really disambiguate that?

ENO: No. I would have to say that it does not. It is rhetoric we added because of our original question. I cannot see that there is much that hangs on taking it out. I think a little more hangs on the difference between ‘effectively’, ‘energetically’, and ‘actively’. Particularly the difference between ‘effectively,’ and either ‘energetically’ or ‘actively,’ which seem to be fairly synonymous in this context.

SHERMAN: Do you really need ‘energetically’?

ENO: We really meant it. This was one we went around on.

SHERMAN: With energy. . .?

ENO: Right.

SHERMAN: I can think of a lot of people I know who do things very effectively in a consistent, very slow manner. (Laughter) I would rate them as "effective," but not "energetic." So, you really want energetic? Okay. (Laughter)

ENO: I have to confess that this was one where we really wanted energetic, but … (Laughter)

SHERMAN: Okay. (Laughter)

ENO: I think the adverb does make a difference in terms of the types of responses we will get, and in terms of the type of information we will be probing for. We could probe for a different type of response. Your point, Jim, is well taken. We’re opening a different kind of ambiguity door with ‘energetically’ than we were concerned about the word ‘effectively’. Suppose we take a straw vote.

SHERMAN: We have one more.

ENO: Oh, we do? I am sorry I didn’t see you.

CONWAY: I have to point out that if we accept Al’s modification of question 2, then that makes question 3 redundant. So, question 3 is more complicated, but nevertheless a representative question. I would like to ask him to withdraw his modification.

ENO: Let me point out a line of thought. May I point out a line of distinction between the two in our thinking, which we may want to reproduce? In thinking about how effectively the school of Y is sustained or developed, the subject there is the School, rather than the dean, pursuing the goals. Part of what we are talking about and aiming at with that question has to do with the dean’s qualities of leadership. In the ‘energetically’ question, which may be changed, we were considering the dean’s commitment to personal activity. I am not sure that distinction would be eliminated by using Al’s language.

HOLTZWORTH-MUNROE: I think that if you do not explain that to everybody taking the survey, they are not going to get the distinction right on the first page. You are going to upset them because they will think they have got a redundant question.

(Anonymous): Right. Excellent point. 

ENO: That is a good point.

WALKER: So, take out question two.

HOLTZWORTH-MUNROE: Or shorten it.

ENO: You are proposing simply to take out question two, and then we can deal with the language of question three?

ROTELLA: Yes. Given the proposal for the change in the wording and what it does, as Dennis suggests, we should make two questions that would ask essentially the same thing. Since we seem to want to know the answer to question three, particularly those who are thinking about the energy level of the individual, this would help to solve the problem.

GROS LOUIS: We can for a representative sample, not for everyone. Kim?

KIM WALKER: I was just wondering why we have to have ‘energetically’, or ‘actively’? You’re asking two things: Have they done their job energetically, and have they used their position. What about "has Dean X used his position to pursue the school’s …" Then you are just asking the one question?

ENO: Okay. We have a wide variety of options so far. Perhaps we should collect more.

GROS LOUIS: You want to add to the options? (Laughter)

ENO: Yes.

ELMER: My understanding, Bob, is that you are interested in commitment. It is a word that came back.

ENO: In the energetic question?

ELMER: A synonym for energetic, right? Why can’t you just say "how committed has Dean X been to the pursuit of the school of Y’s goals for excellence?"

ENO: We could say that. 

ELMER: That asks something that is not about efficiency. It asks something about commitment.

ENO: I think that might take care of the ambiguity that Jim pointed out between energetic and phlegmatic, but committed. (Laughter) Did I see another hand? Kurt?

ZORN: The committee spent a fair amount of time putting this instrument together, and it seems almost silly for us to sit here and try to wordsmith this instrument as the committee as a whole. We are going to spend an inordinate amount of time, and everybody reads this a little bit differently. The woman over here was exactly right without the legislative history explaining exactly what you intended to get at with each question. Everyone is going to have his or her own viewpoint. I would suggest that maybe our time would be better spent giving some general guidelines, voting, and getting on with something else. I think you guys did a fairly good job. I can nit-pick just as well as anybody else, but I don’t think the end result is going to be much better.

ENO: Well we do have a proliferation of suggestions. That one is to cease the proliferation and withdraw it. (Laughter) Ted?

TED MILLER: Could I just follow on from my colleague’s comment? This project, at least as I see it, should not be viewed as a continuing project of the Nomination Committee. This is the first year that we have tried to do something like this. Certainly, we are going to learn something by doing it. It would be my expectation that the Nomination Committee would continue to review this document, the questions, and the experience with the questions, in consultation with the Center for Survey Research. I would hope that over time, we would be able to refine these and think some more about it. I’m really not sure that if we tried to make a perfect survey here today that we would necessarily achieve that goal.

GROS LOUIS: It is also the case that, unless the wording is really ambiguous in some view, what matters is not the exact wording, but whether one circles one or four on these varied questions. Faculty are going to read it a little differently, but no matter how they read it, they are going to get some point of the question. If they circle one as opposed to four, or four as opposed to one, that’s really what a survey like this is designed to bring out.

JAMISON: May we ask for a straw vote on Professor Zorn’s suggestion?

ENO: Why don’t we see whether or not we can do that. If it is negative and we need to go into the survey, it would be good to know that now before we go any further into it.

MILLER, T.: We will have a discussion if they pass.

ENO: How would that work?

GROS LOUIS: Sure. Just a show of hands if you want to go with the instrument before you and talk more about the procedures as Kurt suggests.

Anonymous: If you want to nit-pick.

GROS LOUIS: To stop the picking. (Laughter)

SHERMAN: It does sound fine to me.

GROS LOUIS: All those in favor of nit picking? (Laughter)

SHERMAN: That does sound fine. Actually, a lot of the other comments I could probably say let’s go with as well. This was the one item, actually, that we have been focused on that I have always been a little bit ambivalent about. From what I heard today, I personally thought the word ‘commitment’ captured what you wanted better than the word ‘energetically’. Maybe if you can convince me not, then let’s go ahead.

ENO: Let me revise the suggestion. I suggest we take a straw vote on whether or not we will adopt the questions in the instrument as they are, with the exception of the ‘energetically’ question, which we will then vote on separately. (Laughter)

SHERMAN: That would be good.

ENO: Is that a good way to have a straw vote.

SHERMAN: I like that. (Laughter)

ENO: I have a feeling ‘energetically’ is not going to make it, but we’ll see. (Laughter) We need one nit to pick at least.

GROS LOUIS: This is not a formal motion, but those of you, as a straw vote in favor of adopting this, except for the second question, say "Aye".

GROUP RESPONSE: Aye.

GROS LOUIS: Opposed?. 

(no response)

ENO: I think we should energetically focus on this last question. We have four suggestions. A question around ‘effectively,’ which brings the question in line with most of our other questions. A question around substitution of the word ‘actively’ for ‘energetically,’ or substitute the phrase "how committed has Dean X been to the school of Y’s goals for excellence". Is that what you have Jonathan? I would doubt that there is anyone on the Nomination Committee who feels deeply moved by the thought that this question would change.

SENCHUK: I am not speaking against the idea of the committee, but I would really worry about the possibility of a purely verbal commitment . . . [inaudible].

ENO: We are looking at commitment demonstrated through action -- energetic action. (Laughter) I think this is an issue we ought to resolve by a quick vote. If it does not work out well on the survey, we could change it next time. I do sense that there is a strong desire to go with something other than ‘energetic’. May I suggest that we simply use the two alternatives of ‘energetic’ and ‘committed’, leaving the question as it is, "how committed has Dean X been to the school of Y’s goals for excellence". We will take a vote on those.

SHERMAN: How about using expertise? John has now listened to everything. He is the expert in constructing this. Given what you have heard and what the intent seems to be, we can leave it to you. Pick the best word, and I will go with what you say.

ENO: That is a good point.

KENNEDY: Actually, it does not appear to me to be that, in terms of question construction, it makes a big difference between the two questions. What we will have are a lot of ones, twos, threes, and fours. We assume that over the whole faculty these will be distributed in some way that makes sense to the group interpreting the data. Which words you use probably will most likely not move it much one way or another. I guess I will turn it back to you: the word would mean the most to you when you are trying to understand how well the dean has done whatever it is that is supposed to be measured here is the best word to use. (Laughter)

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Well, we’re back to where we were. (Laughter)

ENO: Should we make the choice between ‘energetically’, this question, and ‘committed’, the shorter question, Jonathan’s proposal?

NEWTON: Why not give us a choice to eliminate that question altogether?

ENO: All right. I am happy to do it.

GROS LOUIS: You want to do that first?

ENO: Yes, why don’t we do that first. That is easiest. We will retain the question in its form.

GROS LOUIS: All those in favor of eliminating question two, raise your hand. Those opposed to eliminating question two? So we still have question two. (Laughter) Now you have come to a choice between ‘committed’ and ‘energetically’. Is that right? All those who would prefer ‘committed’? Those who are for ‘energetically’? "Committed" wins today. (Laughter)

ELMER: "How committed has Dean X been to the school of Y’s goals for excellence?"

SHERMAN: I think it is ‘pursuit’. To the pursuit . . .

ENO: Jonathan, was your amendment for "how committed has the dean been to the pursuit of the goals" or just "to the goals"?

KENNEDY: "How committed has Dean X been to the school of Y’s goals for excellence", seems the most correct.

GROS LOUIS: As long as all of you understand that you can no longer say very ‘energetically,’ but it changes to ‘committed’ also. (Laughter)

ENO: What we need to do now is gather your other views and comments on the instrument as a whole, as well as anything else having to do with the way that it is formatted. 

GROS LOUIS: I take it, Bob, that the committee has agreed with the suggestion that Elyce made to make six options?

ENO: Thank you. That was very good. I completely missed that. We do have to figure that out. John, is there any problem with splitting those options?

KENNEDY: No. The only problem is that it is going to take up a little more space when you are going down the column. But it will probably be enough.

ENO: I think that is a friendly amendment to split the options, and I would be happy to simply build that in.

GROS LOUIS: Is everyone comfortable with that? With splitting five, and making the ‘don’t know’ and ‘no opinion’ into two? Okay.

HURST: Did I understand correctly that written comments will only be on these four sides?

ENO: That is right. There will be areas for the written comments after each section -- small areas like what you see here. The invitation to send more extensive comments to the Review Board would compliment your letter. Any other questions on the survey form, or about the survey as a whole? The last thing that we need to do is to vote on the instrument as we have now amended it.

SHERMAN: I would like to ask John another question. John, I think from the point of view of the committee and just from the point of view of the utility of this instrument, it is really important that the response rate be high. Have you thought about ways in which response rate among recalcitrant, generally faculty? Maybe you should put a dollar on each one when you send it out to them. (Laughter)

KENNEDY: That is generally the most effective incentive. I do not think it will increase the response rate a great deal here. If I had a suggestion, it would be that the BFC make it well known that this is important. What people respond to are requests from their colleagues more than a request from survey researchers. I think that building this up and stating how it is going to be used and how important it is to decision-making and things like that will help quite a bit. 

(End of Tape I, Side A)

KENNEDY: We might have to think of a technique towards the end of the semester that might be a little bit of a nudge more than we perhaps could do if we had more time. We can pick things up as it goes along, and react to what is coming in.

GROS LOUIS: In the reviews that have been done in the last couple of decades, a lot of you have been on those committees. Almost without exception, the response rate is very high. Of that, I mean either interviews or letters to the Review Committee. So, the faculty, with some exceptions, take these reviews quite seriously.

RUESINK: Looking ahead to the next agenda item, I suggest that we put a reserve parking space pool together (Laughter), and that I be one of the persons selected for a reserve spot in the interest of [inaudible] (Laughter).

ENO: I think that one thing we could all be aware of is that this survey, once it is actually in play and is out, becomes a tool of the policy committee. What changes once the survey is in place is that the results of reviews will go to elected policy committees that have the discretion to disseminate those results to whomever they deem to be an appropriate audience, including the faculty of the unit where the dean is reviewed. It really becomes the policy committee’s interest to maximize participation in the survey. I think that rather than the BFC being the main place to drum these up, because the BFC changes from year to year, this will not be a headline item each year. Anytime the policy committee is designing questions for a survey, this can become a headline item for the policy committee, which can send e-mails to colleagues reminding them that it is a review year, and that this is part of the process. That could increase the responses.

GROS LOUIS: Larry?

HURST: Would you mind reviewing briefly how anonymity and confidentiality of the faculty will be protected in this survey?

ENO: That is precisely why John Kennedy has joined us today, I believe. John, can you explain briefly the confidentiality and anonymity procedures?

KENNEDY: Actually, anonymity is easy because technically there really will not be anonymity. That is, we at the Center for Survey for Research will know who got the questionnaire, and who returned it. At that point, no one else will know that. So, while no one in this room would know who returned a questionnaire, we will know. Anonymity, as we use the word anyway, is not possible. There are techniques for doing that. That is to just do one mailing with no identification on it. But in fact, we know that the responses have been so low that the data may not be as valuable.

SHERMAN: Excuse me, John, but just because you know that someone has returned it, you can tear off numbers so that there is no way of associating the person who responded with what their actual responses are. Could you do that? That would protect anonymity, other than the fact that you would know whether they answered it or not. I think that whether you want someone at your center to really have access to identify a person with their specific questionnaire, or whether you just want to know whether people turned it in or not, but not be able to be connected with what they said on it, is an important issue that is worth discussing. 

KENNEDY: Yes, that is right. The information on mail-outs and mail-backs, who returns them, and things like that are stored in one place, and the responses to the questionnaires are stored in an entirely different database, a different data entry system. So, in fact, there is no necessary connection between them once we have done data entry. It is not the case that we are just going to strip off the name before we deliver the data. In fact, when we create the data sample, by entering 1135, etc, the names will never be on that piece of information. We will know who returned them. Someone on our staff could look and find Case ID 2701, look at their answers, and then go back to the database and figure out who it was. It is possible, but it is very unlikely, because there would be no interest in it. 

As for confidentiality, as we have already talked about a bit, becomes somewhat of an issue with this kind of survey. That is, we certainly would not put out any information that we know would necessarily identify someone. As I pointed out in my memo to Bob, if someone writes in their comments that they are not in the same building as the dean, something that we would not think of as being identifiable, but everyone else in that school would know it could only be one person, that is a possibility. That is why we have talked about procedures for trying to prevent that from happening when this information goes to the dean as stated there. We certainly would cover that information. However, some people as you can see from the procedures, will be able to read these comments basically, as they come in to help us to identify that kind of information. There will not be, in this case, total confidentiality. That is, some of the colleagues of people who are responding will see some information that is potentially identifiable. As we have talked about, we have not quite figured out a way that would prevent that from happening without not giving the information to people who use it. If we are going to ask people to write things, we want to make sure that it is read and used.  In order to do that, we have to allow some people to look at that information in its unclean format. 

HEINZ: If one could respond to the survey on the internet, it might help confidentiality and the response rate. Do you have plans for allowing that in your responses?

KENNEDY: Given what we are doing with it, I am not sure how it could be anymore confidential. Maybe I don’t know all of the ways of doing internet surveys, but …

HEINZ: Billions of dollars exchange hands everyday on the internet, and presumably people have figured out a way to do it.

KENNEDY: But somebody knows whom to bill. Somebody knows who submitted the request for CDs at Amazon.com, and somebody knows how to send the bill. The name in all of that information is available to some person. I suspect that since we are using U.S. mail that there is just as much security as, for example, secure software players on the internet. I do not see that, at least from my conception of how we are doing internet surveys, any more or less confidentiality is available on the internet.

GROS LOUIS: Any further questions about the document or the survey. Paul?

EISENBERG: Excuse me again for opening a can of worms [inaudible]. There seems to be one large gap, especially as I hear of the other large gaps. We could go on and on, but the gap that I see, as you may remember, is that we do not ask the faculty about their perception of the way their dean works with students in schools. I myself would like to have that question added at some point. In your view, and how you would address the faculty, how effective is Dean X in making any contact with the students in the school?

STEVENS: That is one of the things I thought long and hard about since last time we met. I guess the reason that I did not bring it up is because I do not think faculty know if the dean and the students talk? Am I wrong?

ENO: There is one other issue which occurred to me later, Paul. Among the deans, this is a generic survey for all of the deans that fall under the act that we implemented. Among the deans that fall under the act is the Dean of Libraries. The music school has picked up on this absence, and their policy council has chosen to ask questions concerning students. Presumably, in the case of review of the Dean of Libraries, the comparable library committee might not because it would be very low on the list. The force of your question seems to me important. Also, the problem that Sarah points out about the possible small sample of responses that we might get from the very few faculty members who may know something, or perhaps no one knows anything at all about it, makes me think it is a question below the horizon of the other question that we have asked. It is one that schools and policy committees would naturally tend to add in their sections, although not necessarily universally.

GROS LOUIS: If there are no further comments, then I will call for a roll call vote to adopt this survey, recognizing that, as Ted and others have pointed out, that it could be changed based on experience. Larry?

HURST: When do you think the surveys will be ready to be distributed?

GROS LOUIS: John, assuming that the council approves this, when will the surveys be ready to go out?

KENNEDY: As soon as this is approved, we will probably go back and reformat it a bit, and try to add in to see where the school questions would fit in. For example, they may change the placement a little bit on the questionnaire, within a couple of days. Now we don’t have a list of faculty from any of the schools yet, although the School of Music said they were sending one yesterday. As soon as we get that, as fast as we get the list, and can format it and get it printed, it will be out.

STEVE JOHNSON: By way of clarification, I understand this only to be a vote on the questions note on ancillary procedures. For example, I object to some of the confidentiality procedures that are envisioned, but that’s not an appropriate objection to voice now, is that correct.

ENO: We should ask, after the instrument is voted upon, whether or not there are any other questions to ask about the way the survey is being completed.

GROS LOUIS: This roll call vote is simply to adopt this instrument as modified in question two. Julie?

NILSON: We are having a mini discussion over here. Sorry.

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Last year the Constitution and By-Laws Committee changed the constitution such that the staff president of the Professional Staff Council would have voting rights. However, that constitutional amendment has not been voted on for that reason. That person’s name will not be called today, so we felt that everyone should know the reason why.

GROS LOUIS: Okay, Carolyn.

ROLL-CALL VOTE:

	YES
	NO
	ABSTAIN

	Andrews
	 
	 

	Bob Brabson (for David Baxter)
	 
	 

	Basu
	 
	 

	Bondanella
	 
	 

	Brooks
	 
	 

	Calloway-Thomas
	 
	 

	Capshew
	 
	 

	Cherniavsky
	 
	 

	Conway
	 
	 

	DiSilvestro
	 
	 

	Drew
	 
	 

	Durkin
	 
	 

	Eisenberg
	 
	 

	Elmer
	 
	 

	Eno
	 
	 

	Gajewski
	 
	 

	Heinz
	 
	 

	Holtzworth-Munroe
	 
	 

	Hurst
	 
	 

	Lynn Jamieson
	 
	 

	Paul Jamison
	 
	 

	Johannes
	 
	 

	Elizabeth Johnson
	 
	 

	LaMaze Johnson
	 
	 

	Steve Johnson
	 
	 

	Juergens
	 
	 

	Lilly
	 
	 

	McCarty
	 
	 

	McDowell
	 
	 

	Meilleur
	 
	 

	Joseph Miller
	 
	 

	Theodore Miller
	 
	 

	Moss
	 
	 

	Newton
	 
	 

	Nilson
	 
	 

	Patterson
	 
	 

	Rotella
	 
	 

	Pungitore
	 
	 

	Ruesink
	 
	 

	Ron Edge (for Todd Schmitz)
	 
	 

	Senchuk
	 
	 

	Sherman
	 
	 

	Stevens
	 
	 

	Thompson
	 
	 

	Kim Walker
	 
	 

	George Walker
	 
	 

	Zorn
	 
	 


 

GROS LOUIS: For those of you new to the Council, I should say that even if the previous discussion suggests that a vote is likely to be unanimous, it has been the tradition of the Council to take a roll-call vote so that the minutes will indicate who was present, and who voted.

ENO: Shall we then entertain any further discussion concerning procedures? Steve, you wanted to make a comment.

STEVE JOHNSON: As I understand it, there is a desire to have, as Mr. Kennedy described, a review of the answers to make sure that folks did not presumably, inadvertently identify themselves. Ancillary to that is the idea that the senders themselves wouldn’t know what information would necessarily disclose identity. There is the idea of having a sub-committee, presumably the policy committee, formed to help the Center in this process. My objection is to the sub-committee, and to the extent that the sub-committee is essential to the whole process. My concern is this: I think we need to be guided by cost benefit. The cost or the benefit in this instance seems to be small. The people who will be responding to this are intelligent individuals. They can screen their own responses. They can think as they are filling out their responses "Am I identifying myself?" So, the benefit of this ancillary procedure is small. The cost, however, I think is real. 

The policy committee members are busy people. I do not want to impose an additional burden on them. It has particularly been my experience that a lot of folks who are qualified and able don’t want to serve on policy committees because of the interference with their other activities. I don’t want to increase in the disincentive for folks serving on policy committees by adding this to their already substantial tasks. 

I have one last point in terms of benefit. If a member of the sub-committee recognizes, "ah-hah, this identifies this response as having been Professor Smith’s response", then at least that sub-committee member, and anyone else who is told by that sub-committee member, knows what Professor Smith said on the survey. That itself is a breach of confidentiality. Presumably, the sub-committee members would be told not to divulge anything that they learn during this process. However, depending on the political situation in the particular school, there might be a thought that some policy committee members are too closely aligned with the dean such that these "sworn to secrecy" types of agreements would not be affected. In that sense, having a sub-committee member looking at this will increase the feedback of people who are concerned about confidentiality. Whether you like that last point or not, my core position is that the benefit to be gained from this procedure is smaller than the cost that it would impose.

ENO: I wonder whether, John, if you have any comment on the appropriateness of the procedure just from past history?

KENNEDY: Well, we certainly can go through the text responses and do our best to identify things that we think would potentially identify a respondent, and not make that public to anyone. That is not a problem. When the Center for Survey Research does a survey, we do it for a researcher or a group of researchers. In this case, you, as the policy committee, are that group. If you are comfortable with those procedures, we certainly will do our best to protect confidentiality. But, we have no way of assuring that we can do it perfectly in this case. We would be glad to live by whatever procedures you think are most effective to get the data that would be most valuable to you. 

ENO: I have had a few days to think about Steve’s comment, because he sent it to me on e-mail. I think it has a lot of force, because I am very sympathetic with the argument of cost benefit and increased workload for those taking the responsibilities. It might be possible, as a matter of fact it would be a normal part of the procedure along the lines we have been following not to require a policy committee to form such a sub-committee, but to leave it to them as an option. In fact, as a matter of principle, we have left as much as possible to policy committee discretion as we have gone along in procedures, because ultimately this becomes their instrument. I wonder whether explicitly making that solution along those lines is adequate for you. 

STEVE JOHNSON: It satisfies me.

GROS LOUIS: Jim?

CAPSHEW: Why don’t we tell people who fill out the form to be careful to not use any data that could be used to identify them?

ENO: We can add that easily into the cover letter as a phrase just of that nature: "Please be cautious to not include self- identifying material in your comments." Is there any problem with adding a sentence like that John?

KENNEDY: No, I do not see any. 

GROS LOUIS: Larry?

HURST: I take it, then, that your staff has no affiliation with any of the schools that are being served?

KENNEDY: No.

HURST: I think that it is important for faculty to understand that there is a neutral group that is doing this. That’s good.

GROS LOUIS: That’s another thing that is going to be made clear in the cover letter. Is everybody comfortable, then, with leaving the question of whether a sub-committee of the policy committee is to review the comments or not up to these individual policy committees? 

ENO: As I mentioned, we are collecting a list of the procedures we are following this year to hand on to the next Nomination Committee. In fact, that is what I have typed in to the list. We will just leave it in that way.

GROS LOUIS: Any other questions about procedures? If not, Bob, thank you very much. Thanks also to the Nomination Committee. The vote, by the way, was 46 yes and, as you know, zero for no. We turn next to the Annual Report of the Transportation and Parking and Advisory Committee. I see that both George and Tom have arrived. Who is going to go first?

SWAFFORD: Back here or up there?

GROS LOUIS: I think up here will probably be better. Tom Swafford, as many of you know, chairs the Transportation, Parking, and Advisory Committee. George Smerk has been the Director of Transportation for the campus for several years.



AGENDA ITEM #6: ANNUAL REPORT OF TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING ADVISORY COMMITTEE
SWAFFORD: Good afternoon. This is the first time that I have had the privilege of appearing before this committee for a number of years, so I guess that is good. The Transportation and Parking Advisory Committee is appointed by Greg Floyd, who is the Business Affairs Director. This past year, one of the major undertakings was to review the 1992 Task Force Report that Chancellor Gros Louis had appointed. It was chaired by Don Warren, Dean of the School of Education. We spent a great deal of time reviewing the task force report, and I think the committee was amazed at how much had been accomplished since 1992. I would like to briefly go through that part for you, and talk about some other action that we have taken this past year. After that, I believe Dr. Smerk, who is the Director of Transportation, will talk about some of the projects that were completed this year, and perhaps some of the things that still need to be done. We will try to answer any questions you might have in whatever time we are allotted here. The undertaking of the task force report in 1992 (I am unaware whether or not anybody in this room was part of that or not) consisted of a large committee that spent a great deal of time on it. 

Under ‘Coordination and Management’, there were 28 recommendations made. All but six of those have been implemented, or are in the process of being implemented. Under ‘Expansion of Service’, 17 recommendations were made. All but four of those have been implemented, or are in the process of being implemented. Under ‘Safety’, there were 14 recommendations, and all but one of those have been implemented, or are in the process of being implemented. Under ‘Revenue Generation’, there were 11 recommendations, and all but one of those have been implemented. So you can see, since 1992, a great deal of work has been completed regarding the task force report. If you are interested, I can tell you what has not been implemented. 

The other item that we have looked at this year has been student eligibility for parking, which has been a long, and sometimes very heated, discussion. As you all know, we never have enough parking where people want to park. The committee tries to do what it can to eliminate this problem, and provide additional parking, but we’ll never have 36,000 spaces or more outside of any building. I appointed a sub-committee to look at this, and they came back with a recommendation, some of which I would actually be happy to read. Basically, we are trying to eliminate the number of students having A and C decals as much as possible. The Faculty Council has permitted Associate Instructors the right to have parking, which was done several years ago. We have not changed that. I have made it very clear that we have to come back to you and seek approval to make the changes in anything you folks have authorized. We have reduced a number of the A and C decals distributed, and we actually have a report that is hot off the press. In 1998, we sold a total of 7,410 A decals. With the changes we have made this year, we have only sold 5,130. That is a reduction of 2,280. We sold 4,608 C decals in 1998. This year, as of September 30th, we only sold 3,773 C decals, a reduction of 838. In 1998, we sold 2,776 E spaces. This year we have sold 4,637, which means we are selling more of the E decals, which require parking at the stadium. Bus ridership is up five percent this year. I think the attempt to remove some of the cars from campus is working. In making those kinds of changes, we don’t make a lot of people happy, but we do what we can.

One of the other issues that we recommended this year was a major increase in parking rates. We had five scenarios that we looked at, which ranged form a high of 25% for the first year, followed by four years at 5%, to the low of 5% for one year, and for four years, 5%. The committee actually decided on recommending a 20% increase in the A and C decal, and a 5% increase in the E decal. This coincides with the pre-tax commuter expense, which went into effect on July 1st. This means that we get a tax break. The net result was very favorable. The committee recommended that, and it has been implemented. Those are kind-of the highlights. 

There were a lot of other little things that we took care of through the year that I won’t bore you with. I think those are really the primary things that the committee dealt with. We meet four to five times a year, depending on whether or not there is a need. I don’t like to have meetings if there is no reason for meetings. The letter just went out so we will be getting calendars out and start looking at agenda items for the upcoming year. I appointed a sub-committee last spring that worked all summer. They have just sent me their final report, which we will spend several meetings discussing. Again, it contains various parking issues and recommendations from that. Another issue that we will talk about is the hang-tag permit. According to IUPD, it is very popular. We will be talking about what changes need to be made, if anything, to deal with a little more of a permanent type of decal. I would like for George to then talk about some of the improvements that have been made, and some of the things that are on the docket for future years. Then we can open it up for any questions.

SMERK: Regarding the hang-tag issue, allow me to mention why that was chosen. We had expected that by the middle of this semester or the end of this semester, the new Tenth and Fee parking structure would be completed. It is our plan to change the gates at eventually all of the parking structures where the hang-tag can be run through a card reader. That will open and close the gates, or open the gates to let cars through. As you know, the Tenth and Fee structure did not get underway. Essentially, it is very difficult to put your windshield through one of these readers (Laughter), so we thought the hang-tag would work.

SHERMAN: George, can I ask a question about the hang-tags? This may relate to some of the increase in E stickers. I do not know whether this was an intended consequence of the change or not, but in the past, if you had more than one vehicle, you got a fleet sticker for $5.00. That meant that you could use one car or the other with your hang-tag. The other benefit of it, which is now gone, is that those A stickers without a hang tag, the second car, in the evening, could legally park. So that sometimes if I had to work at night and my wife was taking a course, she could park. That is no longer true, so we now we have to buy a $78.00 E sticker for the other car. Again, I don’t know if this was an intended consequence, or an unintended consequence.

SMERK: We would never intend a consequence. (Laughter) This is something to explore. This is something that TPAC should explore. You are right. I didn’t take the A sticker off of the 1984 Honda because that way I can sneak it in at night if I need to. (Laughter)

SHERMAN: I didn’t hear that. (Laughter)

SMERK: As far as some of the things we accomplished this year, we finally acquired 18 brand new buses. These are fully accessible, low floor buses. Our old fleet was voting age and then some -- considerably over age. So, we have 18 new buses, which will fit in very well, we hope, with the Upass program next year. Among parking lot improvements, the Law School lot project was finally completed. There was some addition of spaces of there. Our estimate, by the way, on the total number of parking spaces on campus, all categories, except the Union lots, is 19,500. 2,500 of those are in parking structures, including the one outside here. I’m sure some of you were discomforted by the Atwater garage project. We started about a year ago. We did a lot of work on the elevators to bring them up to ADA standards. We completely rewired the building, which is 27 or 28 years old now, and we put in all new lighting. If you will notice, it is much brighter inside than it was. We also did some structural work that had to be done.

Next year, we have the second part of the Atwater project. Next year, we are going to spend about $600,000 putting a membrane over all of the driving surfaces to keep water and other chemicals from leaking into the concrete. We completed the new surface parking lot at 13th and Fee, north of the railroad tracks. That added 216 or 218 spaces to the supply over there. So, we have more parking spaces in that area now than ever before. We will continue with the Atwater project next summer. We are also going to perhaps begin some work on the Poplars. We had an engineering study done of the Poplars to find out that it is now about 12 or 13 years old. It is necessary to look at structures like that after about 10 years to see if there is anything wrong. We are also going to take another look and see whether it is possible to add several stories to it. I seriously doubt that. I think the expense of doing that would be incredible. We are going to take a look at the Poplars, though. We are going to do some work on the brick, the façade, and so on. We have alley lots yet to do. There are a few lots along the alleys. We have done a couple of those, but we have a couple of more to do. 

The "biggie" will be the new Tenth and Fee parking structure. I tried to find out when that is supposed to begin. It was supposed to begin in May, and the bids came in very high. It is very, very difficult right now, because the economy is in such good shape, to get much response in the way of bids. Business is just too good. The contractors are fully occupied. They got some bids. They had to re-bid it because they were too high. I understand that they have said "yes."  They will accept the bid, but then they have asked for a two-week extension. I talked to Gary Kent about this, and as far as we know, that two weeks will be up sometime in the middle of this month. We do know that they have done test borings in the lower level of the Tenth and Fee parking structure. There are nine bays in the structure, north and south. The idea is that the northern three bays will be taken off, and the new parking structure will be built in the area that is freed up. We will still have about 400 spaces left there. 200 will be lost when the north end of the structure is taken down. At the appropriate time, the rump of the parking structure will be torn down when the new part opens up. At that point, the new Kelly School of Business building and the expansion of the psychology building will take place. I really have no idea when that is going to get started. We do know that they have set back the groundbreaking for the graduate school of business building until June from October 15th. Any questions?

GROS LOUIS: Are there any questions for either Tom or George? Yes?

FACULTY VISITOR: Actually, I am not sure to which of you I should propose this, but I have to confess a little surprise that the IU Police Department welcomed the parking sticker rockers. The last institution that I was affiliated with, Washington State University, has always had this sort of rocker system for its parking passes, and there was a chronic problem of theft. I am wondering if anybody has thought about this possibility. I guess, specifically, if the police department has thought about this, or if anybody is even worried about this?

SWAFFORD: I can tell you that I have had an e-mail from IUPD stating concern about the new decals. It is on the agenda for us to discuss this fall. Whether we stay with it or not remains to be seen. We will certainly make a recommendation one way or the other. All I can say is that we will see what happens.

SMERK: Let me add to that that we have evaluated transponders, which is a technology that will allow the gates to be opened when you come to them if you have the proper permit. We tested this out at the Poplars about 18 months ago. The unfortunate thing is that the transponder, which is fairly large, is also fairly expensive. I understand that in some places they are as much $40.00. We debated whether we should use the transponders as a way of getting in and out of the parking structures, as well as perhaps gating some of the surface lots to provide that kind of protection, so that only A’s could even get into them. It was thought that what we might have to do is charge everybody $15.00 for this transponder gadget, and then return it to them when it is given back to us. We figure that that was a little bit too complicated. Perhaps the technology will improve sufficiently so that it will not be as costly. I think that is our future, to have perhaps more gated surface lots with these transponders, or other technology for this, which will eliminate some of the problems.

SWAFFORD: I might also add to that that I had one of those, and I had to take it off every time, and hold it in front of the machine to get it to work.

GROS LOUIS: Frank?

DISILVESTRO: Tom, you may have discussed this previously, but the parking garage across from the IU Musical Arts Center is a nice garage, and it fits in nicely with the landscape. Have you talked about the possibility of building something like that across from the Union building next to the HPER building, a multilevel garage that fits in nicely, or next to the Union building?

SWAFFORD: Actually, the garage is replaced on a recommendation from an outside consultant several years ago. The garage is replaced in locations based on a consultant’s report. The one on the east side was the last one constructed until the construction of the new north one. That was placed there for a number of reasons. One was to provide additional parking for the School of Education, for the MAC, the auditorium, the new Neal Marshall Center, the library, etc. We will be looking at other sights. It is very expensive to build garages, but if that is what is necessary, we will probably talk with Bob Meadows, our University architect, and have him get our master plan architect involved in that. We would not select a sight for them. That sight has been considered, though.

GROS LOUIS: As Tom and those of you who are familiar with that know, too, that spot is clearly a prime possibility. If, at some point in the future, the School of Journalism needs to expand (and there have been plans), Maynard thought possibly a joint library should be put there for Journalism and other units. So, while, it has been considered for parking, it is such a prime site for expansion of the union, and also for Journalism. If you picture Journalism, it has no place to go. It can’t go up. It can’t go out to the south or the east or the west. Elizabeth?

ELIZABETH JOHNSON: I have a question about safety. The change in pedestrian traffic patterns caused by the construction or the lack thereof on the east side of the campus is particularly problematic at that crossing for the Jordan parking lot. There is a bus stop that is right at the crosswalk. I just wonder who designed that? Why would you put a bus stop in the middle of a crosswalk?

SMERK: Originally, the bus stop was further north, right against the fence, so there was no place for anybody to wait. Or, when you got off the buses, you were jammed into the passing crowd. That is the closest spot under the construction site rubric that we could have a convenient bus stop. We need to have one in that area.

ELIZABETH JOHNSON: When there are people stopped there, the cars cannot tell if they are waiting to cross, or if they are waiting to get on the bus. People walk out from the bus into the crosswalk. It is really dangerous there. Because the parking has changed in the library lot, everybody just walks across. I think it is a very dangerous non-pattern. That crosswalk is especially bad. Even if it were moved the length of the bus, closer to the sorority houses, it would be safer.

SMERK: Tom just whispered in my ear that it is temporary. When the construction project is finally done around 2080 (Laughter), we will move the bus stop. 

ELIZABETH JOHNSON: I was at least hoping we could move it before then.

SHERMAN: Tom or George, I guess when I think about the campus, and the long time since I have been here, two of the nicest changes that I can remember are first of all, the arboretum being added. Secondly, cars used to enter the west entrance to campus. They were stopped, however, and the Sample Gates were put up. I think that was a wonderful addition. Does your committee have say or jurisdiction over the West end? I would not mind not seeing any cars enter from the west end of campus. It would still be available for handicapped persons to drive around the Showalter Fountain and get to whatever building they need to, but I think from my point of view to the extent that the campus is a pedestrian campus, it’s a much nicer, friendlier campus. Is there any thought to the west end, closing it off?

SWAFFORD: Let me answer the first couple of questions. Did we have input into closing of the Sample Gates? No, we did not. But, I think we were all very pleased with it. That was handled through the University architects and the Trustees. The arboretum, I think, was kind-of the same fate. Although, I will point out that I still get criticisms for us not putting a big parking garage or big parking lot where the arboretum now is. My comment is that we are willing to accept those criticisms because that is something well done. To the east end of the campus, there are plans, and the Trustees have been showing us some alternatives. To my knowledge, there is no decision, Ken, unless you are aware of something. There are some various thoughts as to whether it should be closed off. The decision will obviously be made by the Trustees.

GROS LOUIS: The Trustees have differing views. Some the Trustees would like to close Seventh Street to have it only be accessible to pedestrians, and to make it accessible for those who need to get there. Others believe that for alumni, especially older alumni returning to campus, one thing that they would like to do is to drive down Seventh Street. The Trustees understand the benefits of closing Seventh Street, but some of them are concerned about the downside. The same thing is true with Fee Lane. Some of the Trustees would like to close Fee Lane after the new business school building is built between Tenth and 13th, and not have that road, but the same concerns are expressed there.

SWAFFORD: I think it is also important to note that the Sample Gates were designed for emergency vehicles to still be able to have access to that part of the campus. I do not think we will get a big, aerial fire truck through there, but for ambulance and other emergency vehicles, that was part of the consideration. Anything on the east side would take those emergency vehicles into consideration as well. 

SMERK: I would like to comment about the closure of the east area, the auditorium. It has thrust a tremendous amount of traffic onto Woodlawn and Tenth Street. At class change times, particularly starting at about eleven or eleven thirty, there is a solid mass of traffic on Seventh Street, Woodlawn, and Tenth Street. Tenth Street is blocked from actually further west than Dunn, all the way up to at least Jordan. It is almost impossible to get through there in a timely fashion. Considering my discussion so far with the person doing the master plan for the University, there is to be much more emphasis on the use of the transit bus system to get people into the campus and circling around it. Closing Seventh Street is really an operational disaster for the bus system because instead of being able to go straight down Seventh Street, up Jordan, or further east on Seventh Street, they are stuck in this traffic. I have counted as many as eight buses trapped in traffic at around twenty-five minutes to three in the afternoon. There are people, I am assuming, who would like to get back to their dormitory or to another building. There is no way to overcome it. There is no place to go. I think that has to be explored very carefully. I know that IUPD is probably not kicking up their heels in joy about having that link broken. It would be entirely possible to have that as a way that could only be used during the day, at least.

(End of Tape #1, Side B)

SENCHUK: To alleviate the parking problem, I feel obliged to convey the sense that the problem has not been altogether wiped out. It seems to me that there is perhaps insufficient attention to the loss of productivity on the part of faculty members, and with it, some loss of congeniality on the part of the faculty members who often forego various occasions, coming to campus for meetings of one sort or another, for example, because of the parking problems. I wonder if there isn’t some flaw in the budgeting that is leading to this, and if there is a desire to maximize the utilization of the spaces.

SWAFFORD: Let me remind everybody that Parking Operations is self-supporting. It is based on the sale of decals and parking fines, largely on parking fines. We continue to raise the parking fine to hopefully deter some of the illegal parking. It is not working very well. We have beefed up enforcement. I think we are doing everything that we can. I think we understand that we have not solved the problems. We still have many issues to wrestle with over the next several years, but providing parking or additional surface lots is probably not going to happen. People like the green space, including myself. Building parking garages is very expensive, to the tune of $12,000 a spot.

SMERK: Or more. We could spend up to $35,000 a spot.

SWAFFORD: So, to build those kinds of things we have to pay for them. Raising rates is not real popular. Although, I had a colleague on the east coast that told me at a recent conference how much he was paying for parking. I told him what we paid, and he said, "boy I wish I could pay that much a month", and I said "no, that is for a year." (Laughter) He is paying more than that a month to park. I did remind him that it was the east coast, though. 

GROS LOUIS: LaMaze?

LAMAZE JOHNSON: What was the necessity of implementing the new A and C policy this year as opposed to next year, with hopefully the improvement in the bus system? From the student perspective, I am getting a lot of complaints saying that it is sometimes impossible to get their car from the stadium to where they work at night. I think the buses stop running maybe after eleven or eleven-thirty. For the people who work after twelve, it is a safety issue for them. What was the sense of urgency causing the implementation of that policy this year, and not wait a year before we addressed all of the transportation issues?

SWAFFORD: I think the urgency was that we had many problems. We had more demands for parking, and we were trying to ease the pain as much as possible. I think you can see with the statistics that I read to you earlier that it is working. I cannot really address the bus issue. It is not a perfect system. We are concerned about the safety of our students. If you have noticed, the lot out at the Stadium is well-lit. There are emergency phones. As part of any renovation of a parking lot, we are putting in emergency phones. We are increasing the lighting levels of those. We also have to comply with ADA requirements as we put in new lots. The urgency, I think, was just to take a step in trying to eliminate some of the traffic on campus. We certainly received input from the students. We have a number of students on the committee, and most of the time, they are very vocal.

GROS LOUIS: Are there any other questions of Tom or George?

SHERMAN: I got this today just before I came here. This seems new. It is a transportation update. This is very nice. I do not remember seeing something like this before, at least in this form.

SMERK: Yes, that is the latest version. I think that it is the third one. Expect at least once a semester, maybe twice a semester, to have that update.

SWAFFORD: Comments and suggestions are welcome. We certainly do not have the answers to all of the issues, but we keep working on it. I welcome input from anybody and everybody. If you have suggestions, or if you just want to send money, we take that too. (Laughter) Thank you.

GROS LOUIS: Thanks, Tom. Thanks very much. The next item on the agenda is an update on the Freshman Curriculum. Those of you who were on the Council last year, or those of you who were not on the Council, if you read what I circulated, we made a number of proposals to enhance the freshman year experience. Based on the responses from a number of departments, from the Educational Policies Committee, from IUSA, from the Honors Division faculty, and the Campus Curriculum Committee, here is the status of those various proposals. This is not in any particular order.



AGENDA ITEM #7: REPORT ON STATUS OF FRESHMAN CURRICULUM INITIATIVE
GROS LOUIS: The freshman seminar received probably the most favorable response with both the EPC and IUSA endorsing it as a requirement, and recommending that it be offered in eight-week segments. Other groups also liked the concept, but were concerned about the cost and the availability of rooms and things of that sort. I have established a committee. Don Gray is chairing it. There are several people on the council who are on the committee.  The charge is really to develop an implementation plan to resolve questions about content, classroom and faculty logistics, funding, and timetable. I will have some questions, obviously, and I’m sure that enough of the committee will come up with other questions. Should the traditions and culture concept, which I’ll talk about in a moment, be linked to the seminars? Should there be a half- dozen or so reasonably standard syllabi, or should there be as many seminars as faculty create? To an extent, should freshman be asked to read at least one text? The word ‘text’ is in quotes because it could be a painting, it could be a piece of music, etc. in common so that the students in the freshman seminar would at least have one text that they have all read and can talk about both inside and outside of the classroom. Those are the kinds of questions we need to ask. 

We have just completed a review of what other institutions, our peers in the CIC, are doing with freshman seminars. Nearly every other institution has freshman seminars. They have different names, and they tend not to be required. I think the University of Chicago and Penn State are the only two that require freshman seminars. Penn State, and I must say, I have been trying to find out how they pull this off, went to a requirement for all 12,000 freshmen.  On all of the Penn State campuses this year, faculty taught a freshman seminar.  One thing we are finding out is that the decision there was to leave the nature of the seminar and the content up to the individual schools, so that there are some schools offering a one credit seminar, other schools offering a four credit seminar, and various points in between. We are trying to get enough information to see how that is working, how it was funded, and how they were able to introduce all at once a seminar requirement to 12,000 freshmen. That committee will hopefully have some report before the end of the semester, because if there is to be a pilot program in the fall of 2000, then clearly we will need to get that into the Schedule of Classes in time, not so much for the spring registration, since it will be only for freshman, but for next summer. 

The ‘traditions and culture’ concept was favorably received, but people are worried about the staffing of it, the content, the rigorousness of it, and the varying interpretation of it. That is sort-of what we were talking about with the survey before: varying interpretations of what such a one-credit course might be. The committee chaired by Bill Harwood has been looking into incorporating a ‘traditions and culture’ concept into both the summer and August orientations, and perhaps continuing it into the academic year, but not for the full semester. The most recent idea they have come up with, I think, is quite intriguing. That is to have a significant part of the experience be offered on the world wide web, so that it would be an eight-week experience. A good deal of it would be on the web, therefore students could take the course at any time of the day or night. The site would contain specific recommendations, or requirements to attend certain events, and then a series of analytical questions to be responded to about those events. The suggested metaphor, as the committee thinks about what it would like to introduce to students about the culture of the campus, the history of the campus, and issues of diversity and civility, is thinking of new students that are coming to IU as analogous to people who have been dropped into a foreign country, and do not know the language and have no maps. Therefore, it requires thinking of what it is that one would put into an experience that is analogous to a person being dropped into a foreign country. I will have more on that, but that is where that group is. The "approaches to knowing" idea received almost no support. (Laughter) It was a trial balloon that did not even get off the ground. I am not sure you can even call it a trial balloon. (Laughter) 

In any case, the various people that did comment, however did respond to the need to identify a set of general education requirements that were fully transferable across schools on the campus. Students, in particular, have expressed concerns that if they change from school A to school B, in some instances the requirements of school A in general education are not the same as requirements of school B. Therefore, the number of courses they need to take to graduate is increased by having to satisfy the new general education requirements. 

The Campus Curriculum Committee has circulated a proposed undergraduate campus general education requirement to all the deans, with the request that the deans consider this with the appropriate policy committees, curriculum committees, or other committees in each of the schools on campus. Along with the memo from Ruth Russell to each dean is the recommendation, plus a flowchart describing what the Campus Curriculum Committee sees as the process, the feedback, and at some point, what is coming for discussion to the Faculty Council. Then, there will be a vote by faculty units, if it is endorsed by the BFC, leading to the campus-wide general education requirement. It is not quite what I think most of the committees that responded had in mind. In one sense it is. It certainly does suggest a fully-transferable 20 credits, therefore allowing schools to have other general education requirements in addition to those 20. It does break it down into recognizable categories. What the Committee has not done, and perhaps cannot do because of the political difficulties involved, is take care of the fact that the list is still very long. One of the concerns, at least, that led to the "approaches to knowing" idea was that, as is true of most of our peer institutions, the list for courses that could satisfy general education requirements in the humanities had grown so long that students could graduate from Bloomington having not had a course in literature, history, philosophy, or religion. They could find, in that list of humanities, courses that satisfied the requirement, but did not touch any of those disciplines, or any disciplines like it. One of the principles of the Campus Curriculum Committee, however, is to maximize the students’ choices. That is what led them, I think, to a longer list than I would have preferred. I think some you on the various committees may have preferred it. Perhaps that is a virtue that has a price, but maybe the benefits outweigh that price. 

The final recommendation was for a course working in teams. I think, as indicated last spring, the deans believe that it is so important that they have taken it upon themselves to either identify courses in their schools that satisfy that requirement now, or if they do not have such courses, to have their curriculum committees introduce it.    The deans have already said that working in teams is so critical in nearly all areas, and that they will undertake that as part of their charge this year. Does anybody have any extra questions? That is a rough overview. Obviously, these committees, except for the Campus Curriculum Committee, which did a lot of work in the summer, are not that far along since it is early in October. The Traditions and Culture Committee is further along than the Freshman Seminar Committee, which did not start until mid-September as well. Dennis?

SENCHUK: This is only a suggestion, but I was wondering if the course on the culture of IU could include something to address the kinds of issues that might be pertinent to events in the summer?

GROS LOUIS: Yes. The recent e-mail I have from Bill Harwood said that the committee wants this course to address IU’s history, the diversity of the community, and the richness of IU’s artistic scene. That was in the original plan as well. Issues of civility, as well, so hopefully yes. The committee also wants to address academic freedom and its responsible use. Bill writes: "It is difficult for students to recognize the important difference between giving their opinion on a topic and being able to articulate the rationale for their belief. Moreover, it is always a challenge to deal with criticism of one’s position, and to handle intellectual discussion in a civil and open manner." I think the committee is very sensitive to a number of issues that have been raised, not only the issue in the summer, but the incidence of incivility in the classroom that took place the year before last. Any other questions or comments at this point? I will report back regularly, but as I have said, the general education material will come to the BFC at some point. The freshman seminar will also come to the BFC if the committee believes it should be mandatory, because that probably would require a faculty-wide vote. Julia?

BONDANELLA: Ken, I was just wondering if the schools in the College have been asked to review their general education requirements with a view to ensure that the new campus general education requirement will not further complicate things for students?

GROS LOUIS: I am not sure I can answer that. I am not a member of the committee. Moya, do you know anything about that? 

ANDREWS: I do not.

GROS LOUIS: I guess what probably happened in the course of the exchange between the Campus Curriculum Committee and the appropriate committees of each school was that they must respond to this memo that went out September 22nd.

BONDANELLA: I raise the issue because I sense in the College that there might not be any such discussion. That concerned me, because in advising students I have seen how very complicated the requirements have become over the last decade. I am basically in favor of a campus general education requirement, but I do think it will add another level of complication.

GROS LOUIS: Bob?

ENO: I just wanted to say that this has several committee steps to go yet, presumably including coming to the various schools at a later stage and to the Education Policies Committee, who is going to be dealing with student and faculty councils. We will talk about the curriculum at some point.

GROS LOUIS: Any other questions or comments? If not, then we stand adjourned early.

 

-- Julie Nilson, BFC Secretary
