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AGENDA ITEM #1: MEMORIAL RESOLUTION:

PROFESSOR EMERITUS HOWARD SPICKER

GROS LOUIS: The first item on the agenda is to ask members of the council and guests to stand for a moment of silence for Professor Emeritus Howard Spicker. Thank you. I will now turn to the agenda committee business. Ted?

AGENDA ITEM #2: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS

T. MILLER: I have two announcements to make today. One is that the election for the emeritus representative has been completed. George Juergens has won the election. He will be replacing Don Lichtenberg as a member of the council next year. 

The second item has to do with the Informatics proposal, which will be one of the items on our agenda for April 20th, which is, as you will all recall, the final meeting of the council for this year. I saw Mike Dunn yesterday. He told me that it is his hope that the proposal for the School of Informatics will be available on the World Wide Web by the end of this week. As soon as this is available, we will notify you what the appropriate web page is. This is a fairly long document. My recollection is that it is about 70 pages long, or so. So, it will be worth looking at before we come to the meeting. There will also be paper copies of this document available to us at the meeting. It is less clear to me when those paper copies are going to be available. They are going to be copied, and it isn’t clear how long it will take to copy them. When the paper copies are available to us in the office, we will notify you of that so that you can come by and pick one up, if that is your wish. Please be alert to information about this proposal, which will be on our agenda next time.

AGENDA ITEM #3: PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS

GROS LOUIS: Thanks, Ted. I have no items under agenda item 3, so we will now turn to the Question/Comment period.

AGENDA ITEM #4: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD

GROS LOUIS: There is one question that I received in advance. Tom, I do have the answer. If you want to summarize and read sections, I will do the same. The full question and response will be put into the minutes. 

MATHIESEN: This is a memo that I sent to Ted on the March 8th: 

Today I had, yet again, the experience I have had regularly throughout this academic year. I arrived on campus by car at 10:10 A.M. to go to my office prior to teaching my class at 11:15. Thirty-five minutes later, I was still driving around the campus looking for a parking place. Every parking spot (with the exception of the spaces for handicapped parking, which were, as usual, largely vacant) was filled in the circle by the Music Building, in the lot behind Sycamore, in the circle in front of Memorial Hall, in the lost around the Social Science Research Institute, in the lot by the Music Practice Building, in the Atwater Parking Garage, in the lot behind the MAC, in the Jordan Garage, and in the Library lot. Because I passed through each of these lots several times, I can state that this was not just a momentary phenomenon. I finally found a spot in the Ashton parking lot on 10th Street (my office is on 3rd street), from which, carrying my two briefcases, I was able to run to my office with two minutes to spare before it was time to go to my classroom. 

I could perhaps accept the absurd situation of expecting the faculty to drive around and around day after day looking for a parking place if I were not paying in excess of $200 per year for my A permit while dozens of spots in the lots I have just listed were occupied by C and other non-A permit holders, temporary permit holders (especially in the Jordan Garage), which appears to be hosting literally dozens of vehicles of the construction workers active in that area), vehicles without any permit whatsoever, and so on. When I called Parking Operations about this situation a few weeks ago, I was informed that all these permits are now allowed to park in the A section of the Jordan Garage and other adjacent lots because the lots in which they (and especially the C permit holders) were allowed to park have been displaced by construction. With my A permit, however, I may not park in a visitors’ spot (even if I put money in the parking meter) or by pulling up on the curb (as do the construction vehicles) or in anything other than a spot marked for A and C permits, which are of course now completely filled by those who do not have A permits! Leaving aside the questionable logic of displacing one set of permit holders because the spaces assigned to another have been displace, not to mention the ethics of selling far more permits than there are parking spaces, I simply must insist that it is improper to charge one group at the University a quite substantial sum of money to park in certain designated spots, and then, after the fact, reassign these without any refund. 
But then, this cavalier attitude about parking for the faculty is routine on the Bloomington campus. For several weeks, part of the circle by the Music Building was closed, long after paving had been completed, until several brave souls finally just tore down the barrier and parked there. The lot next to the Social Science Research Institute was closed because a crane of some sort was parked in it; the crane was never used during this period, so far as I could see. Finally it was moved over to a corner of the lot, where it still sits, and the lot was opened once again. One space was removed from the circle in front of Memorial hall for not discernible reason other than to improve the vista from the walkway. All the C spots in the Ashton lot were closed while a new rock wall was constructed – with large spans of inactivity – in front of them, with the pile of rock itself meanwhile dumped in the A spots (it has now been moved)! The number of example could be easily multiplied. 

The inescapable message conveyed to the faculty on this campus seems to be that temporary construction workers should be entitled to drive directly to campus and park right next to he construction site; visitors should e able to drive to the campus and park very near the buildings they wish to frequent, with only a small parking meter charge; the handicapped should be given a wide choice of spaces in which to park immediately adjacent to every building; and students and holders of C permits should not be inconvenienced if one of their lots is temporarily closed. All this may be well and good. But the faculty (who, I assume, are the primary holders of A permits) should not expect to be able to find a parking place anywhere near their place of work; should pay far more than anyone else for the privilege of driving around and around the campus looking for a spot to park, meanwhile wasting valuable time and resources; and should decorously refrain from demanding an end to such an absurd situation.

I do not expect to be able to drive to campus at any time of the day and park in a spot right next to my building. But I do expect and have every right to expect, both as an A permit holder and as a member of the faculty, that I should be able to drive to campus during the day and within just a few minutes find a parking place no more than a short walking distance from my office. If the administrators responsible for parking and the physical plan (most of whom, I imagine, hold permits that allow them to park in reserved spots) cannot find appropriate solutions to this problem (and by "appropriate" I do not mean rhetoric about the healthful effects of walking or bicycling to work [as has been repeatedly point out, not all faculty and staff live within walking or bicycling distance of the campus] or suggestions that we hop on shuttle buses to take us to and from distant parking lots [which is totally impractical, unless we’re on an 8-5 schedule in one office]), the faculty need to insist that they be replaced. 

I would be very grateful if this memo could be introduced as a "question or comment from the floor" and we could have some preliminary response from the Chancellor on this matter at our next BFC meeting. In addition, I would request that the BFC appoint a special committee (not the Transportation and Parking Committee, which does not seem to be representative of the interests of any faculty member known to me) with a broad mandate to investigate the conduct of parking operations on this campus. The present state of affairs is just not acceptable. 

GROS LOUIS: The time for the Question/Comment Period has now expired (Laughter). Let me read the answer I received from Auxiliary Enterprises: 

Parking Operations has worked to minimize the regrettable inconveniences that Professor Thomas Mathiesen has described in his letter of Monday, March 8, 1999. The majority of the issues he raises throughout the letter are due to the impact of substantial construction on the East Side of campus. Prior to the beginning of this construction the availability of A&C parking on the East Side of campus was not a significant issue. The Jordan Avenue garage provided an adequate level of vacant A and visitor’s spaces to minimize the over-taxing of other parking facilities in the vicinity of the garage. Professor Mathiesen makes mention of the vacant handicapped parking spaces. It should be noted that handicapped parking is established based on A.D.A guidelines and specific needs. Additionally, he makes reference to "C" decals parking in the Jordan Garage "A" zone areas. This is not the case; the only vehicles parking in this area have an "A" permit or a temporary "A" which is paid for at the "A" rate. 

It is an unfortunate reality that major construction in any high-density area of the campus will cause some inconvenience and disruption to normal routines. Every effort is made to minimize these inconveniences. At the time construction began for the Neal-Marshall Center, a section of the existing library parking lot (consisting of 72 "C" spaces) was removed from service to allow for the storage of construction material and trailers. In an effort to minimize the effect of these lost spaces, several actions were taken. A proportional number of "A’ zone spaces in the library parking lot were converted to C zone parking. These converted spaces are available to both A & C decal holders and take into consideration the fact that A decal holders also have the opportunity to park in the Jordan Avenue Parking garage, approximately one block away. In an effort to redirect some of the A&C cars from this location, a complimentary bus pass was offered to all employees in this area allowing them to park at the stadium and use the Campus Bus System free to campus and back to their cars. These buses run from approximately 7:00 a.m. until 11:00 p.m. We recognize this option would be considered a viable approach for a limited number of people. Also, changes were made to the entrance and exit of the library parking lot in an effort to improve the efficiency and safety of that intersection. The management of Parking Operations has and will continue to work with the I.U.P.D., University Architect office and Construction Management to do everything possible to minimize the inconvenience to faculty during construction projects and to assure the parking facilities are back in normal service as soon as possible. 

The campus is making every effort to improve the transportation and parking systems. This year a reconstituted Transportation Policy Advisory Committee has been appointed. The composition of this committee was developed in collaboration with the faculty council and provides for a greater degree of involvement from the faculty in the establishment of policies for the parking and transportation programs. Ted Miller, President of the Bloomington Faculty Council is one of the members of the Transportation Policy Advisory Committee. 
There are several other future initiatives underway which should have a positive impact on the campus transportation system. The board of trustees recently endorsed the concept of a student transportation fee, which would allow unlimited use of both the Campus Bus Service and the Bloomington Transit Service by all students. This should have a positive impact on the number of cars on and around the streets of the campus as well as reducing the number of illegally parked student vehicles in faculty/staff parking lots. Some members of TPAC have also expressed a desire to reassess student purchases (including students with fellowships and Associate Instructors) in light of the conveniences of the new transportation initiative. The construction of additional parking in connection with the addition to the Kelley School of Business will provide some relief for parking demands in that area of campus. Lastly, nationally recognized transportation consultant has been hired to develop a series of recommendations regarding the campus transportation network, areas of need for additional parking, and ways to provide for efficiency improvements to the mass transit system. 

The need for an increased level of parking availability for faculty is recognized. Other groups also expect greater availability and some desire lower cost. Frustrations and inconveniences are heightened for everyone during periods of major construction activity. Unfortunately, there are no quick easy or inexpensive solutions to these issues. We encourage faculty involvement and input through the Faculty Council representatives on the Transportation Policy Advisory Committee. Those representatives are Ted Miller – SPEA, Lloyd Orr – Economics, and Craig Bradley – Law. 

By the way, by the new constitution of the committee, as other groups asked to be involved in the TPAC over the years, members were added. However, the number of faculty was not proportionately added. Thus, it turned out that, last year, on a committee with about 17 people, there were only two faculty members. There were two faculty members, four students, and a number of staff. The Agenda Committee discussed that last year. I don’t know what the exact composition is now. 

T. MILLER: 3, 3, and 3. 

GROS LOUIS: 3 faculty, 3 staff, and 3 students. Which is better? 

T. MILLER: I have one comment. An unfortunate aspect of the delay of the implementation of the bus system by the Trustees, at least as it looks to me right now, is that we are at least one year away from really being able to make a dent in many of these issues. At that time, however, I am really hopeful, however, that we will be able to do something that will make a significant difference in terms of the situation that we have all confronted. 

GROS LOUIS: There are other points here, which will all be put into the minutes. The items that I read are the highlights of the response. I do think that we need to move on to item 5, which is a demonstration of voting for BFC members on the World Wide Web.

AGENDA ITEM #5: DEMONSTRATION OF VOTING FOR BFC MEMBERS ON THE WORLD WIDE WEB

T. MILLER: Stacie, may I just say a word or two before you start? I just want to say two things before we get into this presentation. First, I want to give credit where credit is due. This project originated with my predecessor, Ed Greenebaum. It is fitting that Ed is with us today to take full credit for that. 

GREENEBAUM: I’ll reserve judgment on that. (Laughter)

T. MILLER: The second thing I would like to mention is that this project is being done for a variety of reasons. Faculty Council spends a fair amount of money each year to conduct the elections. There are various printing charges, and so froth. Nearly $3,000 is spent in trying to deal with all of the paper that we generate in this way. This project has a prospect of being able to save a fair amount of money. Although, in some part, the amount that we save is the amount that UITS is going to charge us for using their system. At this point, they are threatening to charge us an amount that seems outrageous to most of us. We are hopeful that we can get a better deal from these people. 

WIEGAND: Basically, I am here today to bring you all up to date with the technology plans for the Faculty Council office. Many of you have probably noticed a change in the Faculty Council web pages. We have restructured the pages, and brought them up to date. So, now you can have access to all of the information between meetings. It has not been like that in the past. I hope that you are happy with the results. We have also installed an Ethernet jack in this room, so that we now can get to the network from here. 

In December, we moved on to our next technology project, which was to automate the nomination and voting processes. I have included a handout for you that goes over what this is all about in detail. I will run through this really quickly. This system will electronically process your nominations and your voting for Faculty Council members. It will give the faculty more flexibility in how they vote. They will not be restricted to paper, and having to mail it, and that sort of thing. As Ted mentioned, you will be saving, even with the UITS charges, about $1,200 per year. In addition, it will increase the speed of the results. A report will be generated automatically as soon as the voting is over, which will give all of the data from the election. We mentioned that there are several faculty members that are involved in counting the votes, and that sort of thing. This should make it much easier for several people. We are hoping to make the nominating process available in the fall semester of 1999. The voting will then take place in January of 2000. That, of course, is only if we have electricity after the year 2000 bug. If not, we are back to paper. (Laughter) Any Bloomington faculty member will be able to use the system if they have a network ID, if they have an IUB account, and if they use either Internet Explorer or Network browsers. We are not planning to support Linux browsers. Currently, there are about 57% of the faculty on the Bloomington campus that already have IUB domain accounts. Everyone has a network ID, except for one faculty member, who will remain nameless. The emeritus election will continue to be done on paper. Their ballots are just mailed to their home. I have gone through this really quickly. If you don’t know whether or not you have an IUB domain account, you can go the UITS webpage, enter your network ID, and select "create account" to get your account. You do have to fill in some mandatory fields. That is about the extent of it. 

One of the things I wanted to make sure to include in this presentation was the security of this system. Right now, only eligible faculty can vote. We get those lists of people from the dean of faculties’ office. They can only vote once. Once you have entered your user name and password and submitted a vote, you cannot get back into the system. As we mentioned before, the NT domain accounts will be used to access the system, which are the same accounts that are used for e-mail. This is going to be safe. It is going to be located on a server located within the UITS machine room. I also mentioned that if there are any paper ballots that happen to come in, we will compare them with those, to again ensure that no one votes twice. We plan to archive the data for about two years. 

So, what is next? The first thing is, if you are interested in looking at this system now, go out and check to see if you have a domain account. If you are on Microsoft Outlook for e-mail, you have a domain account. Then, if you want to test the system with us, or just go in and take a look at it, send an email to either Heather Young or me. (Again, this is in your document). We will get you set up. 

Now I am going to show you the system. Once you enter your user name and password, this is the first screen you come to. As you can see, we still have it set up for testing. You will just click on the button that says "BFC Elections". You will be able to get to this from the BFC homepage. Right now, if you are testing with us, you have to go in and set your values after you vote. We have the logic built in that will not allow you to vote more than once. What you see is similar to your paper ballots. You have the "at-large" section and the "unit" section. Up here indicates who the voter is. When you come to this page, it will list all of the people that are eligible to be elected. Then, you just click on the box. This is all determined based upon your unit, which is assigned within the Dean of Faculties office. I am allowed to vote for only 5 people. It will then tell me whom I have selected. You then finalize your vote, and you receive a "thank you" page. The other page works the same way. The nominations will work the same way, as well, only you will be able to fill in the blank of whom you want to nominate. If that person is not eligible, you will get a pop-up message that says that this person is not eligible for whatever reason. That is pretty much it. Does anyone have any questions? 

LICHTENBERG: Will people get paper ballots in addition to this? 

WIEGAND: We are hoping not. We are hoping that everyone will just move to the electronic versions. 

LICHTENBERG: What percentage of people do you think will use this system? 

WIEGAND: Like I said, I am not really sure. I won’t know until we roll it out. Right now, 57% of the people already have the appropriate accounts to do this, and everyone should have access to the Internet at this time. 

LICHTENBERG: Do you think this will make it easier or harder to vote? 

WIEGAND: In my opinion, it should make it much easier to vote, because you could vote from anywhere. If you are in New York for a week and you want to vote, you can pull it up from there because it is on the web. You will not have to fill out your paper form and send something in the mail. 

NEWTON: Is this a secret ballot? 

WIEGAND: We have to be able to track the names of the people in order to make sure that they do not vote twice, if a paper ballot is used. If not, then it would be a secret ballot. I would assume that it would be up to the Agenda Committee as to how that would be processed. 

SHERMAN: I assume that information about the election will be sent electronically, also? 

WIEGAND: Oh, yes. 

SHERMAN: So, there will be no paper? 

WIEGAND: That is our hope. 

GROS LOUIS: Since the results will be immediate, I assume it would just be a list of the winners, not a situation of A got this many and B got this many. 

WIEGAND: No, it would just be a statement saying, "Here are the winners". 

GROS LOUIS: Are there any other questions or comments? 

LICHTENBERG: If the system gives us a much lower percentage of faculty voting than the present system, then what? 

WIEGAND: Again, I would assume that would be discussed within the committees, and that they would decide what to do. 

T. MILLER: Phasing this in is going to be something that is going to have to be given some serious thought. Going from black to white next fall is probably not going to be the most effective way to get this going. 

LICHTENBERG: What fraction of the faculty vote now?

T. MILLER: I am not actually sure. I think it is fairly small. .

WIEGAND: I think that there are about 1,400 or 1,600 people who are eligible to vote. If I’m not mistaken, about 300 people vote now. 

T. MILLER: Perhaps we will get 300 different people voting, and end up with a totally different Faculty Council. 

EISENBERG: Just as long as they are the best people. (Laughter) 

GROS LOUIS: I think that the largest number of people that ever voted was in 1975 or 1976, when about 650 people voted. That was the year that the committee recommended the censure of John Ryan. Are there any other questions? Thanks. 

 

AGENDA ITEM #6: INTER-CAMPUS TRANSFERS

GROS LOUIS: We will move, then, to Item 6 on the agenda, which discusses inter-campus transfers. I will ask Dick to introduce this. 

CARR: Last year, Ken asked Bob Magee to examine the complex matter of independent transfers. Bob submitted his report in July of 1998. In that report, which I did read, there are some very interesting facts, and one interesting statistic. There are more than 8,000 undergraduate inter-campus transfers in any given calendar year, and there are another 2,000 who contemplate such a transfer. As you might expect, about 90% of these are transferring to the Bloomington or Indianapolis campuses. 

LICHTENBERG: What do you mean by contemplating? You are not reading their minds, are you? 

CARR: Well, we do know, because they are not following through. Bob Magee’s statistics cannot be doubted. We are dealing, even if you want to put a shadow of doubt on it, with a sizeable number of students. There is no established procedure for handling inter-campus transfers. 

There are, however, a great number of myths that have developed. One myth suggests that acceptance to any campus is equal to acceptance at any of the other seven campuses. There is another myth as well, that it is very hard to get accepted to the Bloomington campus, but that your chances are much better if you apply to one of the regional campuses and simply transfer in. 

The Magee report was examined by two committees: the Academic Officer’s committee and the Educational Policies Committee. You have both of their reports before you. With all due respect handed to the academic officer’s committee, I am going to push aside their recommendations, somewhat, for the following reasons. The first recommendation is, in my opinion as well as that of the Educational Policies Committee, somewhat shortsighted. It deals with something that is more fiction than reality. That is, given our master course list, and given a certain number that is given on any campus, it is equivalent to that course given anywhere else. In the Educational Policies Committee’s opinion, the master course list is not a solution to the problem, as suggested in the Academic Officers’ Committee report, but it is a problem itself. Beyond the broadest guideline, each instructor is free to develop and present a course, as he or she feels appropriate. This is a freedom that we prize rather greatly at Indiana University, and one that probably does assure, at least from a pedagogical point of view, the best possible course. However, it does not guarantee equivalent content. This is a problem about which I will speak about again in just one moment. 

Since I am dealing with the AOC report, I would like to look at recommendations two and three. These are long-term recommendations. The idea of getting specific academic units together, units from the various campuses, is an ideal that may work out sometime in the future. But, in my opinion, it does not address the immediate problem in a very immediate way. I would like to draw your attention, rather, to the EPC document. What we are trying to recommend is a process, which will be based, first of all, upon certain realities. Second of all, we want to recommend a process that can be implemented immediately, because all of the mechanisms are present. We are recommending that the Admissions Office on each campus establish a department that will handle inter-campus transfers. This seems to us altogether logical. Since the Admissions Office already handles transfers from other institutions, it seems to be the appropriate office to handle inter-campus transfers at the same time. The admissions office, moreover, has the capacity to indicate to any prospective transfer student precisely what credits that he or she can assume will apply to his or her degree at the new campus, and how they will be distributed. 

You may recall that about a dozen years ago, the Legislature mandated the acceptance by all state universities of 30 hours of general education credits. At the time, the Educational Policies Committee spent many long hours trying to draw up a grid of acceptable courses on all campuses, dealing with general education requirements. It is not quite as easy as it appears. A social science course on one campus might be considered a humanities course on another. There is a great deal of complication. Once again, we get into the problem of the interpretation of a specific course. What we see, however, is that this information which has been drawn up could be posted on the web, and could serve students as a means of evaluating their status before or while they are contemplating the transfer to another campus. Also, to formalize the transfer process and to aid in tracking students, we have suggested that the Admissions Office develop a rather short transfer admissions form. Why? It appears (these stories are entirely hypocritical) that students, with the belief of having been accepted on one campus can move to any others, can sort of show up at another locus, and can wander around, wondering where they should go for classes, and so forth. We are suggesting a formality to this process of inter-campus transfer, whereby a brief, perhaps one-page, form could comprise the destination campus of the intention of the student, and also allow him or her to get some sort of idea as to just how the courses that he or she has taken could transfer at the destinated campus. The second point of the EPC recommendation is and seems to be, from the discussion at the UFC last week, the most controversial. It is made with the following points in mind. It recognizes, first of all, the role of a particular academic unit on a particular campus to define its major requirements. It recognizes also what we have recognized with our grid of general education courses. That is, that all courses with the same number are simply not the same course. Departmental major programs have, in certain instances, a series of courses defined in such a way that one course is willing to serve as a prerequisite for the next. It may indeed be in the best interest of the student not to have a particular course X transferred as X, if it is a prerequisite for Y and does not have the proper content. There is a third recommendation which does not appear on the sheet that you have, but has been lifted very simply from the Academic Officer’s sheet. It is an answer to what you may say is, for lack of a better word, abuse. In the past, from the point of the view of the student, we have not treated transfers in a very generous manner; have refused all courses being transferred to their major, and so forth. The third recommendation is very simply that the student will have a right to appeal a transfer credit decision. Following the recommendation of our Chancellor, we are supporting that the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs might be the appropriate locus for such an activity. This is a very complex issue. It is not simple. It is certainly far more complex when you get a more mixed audience than ours. What I mean is an audience that has representatives as those we have at the UFC, from the other campuses. To help us in suggesting an approach which may be able to be presented to next year’s UFC by the EPC, Don Hossler and Bill Harwood have been asked to put together these proposals, suggest the short-comings or positive virtues of one or the other, and give us some information on where we might move to make a more viable resolution. I would like to turn to Bill and Don to pick up where I have begun. Then we can open the floor for any questions, comments, recommendations, etc. that you may have. 

HOSSLER: This is the Fred and Ted show. I am going to start, and then Bill is going to take over, and talk in more detail. University Division, in fact, does virtually all of the work for ICT’s right now, and Bill also has information he can share and you can get a sense of the magnitude on ICT’s [inaudible] University Division, or individual schools or departments. 

From kind of a multi-services perspective, one of our interests in this is that we have been working very hard to provide the campus and the academic units with accurate information as early as possible about what the size of the entering class is going to be. The entering class for us includes transfer students, and in some sense, for us, it includes ICT’s. Our ability to plan for course demand is connected with the ability to understand who is likely to show up. Right now, we simply have no way of doing that with inter-campus transfers. Two years ago, we had kind of a surge of additional students. We didn’t know where they came from. It turned out that some of them were ICT’s. That was part of the impetus for all of this, which, in fact, revisits something that predates my time here. I guess at one time we did have a form that had to be filled out to declare an attempt to transfer from one campus to another. For one or another reason, that stopped, I believe, about 15 or more years ago. Was it even longer than that? 

THOMPSON: It was a long time ago. 

HOSSLER: In some ways, we are trying to reinvent something we already had. Before turning things over to Bill, I would like to say that I think, from a broad perspective, there should be something like that. We think that not only on the Bloomington campus, but also on all campuses, at least the first point of contact should be our Admissions Offices. In fact, Bob Magee is proposing a report. We would like to propose that it be somewhat descriptive, in the sense that the ICT can contact the Admissions Office on that campus. Right now, if you contact any one of our campuses, if anyone knows which office to contact, it is happenstance. It is not always the same office. As large and complex as we are, if we have different offices, we can be best assured that in different years, no one will again be sure on any given campus who to contact. However, it turns out, in our case. This will be the [inaudible] that in fact most of the resident expertise in terms of evaluating those and making decisions about whether students go directly into a unit, or remain with University Division rests with University Division. Bill will talk more on that. 

We agree with EPC that the Admissions Office should be the contact point. I would like to see the EPC and the BFC recommend that the Admissions Offices on all campuses reduce the amount of confusion around this. One of the principles that the Academic Officers recommended in a [inaudible] meeting that Debbie chaired (and of which I was a part) was that there be a certain amount of flexibility for each campus to set some additional policies that fits for them. We would like to underscore that, and take advantage of that recommendation. None of the other campuses are interested in having an application made. We would like to have an application made. You have to do it by a certain date. Because most of the other campuses [inaudible] a lot of [inaudible], they don’t know exactly who is coming until the last day that you can register, or a couple days after. We think that does not serve us well, given the way that we are structured, and the way that we plan for course inabilities. We would like for Bloomington (I don’t want to speak for other campuses) to have a date, and recommend a date by which you have to declare that intent, or wait for the next semester. This will probably be even harder to swallow. We would like to recommend that a fee be associated with it. This may only be for the Bloomington campus. My sense is that the Academic Officer’s Committee will want to do this. Because they get so much walk-in traffic, they are afraid of having a fee. It is going to be more work for us. To implement this policy is going to cause more work. Neither the Admissions Office nor University Division is so flushed with resources that they can take this task on and have [inaudible]. So, we would like to have some kind of modest fee associated with it to reflect the real costs of doing this, just as we charge for external transfers. There is a strong tradition, as you know. Once you apply to that University, you never have to pay an application fee again. 

Finally, on the issue of course equivalency or course transferability, I think that for anyone who suggests only that Bloomington should inflict this on the other campuses, anyone who is in SPEA or Education who has ever served on a system-wide committee knows very well, this is a multi-directional problem. I have been in more than one discussion with colleagues where they say that they want to add a course. I ask why they don’t use a course that is in the current register. They say that they know the course would kind of fit, and that they really want a unique course that reflects the things that they are trying to do. So, this is not just Bloomington imperialism, and our trying to force everyone else into our motive. This goes both directions. I would like to add that I think Bill and I are [inaudible] with the proposal that would leave a great deal of autonomy for the Bloomington campus. I have one candid reservation. This is the kind of thing that I think we, as faculty; say, "Yes let’s do that." In a sense, it is a low priority for us, and we never get around to doing it. I think that if we do not do a really good job of trying to (just as we do for external transfers) articulate what counts and what does not, and let people know up front early, we will only hasten the date of the Higher Education Committee. Or, the Legislature will impose this just as they have done with the IU campus. Once we go down that path, I hope that we do it with some haste and seriousness. Otherwise, we will be our own worst enemy. Bill is the one that knows a great deal about…
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HARWOOD: … do not know who to contact, or where to contact. They contact a variety of sources. Sometimes, they never meet with their own campus, which causes some confusion as to what our campus will and will not accept. There are rules regarding if you have applied to Bloomington before, or have been rejected, you have to do certain things that are different under the current rules that are different than if you have never applied to the Bloomington campus. This is not widely understood and known. Especially because we do not have dates, and it is all very walk-in, which is not our usual way of operating, we have a lot of difficulty in the spring season. Because students have made commitments for housing and so forth, and we end up rejecting them as ICT admissions (perhaps for grades and other reasons), they have to somehow get out of those campuses, whether they are on-campus or off-campus housing contracts. This is a painful process for those individuals. The whole thing is just that they do not know where to go. So, we are very much in favor of having Admissions act as sort of the front office that provides information, and is a certain resource for that kind of thing. We are willing to take on processing the paper challenge, where we can work with the individual schools to get papers telling us whether or not a certain student is one that we are willing to direct admit or not. Then, we will send a note or an acceptance, as the case may be. 

As it happens, there are about 60% of transfers each semester. Each semester, there are a fair number of students who come to campus. For spring, this represents a large number of new students to our campus. They may not be new to IU, but they are new to Bloomington. Few students come to us new in the spring. They are sort of lost [inaudible] in the fall. There are a big number in the spring, compared to the total. Each semester, about 60% of the students are at a level to come into the University Division. That is how we end up handling a lot of this. The next largest group, which is about 25% or so of the group, goes into the School of Education. They are connecting between IUPUI and us. They are flowing down from IUPUI to come take courses or complete their major here. Sometimes, they come here for a little while, and then to go back to IUPUI, as the case may be. The remaining 15% or so are sort of scattered among these schools as direct admittances. There is a relatively small number, and it varies across the different schools. It is a relatively small number, but it does need attention. We think that we can help make it smooth for everybody, and easy for the schools, by working with them. 

For the student, everything happens behind the scenes. They don’t see it. They just submit their application and get the process. They get an answer back in a timely way that says that we are expecting to see them in January, June, or September. Or, they get an answer saying that they cannot come because they are not ready, for this reason or that. It then gives them their options, and the time of the next deadline. We can have that kind of clarity for the students. It will make us look better, in terms of our reputation as a place that is acting responsible and clear, if not downright caring, towards some of these students, in terms of what they can expect and their readiness to be here. That is why I like the review report. What Dick has been saying about trying to have a process that makes sense, and the simplicity for the whole situation from our perspective is very wise. We are very pleased that the other campuses are willing to let there be a little bit of difference. It really helps out us. Because of our admissions situation, and our need to have the students and us know in sufficient time in advance, that benefits our campus. I think that benefits the success of a student coming here, also. They will know a couple weeks in advance, and we will know that they are coming. If they are coming into one of your schools, your school can have contact with them before the first day on campus to clarify for them what they need to make sure that they do not forget. That way, they know what they’re doing, and they can register maybe in a more timely way, and so forth. So, they have a smooth introduction to our campus, and a successful experience through graduation here, now that they are a part of IU Bloomington. That is my piece. 

GROS LOUIS: I will make one further observation that is obvious, but sometimes we forget. Unlike Arts and Sciences and Music, please remember that in varying degrees (Education, Business, Journalism, SPEA, and at the graduate level, SLIS); function as one school in two locations. The ICT movement in those five schools is really a different kind of issue than students coming here for Arts and Sciences or Music. The floor is open now for questions and comments of Bill, Don, Dick, or the committee. 

ENO: I have a question. It is just a matter of clarification. In terms of making a decision whether or not a student will be admitted to this campus from another campus, I am not clear on the process of how that would work. For the Admissions Office, UDIV, and the various schools who might direct admit, where does an admissions decision get made, as opposed to a course equivalency or course credit availability? 

HARWOOD: More or less, the application, which may come from the admissions office, will essentially flow unopened, straight to University Division. They should open it up and try to find out to whom they are applying. If they are just coming as a third semester, they have not certified, and they are not ready to go anywhere else except University Division, then we will make that decision, as we do for most of these people, as to whether or not they are acceptable at all to the campus. We will then send that notification. If, however, this is a person that is coming to SPEA, then it is our role in this process to have made already or to establish a good connection, and either resend that to an appropriate individual in SPEA for a yes or a no, or perhaps SPEA has given us some kind of clarity already. Perhaps SPEA has already told us that if it does not look at least like this, it will already be a no. Then we would not even bother SPEA about it, because they have told us that if it does not look good enough, whatever that means, to just deny it up front. We will just act as their agent in that case. We will send the good ones, the ones that pass the hurdle, to SPEA for them to say yes or no. 

HOSSLER: There is one more [inaudible], even though I should probably know this, although I am not really a director of admissions. Before any of those things, you have to have a certain GPA, a 2.0. I think that it is also required to have at least 18 or 24 hours on another campus, although that is the part that I do not exactly recall, if you were not admissible to the Bloomington campus as an entering freshman. 

HARWOOD: The rule is that if you have never applied to Bloomington, you need to have 6 hours of non-remedial courses that would apply. If, however, you have previously applied to Bloomington, and then apply for readmission, you need 12 hours from another campus. We ask for more from those who were not ready for the Bloomington campus out of high school. Opening that part of the envelope at admissions would work. Or, we can do that, also. That is something that we can decide. There is one thing that is a myth, and we have gone and looked at this in the past. We really did have very few ICTs that were denied admission from Bloomington, and then came through the door. It is a very small number. There is a larger number that would not have been admitted, but even in that case, there is not much data to suggest that there is this massive inflow of people who would not have been admissible to the Bloomington campus. That is not the profile of most of the ICTs. There are two issues. One is that there is just a process. It is not smooth. We can fix that fairly quickly, and make it easy and understandable for everyone. The more long-term issue is the issue between the systems, schools, departments, and the faculty for those departments. How do we address courses, and determine whether or not they are acceptable? That is a long-term process. 

LICHTENBERG: Is one [inaudible] that these four recommendations, [inaudible] plus what is on the back? There is nothing in there that talks about a fee. Does it say something about an application fee? If so, are you suggesting independently? 

HARWOOD: A processing fee. 

LICHTENBERG: But that is not what we are considering. In other words, you would do that administratively, even without our approval? 

HOSSLER: If I understand it, this is something that the UFC Educational Policies Committee still has to finalize. Ultimately, it would be the UFC’s decision for a vote. What you see from the recommendations is from Bloomington. It is sort of re-defined, shall we say, by the Bloomington campus. 

T. MILLER: My sense of this is that this is a rather controversial topic across Indiana University. What we are trying to do here in Bloomington today is discuss it, and get various opinions about how we should proceed. We are not going to vote on anything today. We are really trying to help 

formulate something that we can act upon next year, to the Indiana Faculty Council. 

LICHTENBERG: I will say, then, that I am opposed to a fee. In tradition, we have not had that. I don’t see any reason to adopt procedures that would be so complicated that an additional fee would be necessary. 

GROS LOUIS: Are there further questions or comments? Either this version or some other version is critical, again, to the UFC in the fall. I think that, as Ted and I alluded to briefly, it is controversial because the faculty members, some at other campuses, do not agree with recommendation number two here. That is where there is going to be more discussion at the UFC. 

ZARET: This is just for the record. I have made this point before, but I would like to state that I am sympathetic to some concerns of faculty on other campuses about proposal two, which is to acquire or allow departments into which a student transfers their major to determine course equivalencies. There may need to be some limits on that. I am sympathetic to the argument by the EPC that there is considerable variability in course content across campuses. I would like to point out that there is just as much variability across different sections of these courses on this campus. Given notions of academic freedom, we have no more control over what our colleagues and our associate instructors on this campus do in many of their courses any more than we have control over what our colleagues on other campuses teach when they do a 200-level Sociology, Chemistry, or History course. I would like to see us, as we develop a policy; perhaps place a little bit more confidence in the good professional judgment of our colleagues on other campuses. In doing so, we will lessen the paperwork burden in evaluating several transfers of courses and course descriptions for that proportion of the 8,000 students who are ICTs every year. If we pursue this policy in this form, I think that additional fees make it necessary to cover the processing costs in Admissions. There is going to be a burden on the departments when 200 or so transcripts get forwarded for evaluation.

CARR: I appreciate what you are saying. I think there is a great deal of truth to it. On the other hand, it is a process that is already going on in the departments. In my own experience as Undergraduate Advisor for 15 years in our department, I had a regular stream of sheets from the recorder in the college to give equivalencies for transfer students who are outside of our system. It really is not that burdensome for a departmental advisor to handle. I think that the reasoning behind it is perhaps somewhat more apparent. I would indeed like to believe that every course given throughout the system that has the same number is equivalent to what we are giving here. But, a matter of truth is that it simply is not. The other campuses do not have, first of all, the resources that we have here. It suffices to step into any library, even the IUPUI library. You will find that magnificent building responds in silence. There is not much in the way of books, and therefore, not many people who are in there using them. I don’t think that you can begin to compare these courses that will. What we are suggesting is that the student not get to the point where, at the time of he or she looks at his or her senior check sheet, a certain course is found to be lacking, and therefore he or she is not allowed to graduate. We are trying to be fair to the students, so that we can see how the courses taken on other campuses are going to transfer here. This type of juggling is going on already, even with the general education requirements. As I was trying to suggest before, these are not simply equivalent, but take content into account. This is simply an extension of something that is true at the 100 and 200-level, when you get to the other levels. Third, I think from Bill’s statistics, we find that the departments are really not going to be overburdened with this work, since the majority of these students are really not coming our direction, whatsoever. 

CALLOWAY-THOMAS: So, the issue is really one of quality, and that there is some distrust on the part of some faculty for quality of instruction? 

CARR: That is why we added section 3, saying that the student has some means to question these decisions. There has been abuse in the past. I dare say that it could continue in the future when we take enrollment counts so very seriously, and we want to see students in the upper-level courses. However, let’s play this honestly, rather than looking for any devious thought in the mind of the advisor, and say very simply that our statement is recognizing one thing that we feel to be true. That is, some question of quality, and it is a recognition of difference. This can play against a student, if in particular, there are certain things that are demanded in a departmental program, which have been examined and defined. That course does not necessarily mean the same thing on another campus. That is one of the reasons for the recommendation of the AOC that the units begin to get together and find a greater degree of commonality. That does not [inaudible]. If it does in the future, then the problem really is going to take care of itself. 

SENCHUK: I guess I am a little [inaudible] to understand why the myths that you mentioned are mythological, and why they don’t have some basis. In fact, it does seem that there is some issue about the transferability of credits. Aside from that, if a person is prepared to not worry too much about that, can’t the person very freely transfer to University Division here from some other campus? 

CARR: I believe that admission is campus-specific, although I can be corrected on that. I believe that it is. 

SENCHUK: What is it about the present proposals that kind of address the issue, that they are being admitted, specifically. I am not quite seeing how there is that quality control . . . 

CARR: I’m sorry, Dennis, I really do not understand your question. 

SENCHUK: Well what is it that makes it the case that people cannot fairly freely transfer, provided that they are prepared to go along with the additional coursework that may be required of them? 

CARR: Nothing. What we are trying to suggest is that there be some means of tracking these students so we know exactly where they are. What we are trying to suggest is a process by which we can ultimately simplify the whole question of inter-campus transfer. It is somewhat chaotic right now. The need, very definitely, is, first of all, for the student to have information on his or her home campus, so that he or she can make a judgment of whether such a transfer is feasible. Also, that he or she be provided with this information before the actual transfer takes place. This is assuming that he or she has met the entrance requirements, which is a question of GPA, and so forth, and of course, hours. It really is not that we are trying to erect barriers and create obstacles. It is, rather, that we are trying to create a process by which this can be handled far more smoothly than it is now, in the absence of any process whatsoever. 

GROS LOUIS: One more comment, Bob, then I suggest that we should go on. 

ENO: I just want to follow up on the point that Dennis made, because I am a little unclear too. It sounds to me (and I would really like correction on this) like any student that was denied entrance into Bloomington, and is allowed entrance onto another campus only needs to complete 12 hours, with a C average, in non-remedial courses to qualify for admission here. Is there any way to deny admission to such a student who applies for a transfer here? 

HOSSLER: No. 

ENO: But your point, Don, was that, in fact, a small number of students…

HOSSLER: My counsel would be that if you left that drive your decision and a lot of your thinking, you will be spending a lot of time on something that is not a problem right now. Perhaps someday it will be. I don’t think that is a big problem, at the moment. 

HARWOOD: The main issue is, imagine yourself as a student who is not just scraping by, but is doing fine. They have a 3.0, they are in Richmond, and they would like to come here to finish out their degree. They started there, and they realize that they are doing okay, so they want to come to Bloomington to get the experience and a degree from our campus. Who do you go to in order to get that done? That is not clear. How do you do that, when, and how do you notify anybody? That is not clear. How do you know when you’re coming? Say you start in the fall, and you are doing okay. Does that mean that you can come in the spring, or do you have to come later? That is not clear. As a student, you are faced with not having any idea how to get this information, and having no idea what to do. That can be very frustrating. You can get a lot of misinformation, which may either get you into some kind of bureaucratic snafu, or delay you beyond what you might otherwise have been able to accomplish, because you could not get clear information. You did not have a simple, straightforward process. That is the problem. The main issue, from my perspective, is process, which is lacking. We do not have a process among the system campuses. The other issue is an important one. It has been with us for a long time, and will be with us, probably, for a very long time. The process issues is one that is so tractable, and yet so much of an impediment to good students who should be here, if they want to be. 

GROS LOUIS: What is a bit scary, given what Bill said, and I agree with everything that he said, is that some 8,000 students a year figure it out (Laughter), and think that we have a very clear process. (Laughter) It is really a big number. 

HOSSLER: Indianapolis is probably the biggest receiver of these folks. They are structured very differently. They get about 10% or more of their enrollment that appears in the last two weeks of August. It is because they are structured in a much different way. 

GROS LOUIS: I think, as Ted suggested, that if you have further thoughts about either of these documents, e-mail those to Dick, for the moment. He will then pass them along to the UFC meeting for next year. 

AGENDA ITEM #7: PROPOSED FACULTY MISCONDUCT POLICY AND PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO FACULTY BOARD OF REVIEW RESOLUTIONS

GROS LOUIS: The next item on the agenda is something that we have had before, the proposed faculty misconduct policy, and the amendments of the Board of Review resolutions. I will turn it over to Pat to introduce it. Ted is here as well. 

BRANTLINGER: The Faculty Misconduct Policy proposal comes before us again. 

EISENBERG: And again! (Laughter)

BRANTLINGER: And again. To explain, for those of you who are on the Council for the first time this semester, this has a long experience. It has been two years in the making. It is a response, in part, to the pressure coming from the Board of Trustees to develop some kind of post-tenure review policy. Last year, we passed two items that went partway toward responding to that pressure. One is the new annual merit review policy, which corresponds, and hopefully strengthens, existing salary policy. The other item that we passed last year is the basic framework that you have in this proposal, for a new committee elected by this body, to deal with forms of professional misconduct that aren’t dealt with under other existing policies. Those other existing policies are listed under Footnote number two, on page three. 

This document represents the attempt of the Faculty Affairs Committee this year to fill in the blank that was left in the policy that was passed last year. That blank were the procedures that the new Misconduct Committee would follow. I am especially grateful to the lawyers on the committee this year – Ann Gellis, who is not here, and Ed Greenebaum, who is here, for much work in refining the policy that you have before you, and a good deal of consulting with University Council, and with the members of the Board of Trustees, for that matter. In a moment, Ed Greenebaum is going to explain the latest changes in this document. The key thing that happened is that we tried to develop procedures for the new Faculty Misconduct Committee. We had to revise, also, the Faculty Board of Review policy. Under existing policy, it is the group that receives dismissal cases, and processes those cases. It is our understanding, and I think this will be good news for those who are afraid somehow that this new policy may open all sorts of new cans of worms, that the Faculty Board of Review has had little or no work in regard to dismissal cases in the past. Removing that function from the Faculty Board of Review seems like a fairly straightforward matter. That removal is represented in the changes that begin on page 12, where you have the . . . Ed is reminding me that it is his job to explain these changes. I am not going to explain them in detail; I just want to point out that these changes in the Faculty Board of Review, removing the dismissal case function from it. That is what is represented from page 12 on in the new, proposed amendments to the Faculty Board of Review. The upshot is that we have these two policies put together with the changes in them that we are presenting to you today, hopefully for a final vote. With that, I am going to turn it over to Ed to explain the latest refinements in the proposal. 

GREENEBAUM: As Pat said, and as the cover memo to the document in front of you says, this will complete and supersede the action we took last spring. A draft of this document was in front of you on November 17, when we had some discussion about it. The principle change in the document that you have in front of you now, as compared to the November document, is a change in the path by which cases get to the Faculty Board of Review. That is described in the cover memo, where it says that the cases would go to the faculty. This draft provides that the Faculty Misconduct Committee and other committees will make recommendations to appropriate administrators. The case may then go to the Faculty Board of Review as a grievance of whatever administrative action they had taken. You will recall that in the prior version, there was an opportunity to take an appeal to the Faculty Board of Review before the administrative action. That is what needs to be eliminated here. 

This is the critical place in the document that makes all of this clear, hopefully. On page 13, the path is explained. In certain categories of cases (cases involving dismissal, other serious personal misconduct, cases involving termination of appointments, with or without tenure, and other cases where the governing regulations so require) must go to either the Faculty Misconduct Committee or certain other committees. Research misconduct, student conduct code process, and sexual harassment cases all have specialized procedures. In matters not required to go to one of these committees, the administrators have a choice. They can take the case to the Faculty Misconduct Committee, or not. If they do not take the case to the Faculty Misconduct Committee, and treat it as a administrative matter, subject to administrative action, that administrative action can still be taken to the Faculty Board of Review as a grievance. Indeed, and this is the important matter to keep in mind, both for personal misconduct and other matters, there is no case in which a faculty member is prejudiced by administrative action. That is not within the jurisdiction of the Faculty Board of Review. Faculty review is available within the Faculty Board of Review, in all cases. The only question is whether or not the matter will have been heard by a hearing committee, to deal with factual matters, before it gets to the Faculty Board of Review. 

In our discussions last time that this was before you, there was some concern about what was and was not personal misconduct. We have not taken to clear that up. The tradition and action of the University, Dottie Frapwell and I (I think we agree), has been to in cases of criminal prosecution of matters not related to a faculty member’s performance as a faculty member. We have no thought that it will be a matter that will be treated expansively. It will be a very difficult thing to undertake a more precise definition of that at this time. This is a phrase that was used in regulations in the Academic Handbook (which we paid attention to the last time we were together), which is the subject matter of the Trustees’ resolutions. We would have to negotiate a meaning of that phrase with the Trustees in order to have it take effect. We thought it was a better path, at this time, not to undertake that. In this paragraph on the top of page 13, there is one issue that has come to our attention. It is something that we perhaps ought to have included. We think that it would have been implied anyway. Pat, do you want to address that? 

BRANTLINGER: Sure. There is one addition that we would like to make, hopefully as a friendly amendment, in this paragraph at the top of page 13. After the sentence that ends "regarding complaints and misconduct, asserted against the faculty member," we would like to add a sentence reading, "sanctions which may be imposed only after review only by such a committee, shall be based solely on information which has been presented to the committee, and to which a faculty member has had the opportunity to respond."

GROS LOUIS: Could you read that again, Pat?

BRANTLINGER: . . . "sanctions which may be imposed only after review by such a committee shall be based solely on information which has been presented to the committee, and to which the faculty member has had the opportunity to respond." 

GREENEBAUM: Perhaps we should pause at this point to see if there needs to be any discussion about this question about his path by which cases get to the Faculty Board of Review, or anything else, in regard to this particular, what I view as critical, paragraph in this document. 

GROS LOUIS: Are there any questions or comments on that? 

LICHTENBERG: You have explained some of the changes that have been made, but you have not motivated those changes. Why are we making those changes? 

GREENEBAUM: The change in the path from the original version? 

LICHTENBERG: Yes.

GREENEBAUM: That is a fair question. In part, it is response to the criticism from the University Council, but we then felt that it was wise, ourselves. They were concerned, partly, they thought, with the difficulty of understanding the path that was originally proposed. Also, there was concern about an issue of what would be available to a faculty member who took that appeal, and then wanted to complain about the administrative action that was taken after the appeal. There was some question as to what might be reopened, at that later time. We have language that we are proposing to foreclose reopening earlier matters. On reflection, we decided that in fact this was a simpler pattern, and would meet or needs. So, we agreed to their suggestions.

GROS LOUIS: Paul? 

EISENBERG: I realize that it is very late in the day for me to be raising this question, but it just occurred to me, so I shall. I understand, of course, the point of Footnote 2, that there are other kinds of misconduct which [inaudible]. It just occurred to me that somebody might [inaudible] Has anyone indicated some kind of prioritization? (Laughter) These do drag on for years and years . . . 

GREENEBAUM: It is a significant problem. When we first undertook this project first, about four or five years ago (Laughter), we had the naïve ambition of developing a unified process that could avoid conflicts of jurisdiction. Because of Federal Legislation, in regard to a couple of areas, and because of the special concerns and different constituencies, regarding the student conduct code, it became clear to us that it was not going to be possible. 

The only place where the prioritization is clearly addressed is in regard to research misconduct. The research conduct provisions make it clear that anything that involves research misconduct is research misconduct unless it goes through that process. How that will actually work out in practice, if we get research misconduct that also involves sexual harassment? I will let George Walker and Julie Knost fight that out on some other occasion. We have no way of dealing with that in this document. 

GROS LOUIS: Dennis?

SENCHUK: I see nothing about the present set of procedures that would preclude some kind of, for lack of a better term, might be called a negotiated removal or retirement, or something like that. 

GREENEBAUM: There is nothing in this document that forecloses a faculty member’s ability to contract with the University for the terms on which a faculty member might retire, or might resign from the University. The principle reason, I think, the Faculty Board of Review jurisdiction in dismissal cases is not used is that subsequent negotiations usually reach a conclusion before there is an involuntary termination of employment. We have no doubt that will continue to be the case. Indeed, I will strongly resist, if I’m around to do so, the notion of evaluating the use of the faculty misconduct procedures by the frequency of this formal invocation. I think that the existence of the procedure invoking a panel of peers available to review the matter may take some faculty member out of states of denial about what is happening in their careers, and how this is just something between them and some Dean, as it is constructed in the faculty member’s mind. I think that it will continue o be the case. Indeed, the document urges informal negotiation of the instance before the hearing procedure goes forward. To answers your question, there is nothing in the document intended to be anything to prevent . . . 
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GREENEBAUM: . . .The other part of the document, in which there has been significant redrafting, is in the area of emergency cases. That is on page 7 of the draft that is in front of you. This is also a matter; I will not wait for Don’s prompting, motivated from concerns from University Council. The concern here was how faculty members would have opportunity to challenge the propriety of emergency action, as opposed to challenging the merits of the underlying complaint. University Council wanted to avoid a second hearing, which would be difficult to limit to the emergency action question. The compromise, or the resolution, of that issue is reflected in the second paragraph in front of you. There is an opportunity to challenge the matter. In this draft, it would be done by the exchange of memoranda. I would like to point out that paragraph 3 does then have some acceleration of the hearing of the underlying matter, as compared to the process at which it will go forward without the emergency actions. 

T. MILLER: Are there questions about the emergency cases section of the document? 

EISENBERG: I just have a very simple question. Could you give me an example of what such an emergency might be? 

GREENEBAUM: That is an embarrassing question, actually. Dottie Frapwell and I have spent a lot of time trying to work this out. The trouble is not that you can’t think of situations in which emergency action might be appropriate; the trouble is that some of them, all the ones you are most likely to think of, are ones that would occur in one of the other specialized areas. Still, we can see that there could be residual areas of some that involve some abuse of personal or University property, or perhaps disruptive conduct, which disrupted other people’s classes, or something of the sort. We do not think that this is a provision that is likely to be imposed frequently, or even, conceivably, ever. Still, it seems important to advance. 

T. MILLER: Are there other questions about this plan? Ed, do you have other areas you want to cover? 

GREENEBAUM: Not especially. The other changes, as compared to the November document, are either stylistic clarification, technical, or would be minor changes. I would be happy to respond to questions, or I could quickly go through the document, and point out where the substantive as opposed to the purely technical changes are. On the other hand, the remaining changes are all ones that were in the February 11th draft, which we circulated, but then chose to withdraw, so that we could negotiate a little farther with administration and trustees. 

T. MILLER: Are there questions for Ed on any of these matters? Are we ready to vote, then? Would the secretary call the roll on this ramification? 

NILSON: You might want to remind people that the Friendly Amendment was inserted.

T. MILLER: Yes, the vote will include the Friendly Amendment, as ratified by Pat, twice. (Laughter) 

P. BRANTLINGER: I won’t read it again slowly, I promise. (Laughter)

 

	YES VOTES: (Total = 

	Baxter
	Miller

	Bondanella
	T. Miller

	P. Brantlinger
	Newton

	Bristow
	Nilson

	Brooks
	Nyikos

	Calloway-Thomas
	Preamble

	Capshew 
	Robeson

	Carr
	Senchuk

	Cunningham
	Starkweather

	Drew
	Thompson

	Eisenberg
	Walker

	Eno
	Watson

	Fitzgibbons
	Wiggins

	Freund
	Zaret

	Gieryn
	 

	Grossberg
	 

	Hegeman
	 

	Heinz
	 

	Johnson
	 

	S. Johnson
	 

	Lichtenberg
	 

	Mathiesen
	 


	NO VOTES: (Total = 0)


	ABSTENTIONS: (Total = 0) 


GROS LOUIS: That will pass it. We will have the exact vote in a moment. The last item on the agenda today is the annual report of the Affirmative Action Committee. 

  

AGENDA ITEM #8: ANNUAL REPORT OF AFFIRMATIVE ACTION STATISTICS

EISENBERG: As many of you know already, it is mandated that the Affirmative Action Committee on this campus give a report that is due in the spring. In addition to what I say, or what I plan to say, I should point out to you that both Don Hossler and Julie Knost are here today to answer questions. 

You have been recipients of a large quantity of data, and it certainly is not my intention to work my way with you through all these. Instead, I hope that you will read them, and send any of your questions to me by e-mail, so that I might be able to answer them. Let me comment only on some of the information that you have. Julie Knost and also others have provided us with ample information. 

I am beginning with the page that is prominently labeled "Status of Women and Minority Faculty, Spring 1999." I note with you that there is an overall gain in the number of women faculty on this campus since the last academic year. Regrettably, at the same time, it has been falling off [inaudible] is very small. The range of numbers is very small, and the numbers of women are variable at this campus. On the page with information about minority faculty, again the gain of faculty is significant, given the time and numbers with which we are working. Situations remain static among the librarians. In the page which I have next, still titled "Status of Women and Minority Faculty," at the top there is chart of faculty members, where faculty members [inaudible] respective minority groups. You see that the number of African American faculty on this campus has remained constant, as also small, in this last academic year. The number of Native American faculty members is also constant, and perhaps not surprisingly, extremely small. There has been more of an increase in the number of Hispanic faculty in a year [inaudible] the number of Asian faculty in that corresponding period. 

Let me move on, with undue speed, to the fact about the materials that you have concerning students. Again, I don’t mean to blithely pass over something that might lead to questions, but time is short. Let me pick up next the other packet that is stapled together. This packet opens with a map, showing the portion of minority high school graduates in the CIC states. Compared with that the enrollment at the major CIC institutions, it looks, at least my relatively unpracticed eye, as though IU-Bloomington is doing reasonably well in that regard. Certainly, the state as a whole is doing reasonably well. We have a minority high school graduation population of 11% IU has gotten 9.3%. 

LICHTENBERG: Just IU Bloomington? 

EISENBERG: No, that’s the system. Purdue is somewhat better. 

LICHTENBERG: Do you know what IU Bloomington is? 

EISENBERG: This information, as far a Bloomington, looks pretty much like what we see to the northwest, with regard to Wisconsin’s and enrollment of minority students on that campus. As Don was saying to me informally before we began today, it seems likely enough that the highs, in terms of minority undergraduate enrollment, have to do pretty largely with the question of where this campus is located. When it is in a larger center, it looks as though there is going to be some increase [inaudible] in Bloomington as compared to Columbus, Ohio, or Chicago. 

The freshman cohorts, for the most important period, the academic year, were basically static, as you see on the next page. We then have graphs on the next several pages, revealing to us enrollment, broken down by various groupings, for Bloomington, Indianapolis, and the regional campuses. Of course, principally, what is happening here in Bloomington, the African American enrollment rose slightly in the early years of the 1990s. It fell off a bit, and seemed to be constant in the last year or two. If there are changes, it has been very minor. Indeed, the overall path of the Asian American enrollment on this campus, as you see in the next chart, has certainly been upward [inaudible]. The path of the Hispanic enrollment on this campus has been, overall, an upward one. As you see, in this case, we have a gain, although only a slight one from last year. Clearly, the last of these graphs, the trend for the enrollment of Native Americans on this campus has been upward, although unfortunately it is small. Let me skip over the figures on the next several pages, and turn to the page labeled CIC retention and graduation rates. They are in the left-hand column. You will see that our freshman retention rate is 86%. We seem to [inaudible] other CIC schools. The graduation rate of 67% places IU, I believe, exactly in the middle, is that right? Or very close to the middle. Some are certainly better: others do less well. Lastly, I call your special attention to the chart with the [inaudible] in Bloomington, where certainly we see overall something of an improvement, a slight difference to be sure, in regard to African American students. Currently there is some increase [inaudible]. There has been an increase for African American students persisting in staying in Bloomington for the first [inaudible] years. The increase is a slight one. Again, if you have questions or comments to direct to Don, Julie, or me please do so.

CUNNINGHAM: Do we have any data on the number of applicants that we get for positions? Faculty and students as well? I was thinking of faculty, actually, and the extent to which we are attracting a pool of minority applicants for the positions that we have, or our fair share. Or, are we attracting a pool of minority students? Or, are we getting some, and accepting a higher percentage of those who are minorities? Do you understand what I’m saying? 

KNOST: As far as I know, we are not currently tracking applicants for faculty. 

FREUND: No, we are not tracking it. For one reason, it is very hard, because an individual has to self-declare their status. Also, a lot of the time, the information that comes to us is blank, and it is very hard, therefore, to find out what your denominator is in order to calculate the size of the pool, the rate of conversation, and things like. It is very hard. 

CUNNINGHAM: If the climate in Bloomington is regarded as a chilly one for minority applicants, we may just not be getting our share of quality minority applicants. 

FREUND: I was responding, Don, only to the fact that we . . . 

CUNNINGHAM: I understand that. 

FREUND: I just do not have a good sense, for example, whether controlling for the perceived differences in the quality of institutions, for example, and their location, whether we are getting the same pool as Ann Arbor, or Northwestern, or any of the other CIC schools. I don’t think there is any way of knowing from the data that we get, or probably that the y get. Unless you start having reporting, you cannot know. I think a related question is are we doing enough, even if we can’t track it, to ensure that the pool is large enough. I think we are doing quite a lot, but it is never enough. 

HOSSLER: I don’t have access to data that [inaudible] gives the detailed answer I would like to give you. To give you some perspective on this, last year in the sate of Indiana, if you took the total number of SAT takers who had SAT scores of 800 or higher, who were Latino, Asian American, African American, or American Indian, there were 1,154 students in the entire state. If you took the number of students with a score of 1,000 or higher, there were 536 in the entire state. Where population of the students color is a little more heavily weighted toward resident and non-resident, then, is our majority student population. Last year, we had 526 African American applicants, 636 Asian, and 392 Latino students. Of those original applications, 32% of the original applications, I’m not giving you the myth figures, I’m giving you the actual matriculations. About 32% of the African Americans who applied eventually matriculate, in addition to 31% of the Asian Americans, and 31% of the Latinos. That compares with 38% of white students. My general sense is that we are doing okay. We may not be doing as well as we would like, but we are doing okay in terms of getting our fair share of applicants, although this year we have had a dip in Latino students. Actually, we are doing marvelously this year with African American and Asian American students. We do not convert them to quite the same numbers. Whether that is reflecting an underlying kind [inaudible], I think it is possible, Don. But, without some kind of survey date or something, I would not want to take that [inaudible]. 

GROS LOUIS: I would be interested to know. This is agent that has compiled ours [inaudible] has ensured the Trustees twice in the last several years, first at their fall retreat in September of 1997, by me; then, by Charlie Nelms at the last meeting in Richmond, just to indicate their interest in this information. Any information, by the way, that I shared with the Board in fall 1997 was for all campuses. That is, it was broken down campus by campus for the various groups. 

HOSSLER: I just had one more thing. I found that map kind of an intriguing exercise. It shows basically that, in undergraduate enrollments only, five of the public, Big Ten schools have minority enrollments that exceed a rough proxy of their representation in the state, and five are below. Of the five that are above, we have been at engineering programs. If you disaggregate the data in every one of those cases (this is going to sound very stereotypical, but it is, in fact, a data-driven point to be made), of those 3 of 5 institutions that have percentages larger than representation have engineering schools, and in all 3 cases where they have the biggest disproportionate representation among minority students are among Asian Americans. There is plenty of national data to show that Asian American students are disproportionately represented in engineering schools. I think that when you begin to pull it apart, what it looks like is we might like to be better than the average, but that in some sense defines the context of the forest, so to speak. If you want to get outside that forest, you can, but you have to work at it. There are real structural limitations to what you can achieve. It is primarily determined by the composition of the population of the state in which you are located. 

KNOST: Ken, I would like to make the same point about the faculty statistics. One of the things I get disturbed by is, for example, I see something like University of Iowa, which gives aggregate minority faculty, and I wonder how it is that Iowa is doing so much better than IU. Again, if you have a medical school on the primary campus, where you have certain programs, you are going to have, if you are only looking at minority faculty, and are not looking at African Americans, you are going to have differing statistics. So, you have to unbundle all of those pieces. The fact that this is only the CIC schools [inaudible] the Bloomington campus; they are in the same sort of spewing. So, you really have to look at what people are talking about, if you are reading a very generalized article, in terms of the statistics on recruitment and retention of minority faculty. 

GROS LOUIS: That is a good point. It is the same thing for students, too. Are there other questions or comments about the Affirmative Action report? 

SENCHUK: As I understood it, the figures that you mentioned about the people who were accepted versus those who matriculated, it was in the 30% range . . . 

HOSSLER: No, it is applied versus matriculated. Not admitted, applied. I was talking about those percentages quoting [inaudible] African Americans, Latinos, Asian Americans, or white students that applied, and how many eventually matriculated. Across the board, it is 31 or 32% for minority students, and about 38% for majority students. 

EISENBERG: Do you have the data about how many of those applicants from minority groups are admitted, in comparison to the majority? 

HOSSLER: Yes. Although, I am sorry, I didn’t write that down for the majority students. For African American students, of those who apply, about 60% are admitted; for Asian Americans, about 86% are admitted; for Latinos, it is about 71%. I can get the majority figure for you. It was not on the web page where we had posted all of these things, so it will take a little more digging. 

EISENBERG: Thank you.

GROS LOUIS: If there are no further questions, thank you, Paul, for the report. The vote on the misconduct policy was 37 yes, and 0 no. We have reached the adjournment time. Thank you. 

