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Agenda Item #1: APPROVAL OF MINUTES
GROS LOUIS: The approval of the Minutes for October 5, you’ve had a chance to look at those.  Is there a motion to approve them?  Thank you.  A second, thank you.  Motion approved.  


Agenda Item #2: MEMORIAL RESOLUTIONS
GROS LOUIS: We’ll move then to Memorial Resolutions and I’ll call on Jeanne Sept.  
SEPT: Thank you Ken. We’ve got two Memorial Resolutions today, and can you hear me if I just talk from here? As before, I’ve tried to shorten them to some excerpts, although they’re wonderful to read and I encourage you all to read the full text.  

The first memorial resolution is for Harold H. Morris.  Harold H. Morris was the former Chair of the Department of Kinesiology in the School of Health, Physical Education, and Recreation.  He passed away while engaged in his passion of skiing in Colorado on January 22, 2004 at the age of 65. During his 26 years on the faculty at Indiana University, Hal was known as an excellent teacher, researcher and administrator. For the past 18 years, Hal had led the department of Kinesiology as the respected and trusted chairman.  He dedicated himself to the department and to its faculty and students. Hal Morris began his career at his alma mater, IU, in 1978 as an Associate Professor in the Department of Physical Education.  After joining IU, Hal began a line of research focused on motor components of reaction time, the psychological refractory period, and between and within-subjects research designs.  In recognition of his scholarship, Hal was an elected fellow in the American Academy of Kinesiology and Physical Education.  Membership in this prestigious organization is limited to the top 150 academic members of his profession.  Additionally, in 2002, he was selected to receive the Biannual Scholar Award from the International Council for Health, Physical Education, Recreation, Sport and Dance.  In 1982, he was promoted to ranking professor and became the Chair of his department in ’83, a position that he held through 2001.  

During his 18 years of leadership, he committed himself to the quest for excellence through the betterment of the department and to his faculty colleagues.  He gained a reputation as a consensus builder and led the Department of Kinesiology through a significant period of restructuring and academic growth, including the planning efforts that resulted in the new Human Performance Laboratories that opened in 1989.  His primary teaching responsibilities were in the area of applied statistics, where he taught courses in inferential statistics and other topics, and also served as a statistical consultant for the School of Health, Physical Education and Recreation.  His graduate students have long known that he was an outstanding teacher committed to helping students get a conceptual grasp of statistics, and he was honored with the School of HPER Outstanding Teacher Award in 2001.  He also found time for significant national service, most notably he served as President of the major professional organization in his field, the American Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recreation and Dance from ’91 to ’92 and was subsequently recognized with the Sagamore of the Wabash Award by the Governor of Indiana, and in 2002, the Luther Halsey ___, the highest award given by this professional organization. 
He gave his very best to his colleagues and to his profession and left his mark on an academic department that made giant strides under his leadership.  By doing so, he led his profession in helping America more fully recognize and appreciate the values of physical activity.  By doing so, he set standards for rigor and excellence of which we can all take genuine pride.  

Respectfully submitted by a number of his colleagues from the School of HPER.

Our second Memorial Resolution is for Juliann V. Nilson.  Juliann Nilson died at home in October 2002 after a 40 year career in the IU Libraries.  Julie’s career was marked by an unceasing dedication to serving her profession of Librarianship, a dedication remarkable in both its length and its depth.  She held memberships and leadership positions in many national professional associations and on campus represented the Libraries on the Bloomington Faculty Council, for which she served as Secretary and as a member of the Agenda Committee and was a longtime member of the American Association of University Professors. Throughout her career, she worked steadily to advance faculty status for Librarians and mentor colleagues and those new to the profession, and she demonstrated an unceasing commitment to the highest ideals of the Academy. 

Julie first accepted a position as an Assistant Clerk for the IU Libraries in 1963 and took up positions of increasing responsibility that highlighted her professional skills and achievements throughout the years.  For example, through the 1970’s and 80’s as Department head of the Automated Processing Department, Julie worked closely with the Technical Services administrators to devise innovative strategies to incorporate new technologies as they developed.  Her skills in managing these changes were instrumental in the successful implementation of these changes, utilizing bold incentives she encouraged her staff to excel.  During the latter part of her career, Julie again recast her skills, this time as Librarian of the Latin American, Iberian and Chicano-Riqueño Studies.  Her skills in Portuguese, her professional service as a Latin America Studies cataloguer and her leadership with CIC’s coordinated preservation microphone with Latin American materials all greatly contributed to the strength of the IU Library’s collections and services.  For example, recognizing the benefits of collaborating with colleagues, Julie was a founding member of the Midwest Organization of Libraries for Latin American Studies, hosting its 2001 annual meeting.
Julie’s career as a librarian was one filled with many demonstrable accomplishments, but it was also filled with the less tangible achievements that come from mentoring relationships established with the many many librarians.  The role of mentor delighted her, and maternalistic designed with her in mind.  She took an active interest in students, friends and colleagues and celebrated their successes.  Perhaps of most importance was the guidance she gave colleagues from pointers about paths to take in pre-tenure years to assistance in preparing promotion dossiers.  The Indiana University Librarians Association with which she’d been associated from its inception recognized her contribution by naming a scholarship program in her honor.  Similarly, her colleagues recognized her contributions to librarianship and to the IU Libraries by awarding her a William Evan Jenkins Librarian Award in 1990.  

Julie Nilson was a very special librarian and a very special person, one of those rare individuals who truly cared about her world, the University, the community, her profession and her friends.  Due to her determination and doing the right thing, Julie’s presence changed the IU Libraries and the profession in a way few individuals have done.  Her many colleagues and friends from the IU Libraries and around the country miss her very much and will remember her sense of humor, her tenacity, her love of the arts and of IU Basketball, and her ability to find solutions to seemingly impossible problems.  When everyone raised the old cliché “The glass is either half full or half empty,” Julie would always smile and enjoy the drink.

Respectfully submitted by her colleagues in the Library.

Agenda Item #3: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS
GROS LOUIS: Thank you Jeanne.  I’d like to ask the members of the Council to stand for a moment of silence, please.  Thank you.  We turn now to the business of the Agenda Committee and I call on David.

DALEKE: Good afternoon everyone.  I have a few items to report and then a couple comments about today’s agenda.  First of all, the nominations committee for the BFC submitted nominations for the search committee for the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and IUB Chancellor.  The Agenda Committee also collected names from the IUPUI Faculty Council and from the other campus councils across the state, and we forwarded those collated names to the President. So we expect that sometime shortly the search committee will be announced and we will begin a search for our new Chancellor. We’re still trying to move as slowly as we possibly can, but Ken has been pushing us along.  

You have in front of you a copy of an editorial that Ken wrote for the Indianapolis Star, it appeared in Sunday’s edition and we thought you might find it interesting.  Please also share that with your colleagues as well. Some of you may also be aware that last week the Indiana Government Efficiency Commission subcommittee on Higher Education submitted their report at the Indiana Higher Education Commission meeting that was on Friday. We have copies of this, a .pdf file that we can distribute.  It’s important because there are some recommendations here as you may have read in the newspaper for the future of our campus and the other campuses of Indiana University. In particular, one of the recommendations is that the Purdue and IU Bloomington campuses focus more on graduate education and less on undergraduate education and that may take the form of smaller undergraduate enrollment and an increasing graduate student enrollment, although that’s not explicitly outlined in the Commission report. But I think it’s something that I would recommend that you read because we will probably be discussing this at some point over the course of the year, especially in regard to the Mission Differentiation project that’s going on that will again have a great impact on the future of our campus.  
I’d like to report on the results of our election on the Constitutional amendment. This was to add a new voting group for Informatics. The results were 170 for, 10 opposed and 3 invalid ballots so the amendment passes.  As a result of that, the voting unit has been included in the nomination forms, if you have not received will probably receive sometime this week. These nomination forms are for nominees for next year’s BFC so if you don’t receive them in the next week or so, or in the next couple of weeks, please contact Kelly to make sure that you get one. They’re going to be due at the end of the semester. Did we set a date?  December 17th.  This is also a good time to recruit your colleagues to serve on the BFC.  I think as we’ve mentioned at the past couple of meetings so please twist arms, cajole, whatever it takes to convince them to run for election. The election will be held in January, but we’ll have more details about that as our meetings progress.  

A couple of notes about today’s agenda, as you notice, it’s rather full so we’re going to try to keep the time.  I want to point out a couple of things.  One, that the resolution in support of the NIH open access proposal, this is actually, today’s the last day for comments on this proposal, so we have put it first on the agenda and depending on the outcome of that discussion we may submit our comments directly to them. Curt Simic has come back to give us a report on the, an update on the IU Foundation. Thank you for coming Curt.  If you remember last spring, Curt came to visit us and tell us about the campaign. Today he’ll be telling us about a little more broader scope about the activities of the Foundation.  
I want to point out that the next two items, the Interim Priority Registration Policy and the policy on background checks for academic employees are first readings, and as you notice, we don’t have much time devoted to them, but the point here is to use a first reading to primarily answer questions about the policies of the authors of the policies, and that is the committees that have brought them to the floor, and to get most of those questions out of the way so that we can have a more substantive discussion next time.  We’re not at this meeting, our intent is not to have a debate of the pros and cons of the issues, it’s mostly just to present them to the Council as much as possible as we can.  Both of those issues will come back to the Council in two weeks at our next meeting, and we will then have our discussion and a vote.  

And then finally we’ll finish up with a presentation of the new version of Oncourse and that’s what the Power Point is here for. At the December 7th meeting in addition to taking up the background check policy and the priority registration policy, we will also hear from the Distributed Education Committee and the Long Range Planning Committee on two task force recommendations, task forces that finished their work last spring. That is the task force in Continuing Studies and the one on Graduate Studies. And the data related to those and documents related to those we’ve posted on the BFC website, also there will be links on the agenda as well. So I encourage you to review those closely before our next meeting. We will also hear from Roland Cote about how we will be entering grades via Oncourse at the end of the semester. That’s a very timely issue given that December 7th is only a few weeks before the grades will be due. So I just want to let you know that that will be happening. There are also I believe a number of other workshops that are going on that have been scheduled to give you instruction on how to enter grades through Oncourse. This will be slightly different than what we’ve done in the past, and again we should put links to that information on our website as well. And that’s all that I have from the Agenda Committee.
AGENDA ITEM #4: PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS
GROS LOUIS: Thanks David.  My only presiding officer’s business is that everyone on the Faculty Council should’ve received the invitation to the Mission Differentiation conversation that will be Friday afternoon starting at 2 in the Frangipani Room, and you also should’ve received a short mission statement, we got that earlier, the longer mission statement, that as I sent in the e-mail to you was something that the Agenda Committee and the academic deans thought would be useful in describing what Bloomington is and what Bloomington has. There already have been some very good suggestions to add to that, I’ll mention those on Friday, and a number of people have commented that the mission statement itself is probably too long, and so I went back to Lauren Robel who had volunteered, who was volunteered, I can’t remember what now, to write a first draft, and she’s written a shorter one, and I’ve sent that out to the people who were involved in the first conversation, if you like I’ll try to get it out to all of you before Friday, if not we’ll have copies there Friday. And whatever’s in the longer mission statement we’ll make sure gets into the description of the campus. But there was an especially helpful e-mail from Bob about the length of, most mission statements are really quite short, and this gets into some issues such as the number of students we have, for example, aren’t really part of our mission, so we’ll discuss both of those, and Charlie Nelms will start the meeting Friday by giving a description of the overall project, and then I’ll indicate how we came to where we are and what information we still are expecting from the schools, in particular, it’s the journals that are in the College, we have the information from SPEA, and from Law, and from Education, but a lot of journals are in the College, and I think it’s just taking time for them to collect the names of those journals.  


AGENDA ITEM #5: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD
GROS LOUIS: In the question and comment period, I received one question in advance from the Fringe Benefits Committee, a series of questions actually, that I really can’t answer myself, so with the approval of the Agenda Committee I invited Dan Rives to be here, and he’s here as you see.  The questions have to do with the Fair Labor Standards Act, and Dan, do you have a copy of the questions?
RIVES: No I do not, I think recall them from the email. 
GROS LOUIS: Let me just read them so you all know what the questions were. Could you please tell us what actions Human Resources has taken? How many positions have been reclassified in Bloomington? How many of those positions have been changed to academic appointments? And what kinds of appointments are they?  What kinds of recourse do departments and individuals have to appeal a reclassification decision made by Human Resources? What resources are available to departments and units to cover the cost associated with overtime pay to those staff whose positions have been reclassified to non-exempt status? And finally for comparison, what are other universities, Big 10 or CIC schools, doing to comply? Dan. 
RIVES: Can you hear me from here? I purposefully sat next to Tyson for it and he knows why.  But, a little background. We’re talking about a series of regulations that govern basic treatment of employees for child labor laws, minimum wages, and who’s eligible for overtime. And in recent months, the Department of Labor has changed the regulations that indicate which positions are eligible for overtime and which positions can be exempted from overtime, where the words exempt and non-exempt come from. The University, like most universities, are having to look at then groups of positions, positions that we have currently exempted from overtime to see how the new regulations treat them. We have earmarked around 1500 positions university-wide, by the way, so all my numbers are university-wide and references, and collected information about their duties so we can compare them to the new criteria, and based on that, then are beginning to make preliminary recommendations and sharing that with departments as to which positions would now be eligible for overtime which are currently ineligible for overtime. No changes have been actually made by the way. And one of the questions dealt with, to academically, we’re really are not looking at positions that would go to academic status. If there were any, we would communicate that with the Dean of Faculties office and have some discussion but as of this moment, I don’t know of any positions which are still being recommended. As we prepare for what is likely to be a fair number of positions that will now become eligible for overtime, even though the government, the federal government dictates which, what the criteria is, as an institution, we can set our own policies for such things as benefits and wages. So we have identified a set of policies that we have modified that would basically protect the benefits, wages, time off for the employees that would go from, if you will, PA, professional exempt to any other category and those approvals have already been rendered by the University administration and we’re putting those in place. 
There will indeed, though, be a number of positions as we complete this process which are currently not eligible for overtime which will become eligible for overtime and as I said, we are in the process of communicating to departments what those positions are and in the next three to four weeks collecting additional information back. Hopefully making final decisions in Mid-December and then communicating the changes to the affected employees. If not, mid-December, early- January. 
Let see what other questions were in there. There was a question about overtime I believe. Because the positions that we’re talking about do not track their hours today, as an institution we don’t really understand the liability for overtime. We have asked departments to track the working hours of the sole identified positions that we’re looking at from August 22nd through such time to make a final decision. The federal regulations become effective August 22nd of this year so those departments, I believe, will begin to have some idea if indeed the individuals that will now become eligible for overtime will be accumulating hours in excess of the forty hour work week for which there will be an overtime liability for. I think that on one hand, employees will find we’re protecting their benefits, protecting their pay, protecting their time off, they now have overtime available to them. Managers of departments may find that financial responsibility a burden. I think that we’ll have to spend time with the Vice-Chancellors of Administration of the campuses and the deans and all the associate deans working through those issues. It is federal law. It is applicable to all universities and all employers and we’re doing our bet to comply with it. 
GROS LOUIS: One of the questions Dan was what was the appeals process?
RIVES: Good question and we are working across the university to ensure universal decisions. We’re now asking departments to give us additional information. We don’t have a formal appeals process. We’ll be looking at what is it that would constitute an appeal? How would we go back and reconsider some institutional decision, and it may come down to risk, that is if we take these set of dues and responsibilities and want to exclude them from overtime, what would be the associate risk? And it’ll go back into the institution and ask for some feedback and declaration of comments. We’re going to do everything that we can do to look at the duties and responsibilities and if we can make them exempt or qualify as an exempt, that’s the philosophy that we would take. Not the other way around, not to look at positions and to find some reason to make them non-exempt. But I recognize that it’s not a, that we still have some work to do to identify what the appeal process is and will be. 
GROS LOUIS: And the other part of the question was to the extent that you know, how is what we’ve been doing compared to other CIC institutions? 
RIVES: Oh very good. I meet quarterly with my counterpart at the Big Ten schools and to the best of my knowledge, it’s been a subject that at the last couple of meetings, a major topic. Michigan has gone through the same process, has re-classified, if you will, hundreds of positions to now be eligible for overtime. Wisconsin is about at the same process as we’re at, Purdue is the same as any university that is going through this process and looking at positions. I believe that Ohio and Illinois, many of their staff positions are part of the classified state systems so my counterparts at the state university is not as where as much as the state government process. Northwestern has been very, being a private institution, been covered by the Fair Labor Standards Act much longer than the public institutions or the governmental institutions. I don’t think that there going to have much of participation. They probably have an erred on side of making any more positions overtime eligible as opposed to Wisconsin and IU and Purdue and Michigan. 
GROS LOUIS: Ok. Jim? 

SHERMAN: I have what I think is a very simple question. 
GROS LOUIS: You do need to speak up I think. 

SHERMAN: The framing of the federal government is that this change is to the benefit of the employees and your framing is that it’s to the benefit of the employees. Why are so many of our professional staff scared silly about what’s going to happen if it’s to their benefit?
RIVES: I think there are probably several answers to that, several reasons; One reason that I believe is that in the past we have organized our benefit plans around exempt PA and academic employees and non-exempt employees, and so there were differential benefits, A more valuable benefit plan if one were exempt. So, I think that was one criterion that was pushing departments and employees to wanting to be exempt from overtime. Now, we going to fix that and change that by having a whole new category of professional employees who’ll be overtime eligible that will have the benefits.
SHERMAN: Even for new employees?

RIVES: Even for new position, yes, going forward as well. So we are making some fundamental changes in that regard. There are other reasons I suspect but I’d be getting very subjective; tracking time work, not tracking time work, as an example.   

GROS LOUIS: Other questions of Dan? Well then thanks Dan for taking the time to come.

RIVES: Pleasure.

GROS LOUIS: You can leave Tyson’s side now, safely.
CHASTAIN: He’s taking care of me actually.

GROS LOUIS: Okay. 
AGENDA ITEM #6: Resolution in Support of NIH Open Access Goals
GROS LOUIS:  Okay. We move on with the next item on the agenda which is the Resolution in Support of NIH Open Access Goals and Luis are you gonna do this?


DAVILA: I’m going to introduce my cohort. The resolution that’s before you comes originally in Bloomington from the Library Committee, and fortunately Rick Viken is also the Co-Chair of the Research Affairs Committee. So, he headed up an ad hoc committee that reaped carefully the proposition that the National Institutes of Health have put out in terms of public access to biomedical research on a more expeditious level. And as you might imagine, with all the organizations that you have links to, there have been some cautionary caveats, but nothing really strongly or vigorously opposed to the wording. What Rick and his committee members as a sub-committee in the Library Committee and then also in consultation with the Research Affairs Committee have worked out is a resolution that we feel has the amount of comity, c-o-m-i-t-y, pardon my Spanish, and that might pass muster given the implication. There are commercial interests; there are very legitimate research interests which Rick will now touch on if you’re so concerned. But the wording is general enough and it’s in the spirit of public access to information that the National Institutes of Health feel should be more readily available and Rick then can explain and go over the resolution on his own. And this is publicly funded research by the NIH. It’s not a wide open type of proclamation forcing all research associations to come along for the ride. The Association of Research Libraries is wholeheartedly behind it, our library, through the Dean of the Libraries, is very much for it, but there are reservations if you’ve looked through all these notes.  But nothing contrary and nothing very vigorously opposed.      
VIKEN: Actually I think Luis set this up pretty well already, so I’ll be very brief.  Last summer the NIH was subject to a lot of lobbying by taxpayer advocacy groups, by the House of Appropriations Committee, by a big group of Nobel Laureates who were complaining that there was a problem with access to research that had been funded by the NIH and urging NIH to do something.  And much to everyone’s surprise, NIH did something.  And they came out with a public notice that they intended to take action to increase the dissemination of research that was funded by NIH.  And also they put out, a kind of, they floated a kind of trial balloon policy and they asked for public comment, both on their overall goals and on the specific policy that they raised. Their recognition was that what was often happening was NIH was spending millions of dollars to fund health research, faculty members then would sit in their lonely little offices writing up papers based on this research, submit it to commercial publishers, and suddenly at the very endpoint of this process, the commercial publishers would own the results of this research and could charge libraries and individuals thousands of dollars a year for the right to access this publicly-funded research and that this was a considerable problem. So they opened up a public comment period.  The public comments have taken two forms.  One is people have given very long, detailed responses to the proposal that basically all say, we’re very much in favor of the spirit of this proposal and we agree entirely with the policy, except for that part at the beginning and then the part in the middle we don’t like and we don’t like the part at the end either.  Other people, instead of going through a several page description of what they agree with and what they don’t agree with, just come out and say we’re in favor of the spirit of this proposal.  We believe that the goals of increasing public access to NIH research are very important, and we urge NIH to continue to work with the various constituencies to ensure that takes place. 
Knowing that the BFC can spend a lot of time on every comma, we decided to go with the second approach, and we’ve written a short resolution that endorses the spirit of NIH’s efforts, it doesn’t really say anything about the policy; it recognizes that the real policy is going to have to come from a collaboration between NIH, the publishers and the research community, and we’re hoping that it’s not a particularly controversial resolution.  Is it still worth it even though it’s not controversial?  We think so, and we think so because this policy caught everyone unaware including the publishers, and they’re starting to put big money on lobbying in here, and we’d like to see all of the medical schools and all of the major research universities at least put in a comment that says we think this is important and we really want you guys to work on this regardless of how much money is being thrown in one direction or another to our congressmen, so that’s the purpose of this resolution, to provide support for this effort.  
GROS LOUIS: Thank you Rick.  Since this comes to you from two of your committees it’s moved and seconded, and therefore the resolution is before you for questions and/or discussion.  Yeah, Michael? 
HAMBURGER: In some of our initial conversations with the Agenda Committee somebody mentioned that some of the major professional organizations have come out opposed to the resolution or to the NIH plan because it perhaps threatens their funding base.  Do you know anything about that?
VIKEN: Sure. So I mentioned that everybody who has responded has responded positively to the idea that somehow there has to be a way to increase public access.  Many, and the libraries have responded that they think everything in the proposal is great.  Many of the professional organizations have objected to details of the specific policy, trial balloon policy.  It wasn’t very well thought out.  It doesn’t even mention copyright.  It, if it were followed exactly the way that it was, that it’s set up now, we would end up with two versions of every paper placed on NIH research, an accepted version and then the final version.  There’s no mention of how it’s going to be funded.  It’s not clear that the National Library of Medicine has the resources to actually pull this off.  It wasn’t very well thought out, and that’s all going to have to be worked out in the future.  Another reason why we just said, boy what you’re aiming to do is really important, would you just try to work out all the details with the relevant communities?

GROS LOUIS: David?

DALEKE: I notice that in the notice that they don’t make a statement that they intend to make this mandatory.  The sentence reads they intend to request that its grantees deposit this information.  
VIKEN: Yeah. 
DALEKE: So this is sort of a light version of a policy.  Do you have any sense about whether that’s going to become a mandatory--  
VIKEN: I don’t, 
DALEKE: procedure?

VIKEN: This is a tricky business, but I don’t know that there’s really a difference but because they’re the funding agency and if they request something of you and you want to get funding the next time too you’ll do what they want.  So I think the power of the purse is adequate here without mandatory regulation.
DAVILA: If I may, the prefix or adjective for “publicly funded research” in the second line, we should preface that with “NIH publicly funded research” to be specific as to what this resolution is about.  It limits it a bit as necessary.  It’s the NIH.  

GROS LOUIS: Ann do you have a question?

GELLIS: I was just wondering whether this is, a similar resolution is going to come out of IUPUI or the UFC?
DAVILA: They inquired…forgive me…they did inquire and floated messages, but then they went off the screen, so we needed to, they in part were simultaneous to us but we haven’t heard from them.  
VIKEN: I spoke with, last week at the UFC meeting, I spoke with the Chair of the IUPUI Research Affairs Committee who is also a member of the UFC Research Affairs Committee as was I on, and she basically said she didn’t know that it was the faculty’s business to comment on this and so…medical schools have a very different idea about faculty governance than schools like IUB.
DALEKE: Yeah I have the pleasure of serving on the Faculty Steering Committee at my school, and I raised this with them again and received the same comment from the same person.  The point is that there’s a lot of professional organizations that depend on their scholarly publications or have scholarly publications that they sponsor that will be affected, and although it’s unclear whether or not they get revenue from the publications that supports the organization or not I don’t know, they vary from organization to organization, but that’s about the only substantive complaint that I’ve heard so far.  
VIKEN: Yeah I should just point out that what, we know what’s gonna happen here.  There’s gonna be a big struggle of all the different people who are involved and some kind of reasonable policy is going to emerge from it.  There’s just too much money being pushed in different directions.  I think everybody’s views are going to get some respect except maybe possibly the universities, and so that’s a reason why we should get our word in when we have the chance.  
DAVILA: And the spirit of the resolution, the first paragraph, if you have copies of it or you can go to the link, does kick off with a rather philosophical interest beyond, if you like, the more immediate grant-making vested interest.  That this health information should be provided for the good cause of making this research available as quickly as possibly to people directly affected, mainly people depending on the research of the NIH or disease and saving their lives, or whatever.  So it’s very general and it’s beyond, it’s extra-academic, but that’s the way they kick off. 
GROS LOUIS: Are there any further questions? If not, then you are prepared to vote on the resolution.  
Unanimously approved

Agenda Item #7: Update from the Indiana University Foundation
GROS LOUIS: The next item on the agenda is the update from the IU Foundation, and Curt Simic is here.  As you know, he is President and CEO of the IU Foundation.

SIMIC:  Thank you, sir.  Thank you all for inviting me back, I appreciate the opportunity to visit with you a little bit.  First, I would like to thank you for the work that you do constantly in your research and in your classrooms because when it comes to major gift fundraising it really comes back down to relationships, and those relationships start very early in an alumnus’s career and it usually starts when they’re undergraduates.
I’ll tell you a story to begin with.  Recently you may have read that the Honors College was named for a man named Edward Hutton.  He gave nine million dollars to endow the International Experience Program which is reposed in the Honors College, and has promised that he’ll give another nine million dollars to make it possible for every student who is in the Honors College once during her career to have an opportunity to study overseas with a stipend.  The first time that was done about three years ago there were three students who took advantage of that, and this year there are over 400 who are studying abroad in a way.  And Mr. Hutton, when he recounts his relationships with the University, he starts with faculty members in the Business School.  Names like Eddie Edwards and Art Weimer and Ed Williams.  And then of course his relationship over the years with Dr. Wells was a part of the internationalization of the thing.  But it is the faculty relationships that very often, almost always come up when somebody is talking about a major gift or we’re talking with them, and it’s always “what’s professor so-and-so doing, have you heard from” whatever it might be, so I thank you for what you do on a daily basis because it’s very important as we look out ahead to our being able to get people to support us beyond what they do already tax-wise.  
The Foundation does three things: it raises money, it invests the money to maximize its return, and it administers the funds exactly as the donors gave the money.  And generally the donors give the money on the basis we ask them for money.  We take a project to them, we take a program to them, something you’ve said that you want to have done and we ask them for that kind of money and then we make sure that it’s spent that way.  Something happened this year for the first time in my forty years in this development work: we did not get a management letter from our outside auditors.  In forty years I’ve never had an auditor not have something to say to you about how you could improve, whatever that might be, but Deloitte and Touche did not give us a management letter this year, and I think that’s a tremendous testimony to an internal audit team, to a financial team inside the operation that has worked over the last fifteen years to put the Foundation in a position that that could happen. I don’t expect it to happen again in the next forty years that I’m working, but I’m really glad it happened at least once as we went through the whole program.  
The first chart that you have is the one that talks about a five year rolling average, and that’s to give you a sense of what the trend is as far as total voluntary support to the institution is.  It is non-governmental money that comes in in a variety of ways, and as we go through the charts I’ll talk a little bit more about it, but you see the trend line is very solid, it’s going the right direction, and I think a trend line over a five year period is more accurate as a measure of what’s going on than a year-to-year because we do go up and down.  The second chart that you have is total donors that we have; those are individual donors not individual donations.  We probably get 150,000-160,000 donations because a lot of people give multiple gifts, but the 100,000 is actually the number of individual donors who made gifts, that’s individuals, corporations and foundations.  We had a dip this last year.  We closed down our Telefund for two months because we were upgrading the system, and we were moving from 32 stations to 48.  That should thrill a lot of people who get called right at dinnertime.  But actually we were down for two months and we still exceeded the 100,000.  I thought we did extremely well in that regard and we anticipate doing more.  You know, I think telefunding is irritating at times when you’re home and I get all those calls same as you do, but the students who make calls for us, they’re paid student callers, they enjoy over a 30% affirmative response.  Over 30% of the people who we reach and have a conversation with will say yes to a gift of some sort.  Of that about 80% fulfill those pledges.  So it’s a very positive thing, so moving from 32 to 48 stations, as I say we employ students to do those jobs. It’s hard work, but it should strengthen us and we’ll go beyond that.  But I wanted you to know why that dip because that’s an unusual thing for us.  The third chart is the total voluntary support and what I’d like to point out in that chart because there are gradations of gray there.  To the far right, the one that is $112 million really indicates the money that faculty brings in directly.  That recognizes the work that each of you do with various funding agencies that are not state agencies or are not federal agencies, they’re private agencies, and I think that’s an enormous endorsement of the efforts that are going into, by faculty members, to seek that kind of support.  

As you saw we had a pretty flat year but a good year because it’s only the one year we’ve ever had that was better than that; that was the year that the Lilly endowment made the grant of $100 million and that’s an unusual thing.  So, you see the pieces of it, the private gifts, the bottom piece, the private grants, faculty generated, the middle piece, and then what the Riley Children’s Foundation does for the Department of Pediatrics at the Medical School.  The next chart just simply shows where we rank in total voluntary support.  It’s a chart that starts with Harvard and ends up with NIU and we’re at 15th.  This is the 12th time in 14 years that we’ve been in the top 20 for total voluntary support of any institution, as you see, public and private, in fact it’s about an even split, 10 and 10 I think in terms of public and private, so for the last 14 years we’ve been hanging in there, and with the numbers that we have this year you note that they’re not included in this, we should be in the top 20 again, and I think that’s a measure of long-term continuity and making the effort as far as fundraising is concerned.  You might be surprised that one of the schools there is the University of Arkansas, $300 million.  The WalMart people gave them $300 million, and we don’t have one of those but I’ll keep looking and see if we can find one.  But that’s what happened there and what will happen is over time that kind of gift will catapult a University of Arkansas in the top 20 or top 10 and then they disappear.  I think the important thing about what’s happening at Indiana University and for Indiana University is the 12 years out of 14 being in the top 20, that’s the most important piece.
DAVILA: How much does Yale have under the table?

SIMIC: I don’t know that.  None, I don’t know.  No idea under the table.  Let’s see.  I’ve said most of the things.  Oh, let me talk just a moment about investments. We have what’s evolved into a really rather sophisticated investment approach; we use an awful lot of our own alumni who are part of the Investment Committee, none of which do we invest with, but they guide us through the process.  We have a group of 20, our comparator institutions, there are 20 institutions.  I’m not going to name them because we all participate on a confidential basis but you can guess who at least 10 of them are, but there are 20 institutions and we look at ourselves.  Over the last two years we’ve been number one in that group with a total return of just over 20%, so that 20% sounds really good until you back it up against the three very bad years that all of us had, the few years before that.  What’s happening now is we’re beginning to recover all that we lost in those few years, in fact, now we are for just the second time in our history over a billion dollars in total invested assets and that’s the recovery part of that. We have probably 18 portfolio managers, we have one indexed fund with the market, but we have value investors, we have total return investors, we have international investors, we have just moved in a more major way into what we call alternative investments, not stocks not bonds but other kinds of investments.  One of the elements of that would be venture funds.  And if you’ll recall we’ve gotten a lot of pressure over the last couple of years to put a lot of money into ventures funds that are willing to put money into ventures inside the state of Indiana.  We haven’t jumped in as deeply as people would like for us to, people in Indiana would like us to, mostly the political people because our fiduciary responsibility is to make sure we get a reasonable return.  We are in some Indiana ventures fund, the total is probably 12-15 million dollars, but in alternative investments what we’ve found in comparing ourselves to these other 19 institutions is most of the ones that are near the top are in a very much higher percentage of alternative investments than we are, very much higher, so we’re beginning to get into it in a deeper way, and we’ll probably end up in the direction of 20% of the total portfolio will be in various kinds of things.  It scares me, to be honest with you, I’m very conservative.  I’d rather that we consistently got through things, but to return the kind of money that the institution says it needs, and does need, from the investment portfolio we have to find ways to drive it up.  We distribute 5% every year for expenditure by whatever the designated endowment is for.  That’s one piece of what we call the hurdle rate.  The second piece of the hurdle rate is 1% which is what we run the operation on, and the third piece of the hurdle rate is what we think inflation will be.  Right now the hurdle rate is about 8.5%.  8.5% is pretty ambitious in this market, and so we do worry about that.  So these 20% years help bring us back.  We had a number of endowments that were given to us at the end of the last century and the beginning of this century that were underwater because when they were given they were of certain value and then of course the market dropped.  So we’ve been working to get those back above water and now we’re in pretty good shape.  We’ve reduced that down to a relatively few and a relatively few millions of dollars.  So it’s in a healthy situation as far as the investment part of it is concerned.
The next thing I’d like to talk about is campaigns.  The IUPUI campaign you saw finished itself at a billion and 39 million dollars.  When we started that campaign we had a working goal of 500 million.  When we got through the silent phase we had surpassed 500 million so we moved the goal to 700 million, and then it went to a billion, 39 million.  It’s quite an affirmation in central Indiana nationally to what IUPUI has become. It’s really quite an affirmation.  Now the President has said to me we can’t have a goal smaller than they achieved, so being pretty smart about my career I don’t think we’ll have a goal less than that, but we’re not ready to predict that.  What we’d like to do is go through 2 to 2 ½ years of the silent phase of the campaign before we set the goal and become public on what the goal will be for this campus as we move into this campaign. The first year which just ended June 30th, total private support that came to the Bloomington campus was about $168 million.  If the cycle of the campaign is seven years, which it is, you can do the math and you can see where we’ll end up.  What we’re really trying to do is make sure that we continue to raise the amount of money that we’ve been raising outside of campaign and then during campaign add 30-40% to the total amount of money, that’s really what we’re trying to do.  We’re working closely with Neil and with Ken to try and figure out what the goal should be school by school and program by program in dollars.  Generally, we look at the five years and then we add this factor of 30-40% and that becomes a working goal that we can deal with.  It’s not an exact science, but so far it’s proved out pretty well.  The pieces of it will be determined by you.  You’ll say to us these are the things that we really need.  We will go out to the marketplace and talk to a lot of people about how these particular items might be of interest to them.  If you think about fundraising and you can envision a circle.  In this circle is the University’s needs.  In a second circle is donor interest.  They’re not totally congruent.  So wherever they overlap on those two little half moons, wherever they overlap, is where we’re likely to be successful on things.  And what we’re trying to find out when we take whatever it is you tell us that we should take out, we’re trying to find out where that overlap is.  We’re trying to figure out where it is that we can go and reasonably expect that we can be successful in those things.  We’ll have some things that will be outside that.  Some things that we’ll succeed on that we didn’t anticipate being successful on.  We’ll also have some things there that people say, good luck on your parking garage but I’m not going to make gifts for your parking garage, give us something else to talk about.  And it’s a very real phenomenon.  I know that there’s a tremendous amount of pressure on this campus for new construction, new and R&R as far as that’s concerned.  I’m not confident that we can be successful in raising major money if there’s no state element in it.  A few years ago when it was said to me, to us, we’re gonna do the Multidisciplinary Science building, it’s going to cost about $50 million and we can get $30 million from the state, which is approximately what it was before it inflated in terms of cost, that meant we had to find $20 million in private money.  Now, that number’s gone up a little bit, but when you have the state’s piece already in place, you can go to a donor and say, this is what we need to make this thing whole.  We can build a building for $30 million and it’ll be okay, but it won’t be what we need and it won’t get us to where we want to get in terms of research and teaching and various kinds of programs.  I don’t know how successful we’ll be if we have no money.  Michael Dunn comes up to me and says we really need a new building for Informatics.  No question about it. But we don’t have any money, and we don’t have any promise of any money from the state.  That makes it harder.  That makes it harder.  And so we’ll have to figure out what it is that we can do and how we can present these things that’ll get people excited about it.  But I am nervous about the number of buildings that I hear about, about the need for a variety of things and whether we can find the money, I don’t know, but as we get into it we’ll have more intelligence to bring back to the decision makers and say this is what we’ve found out, now where do you want us to go with this kind of program, and that’s our role, just to bring information back.  The other pieces of course, we’re continuing the effort for graduate fellowships and maybe we’re always three or five years behind the cycle because we’ve been talking about graduate fellowships for quite a little while and now we’ve got it up and running in the campaign and our needs are running now more to facilities, but we’re still going to need the graduate fellowships.  The undergraduate scholarship element of this thing frankly will sell.  There’s no question in my mind that whatever goal we put on that that we will succeed in undergraduate scholarships, our constituency understands that, they know what scholarships are about for undergraduates.  
And I’ll tell you one very nice success story that’s in process.  We’ve been working with a man about 15 years and he’s given us about $15 million worth of property, and over a period of time we’ve liquidated that property and now we’ve got some of it left, but about $13 million invested and it’s for undergraduate scholarships.  Two-thirds comes to the Bloomington campus, one-third goes to the Indianapolis campus.  And continuing our conversation with him, I visit him from time to time, he finally revealed something that I’ve never heard before. And he said, if I die tomorrow, that $15 million is going to be $70 million.  And $70 million in terms of an endowed scholarship program, two-thirds for Bloomington, one-third for Indianapolis, is going to be a great thing.  He talks about relationships here in the ‘30’s with faculty members in terms of how he’s felt about what goes on.  So the undergraduate scholarship is going to go, the International Experience Scholarship program with one benefactor is already a go.  We do need to add some money for the Wells Scholars Program.  It needs some shoring up.  And then of course we’re continuing to talk about endowed faculty positions which is the chairs and the professorships.  One of the reasons that we succeeded so well in the academic endowment campaign is because we had a primary objective.  All of us were talking about endowed chairs and professorships.  Everybody across the breadth of the campus was talking about those things so we had one message.  And people were hearing that message over and over again, and so we moved from the bottom of the Big 10 to the top of the Big 10 as far as endowed faculty positions.  But remember, a million dollars only generates $50,000, that’s not enough to pay a faculty salary.  So it’s on top of a line that already exists in your various kinds of budgets.  And that’s another leverage point for us.  We’re not asking you to take over the state’s responsibility in paying salaries, what we’re asking you for is money that will enhance our ability to recruit the best and keep the best that we already have here, and that’s for the endowed chairs.  But you see there are always two pieces of it, there are at least two pieces of it where they come together.  The Multidisciplinary Science Building one, the Simon Hall Building, it isn’t quite funded, it’s got a few more million dollars to go I think, Neil, but to tell you the truth I’m not really worried about that one, I’m worrying now about the next Multidisciplinary Science Building and how we find the money for that one and then whatever else comes on board as far as buildings are concerned.  
The President has talked about Athletics. I don’t know where he’s going to come down on that.  My counsel to him, to be perfectly honest is to say, athletics cannot be the centerpiece of this campaign, it can be an element if you want it to be, but it can’t be the centerpiece of the campaign and he understands that so I don’t have a problem with that either.  But these are the pieces that we’re talking about so far. I don’t have the final elements.  They’re coming from the President through Ken or Ken through the President, but back to us so that we can do our feasibility on the pieces, but you can see the campaign is coming together pretty well through some of the elements of it.  The one unknown I think, Ken, is really the building part of it, the facilities part of it, and that’s one we’ll have to work our way through.
I have one other relationship story to tell you just to again emphasize what goes on.  We had a young woman who graduated in the mid ‘60’s when I was directing the Student Foundation and she became a teacher in Harvey, Illinois.  And she called and said there’s this wonderful young woman who wants to come to Indiana but she has to work, can you find her a job? The answer was yes and we found her a job, and she came and she turned out to be just a great young woman.  And in the middle of her sophomore year the Trustees had to raise tuition for the following semester, the spring semester of that year.  She left school.  She left school before I discovered that, but when I discovered it I started scrounging around to see if we could find some scholarship money.  I called her and said you need to come back in the fall.  We want you to graduate from Indiana University.  She came back in the fall, she did well, she left with a degree out of the Kelley School, the Business School, before it was Kelley, and about ten years ago she moved back to town.  And she came in and said my husband and I would like to make a gift in recognition of this scholarship money that we got years ago.  And I said, well that’s fine, $10,000 I thought would be a good thing.  She gave us $300,000.  And then later she called and said my father-in-law is going to give away a lot of money.  I’d like for you to talk to him before he decides that.  So we had the conversation.  And he’s now committed about two and a half million dollars to Alzheimer’s research.  Relationships.  It’s staying in touch with people, letting them know that you value them.  And I must come back to where I started.  What you do every day in your contact with the students and contact with a variety of people really makes a big difference in whether or not we’re going to be successful in finding that money.  So your role in development, faculty say to me what can I do to help you be successful with what you’re doing?  That’s the best thing you can do.  And then help us make the case in terms that make sense to you that we can make sense to the donors in terms of writing up the inspiration.  All we are is the technical people, we’re just the technicians, you’re the inspiration and we need it.  We need it for people to get excited about what they’re doing.  Ken, that’s about what I had prepared so if there are any questions I’d be happy to answer.  
GROS LOUIS: Jim?

SIMIC: Jim, I thought you were wearing a Yankee cap last year.  


SHERMAN: I’m still basking in the glory of the last eighty years.  Speaking of relationships, Curt, how much and how sensitively do you communicate with faculty members, especially nearing retirement-age, especially while we’re still within the 18-20 period, there are some large portfolios that are built up, and you’re dealing with people who are very committed to and attached to the University.  Is this part of what you do?
SIMIC: Yes it is.  And our reference point on that in terms of how we should make the approach is the Foundation Relations Committee that is a part of this faculty council. We let them, we ask them, to guide us through how the approach can best be presented because we can really look very mercenary in showing up the day before you get your 18-20 check to do various kinds of things.  So we try to build relationships on an ongoing basis, but our key group is the group that Rex and Lisa chair, which the Foundation Relations Committee.  As I look around this table there are eight or nine of you who’ve been a part of that and you’ve helped us think through these variety of things. We also, Jim, spend a good bit of time with the ___, that’s a group that is the retired faculty group and if you ever come to our building, once a month they’re having their meeting in our building.  It’s easy to park there, a lot of them over the 40 years that I’ve been around I know, and they feel a sense of welcome.  And they ask somebody to speak to that group every month.  This last time it was Gwyn Richards for the School of Music, talked a little bit about his dreams for the School of Music and I did a little bit of, a little bit of whatever.  Bu there’s a balance between rushing in and saying, oh my gosh we know you’ve got some money, give it to me, and letting it develop a little bit easier.  We try to be a little more subtle than that.  
STOCKTON: Curt you might also, you didn’t comment but I will comment for you, you personally saw to it that the Emeriti house was well-equipped with furniture. 
SIMIC: Well the Foundation did.  
STOCKTON: Well I know that. But I know where that came from.

SIMIC: Well, to try to again make those connections in ways that don’t feel like we’re picking your pocket, we’re just letting it open on its own.  
GROS LOUIS: Craig?

BRADLEY: I was curious about the relationship between these last two charts.  The next to last chart shows, I assume, annual receipts of about $250 million, and then the final chart shows total assets, $941 million.  The previous chart if you just take the last five years, you see annual, or the chart before that, you see annual receipts of over a billion dollars.  So why is the total so low compared to that?
SIMIC: Because only about 30 percent of it sticks in endowment.  About 70% is expended annually by the units.  When I say, for example, that the campaign will be what you’ve done on the average in five years plus 40%, we have to factor in that first piece because that’s been built into the expenditure mentality, if you will, and so we’re looking for the additional.  So basically we spend a lot more money than we get in on an annual basis, because if 30% sticks as an endowment, that’s what’s building that almost a billion dollars, and now this is a little bit old because we are over a billion again, but that’s the reason.  It’s expended more quickly than it’s allowed to build.  
GROS LOUIS: A good example would be the __ referenced for $100 million __
Peggy, question?  
INTONS-PETERSON: Quick comment. As one whose been there I can tell you that TIA __ is not quite the goldmine that it used to be.  
SIMIC: Yeah, well I watch mine every month too.  It’s starting to --

INTONS-PETERSON: It really went down along with everything else in the recession.  As a matter of fact, and it also makes it calculations on the 20th of the month, and you watch what happens on the 20th of every month. The Dow, etc. goes down.  
SIMIC: There must be a lesson in there somewhere.
GROS LOUIS: Richard?

NASH: Curt it’s always a pleasure.  I’ve been listening to you for four years and you do your job really well.  And especially this year, I don’t know, maybe it’s my temperament or something, for some reason--
HAMBURGER: You’re close to retirement.

NASH: This year it just seems as though it’s been one story after another about not enough parking, not enough funding, not enough this, not enough that.  And yet I listen to you and everything sounds wonderful. 
GROS LOUIS: That’s his job!

NASH: That’s what I’m saying.  He does it so well.  I was, however, talking to my chair recently, and he mentioned something about the endowment accounts from the Foundation and the amount of money that actually comes out of that.  The numbers that he was using, which I don’t have right in front of me, sounded like they generate about 3% or less in terms of what is actually available.  And in a time when units are trying to stretch money further and further, the question that’s leaping up for me is just, why is it we can’t do better than that?
SIMIC: In the downtimes when the market was losing money it could well have been 3% of what the original was, but the payout rate is 5%.  And sometimes it’s a little over, a little under, depending on what the market’s doing, but over time it is a 5% payout.  And our problem is if we increase that, we will erode the corpus more rapidly.  So what we’re trying to do is figure out how we can keep up with what will be inflation and various other costs and make the 5% continue.  But yeah, when the market’s down, your department chair is exactly right, it’s probably in that realm based on the value of the account at that time.  But what we use is a 12 quarter rolling average, so you’re still paying for, to some extent, the down years even now as we’re coming back.  It’s not a satisfactory answer, but it’s a fact.  
GROS LOUIS: And the five percent by the way is fairly normal.
SIMIC: Yeah, we’ve watched that.  Actually a lot of schools are going lower than that.  Four and a half percent, four percent, and it’s all because what we’re hearing is, you can’t sustain 8.5% income over time, and that’s why we’re moving more into the alternatives which do yield a lot.  Last week I was listening to somebody who wants us to invest in a real estate operation that he has that has that over the last ten years has been returning about 20%, so we’re listening to that.  I worry about those because my tendency is conservative on your money.  
NASH: Well although the follow-up periods that, and as I get used to hearing more and more about how there’s less and less and how there’s less and less from the state, it seems to me that one of the things that seems to be the future of institutions like this is that for better or for worse maybe we need to be less conservative.  
SIMIC: Well that’s part of it, and I think we need to put more resources into development.  Recently we had quite a conversation among the Trustees, the President and the Foundation Board about how we could do a better job.  And one of the things that the President has indicated is I’ve never been the Chief Development Officer of the institution, in fact.  I have been de facto, I guess, as head of the Foundation because we don’t have a Vice President for Development.  But the President wants me to become the Chief Development Officer of the institution.  I think we’re pretty effective in fundraising, I don’t think we’re that efficient.  Because I think we have resources going into fundraising where the constituency doesn’t warrant that many resources. My view is we should be putting in resources where the constituency does warrant that kind, there is the potential to raise more money.  And I think, with a little bit more muscle to be perfectly honest with you, we can develop some metrics that’ll be applied across the board in terms of return on investment in fundraising.  For example, if you hire a development officer and you fund a development officer, and I don’t mean a big salary, but the total package might cost you $100,000.  If our objective is to raise a dollar for ten cents, then that person has to be able to generate a million dollars, a million dollars.  We’ve got a lot of development officers in the position that they can’t raise a million dollars.  And my view is we should be combining those things, maybe have one person responsible for two or three constituencies, and then in the aggregate will raise a million dollars, but it’ll be more realistic and drive down that percentage cost.  Those are the kind of things we’re trying to think through, and the President’s been very helpful in that, and actually I’m really rather enthused about the possibility of being able to tighten up our development program across the institution.  Remember, a lot of development officers work for deans and work for department chairs and they don’t work for us.  We put money into development officers to try it get a little bit of it, a little bit more control, but now maybe we’ll be able to get a little bit of muscle so we’ll be able to do that a little bit more strongly.  And the objective will simply be how can we raise more money for the same money that we’re expending. That’s what I hope to do.  

GROS LOUIS: One more question.  Bob?

KRAVCHUK: It’s really more of a comment than a question.  It had to do with investments in the so-called business ventures.  An ultimate goal of 20% that’s a big number.  I mean that represents a significant portion of the total portfolio.  I think you’re wise to proceed cautiously and slowly.  You know when you do this you enter into essentially a partnership arrangement with those that you’re investing in, and you really have to know their business almost as well as they do and that can be a large task.  
SIMIC: I agree, and that’s what makes me so nervous about it. But our comparator institutions are now upwards of 35% in what they call alternative investments, not all venture capital, but alternatives in timber and real estate and a variety of things.

KRAVCHUK: And do resist pressures from the political authorities to invest too much too quickly in an Indiana operation unless you really understand their business.  
SIMIC: Well it’s a delicate thing because this whole life science initiative we’ve gotten pressure from the Governor, we’ve gotten pressure from mayors, we’ve gotten pressure from our own Board of Trustees who are responsive in political ways.  I think our board has stood appropriately cautiously, not belligerently, but at least cautiously in trying to make the thing work so that it’s balanced.  Thank you Ken.
GROS LOUIS: Thank you very much Curt.  I’ve heard Curt more years than you have.  And I do want to thank him for really the superb job you do, Curt, Vice President of the Foundation.  
Agenda Item #8: Three-Year Interim Priority Registration Arrangement for Student Athletes
GROS LOUIS: Okay, the next item is the first reading of the three-year interim priority registration arrangement for athletes.  And I’ll call on Bill Wheeler.  You have before of you Circular B26-2005.  
WHEELER: Thank you.  First I should say we haven’t talked with the President, and the EPC doesn’t really consider this the centerpiece of its activities for this year, but we have been discussing.  The Educational Policies Committee and the Student Affairs Committee have been discussing this issue for about two months now.  We were asked by the Board of Trustees to consider this issue and to develop a policy for their consideration in January.  In reading it, you know, Herb Terry pointed out last time that my eyes, as they get older, are not as good at catching typos.  As I reread it today I noticed the first paragraph had some missing commas and a missing verb, but if Jim Sherman were still here we might ask him for a Freudian analysis of that labored first paragraph, but passing on beyond that, you know, we did find that we have obligations to our students, both our athletes and our non-athletes, to try and help them get the courses that need.  And so at this point in time we’re being asked to attend, for the moment, to the needs of the athletes, but we ourselves feel that we need to attend to the needs of all of our students. And so we’ve come up with what we hope is a policy, an interim policy, because as we looked at various alternatives, as we tried to develop alternatives that would focus on the needs of individual students for specific critically needed courses and classes, as we developed alternatives we found that this was not an ideal time to go down that path because the implementation of the PeopleSoft SIS system has taken away all the tools that we’ve had heretofore, and we won’t be able to get new tools in that environment for approximately three years.  So in some sense this is the worst possible time to be looking at such an undertaking.  We’ve drafted, over the past month and a half, three or four different policy positions, but several of them, the ones that seemed to be the fairest ones in that they applied to all students and only tried to do things for critically needed courses, were just not practical at this point in time.  So after taking into account our present circumstances, what we’ve tried to propose for you, for your consideration, is a three-year interim priority registration arrangement for student athletes, one which would meet their immediate needs, but on a balance we think be as fair as possible in the present context.  I can’t possibly at this point in time undertake to go through all the things we considered or even to go through all the details in this proposal.  I had a meeting several, two weeks ago with Roland Cote and Mary Popp of the Student Affairs Committee and Scott Norman, IUSA Vice President, to try and talk through things.  Three and a half hours later we finally called it quits, so it can take a long time to talk through all of the various aspects of these proposals.
So rather than trying to touch on everything which is covered in this, I hope that you do take time to read it, let me just direct your attention to, you know, what we feel is the best, you know, that at this point in time the best interim arrangement that we can put out there. And that’s the resolution, it has five parts to it, that five clauses that appear at the bottom of page two, the bottom half of page two and the top of page three of the handout that you have.  The first one calls to the floor for three years beginning with registration for terms starting in the summer of 2005 and going through the spring term of 2007-2008 that matriculating students who are certified by the Department of Athletics to be athletes in its programs, both ones who are currently eligible and the ones who are trying to become eligible or reestablish eligibility, that they should be given registration appointments in the time block immediately following graduate and professional students.   
Secondly, that the Registrar should collect data on these registration patterns.  So we do not at this time anticipate any significant adverse consequences for non-athletes, but we want to make certain that that’s the case.  So we are calling on the Registrar to collect the data so that we can monitor this as it’s in process and if any significant consequences should appear then we can try and address those right away.  We call on, most especially, from the University during the spring year period to develop as a top priority, the enhancements that are needed for the PeopleSoft Student Information System so that we can go to a fairer system that would focus on individual needs for individual courses, and furthermore could be expanded to apply to all of our undergraduates.  Fourth, that commensurate with the implementation of those tools, that we the Council then should replace the arrangement described in part one with a reservation policy rather than a registration policy, a reservation policy that targets the critical course needs of individual athletes and expands the scope to all matriculated undergraduates.  And finally, one of the concerns of both the committees is that point-of-fact there be a strong sunset clause and that’s part five, that this arrangement shall not continue beyond the specified ending date, that is that the authorization to the Registrar to do this should expire at the end of the three-year period unless specifically authorized by the Faculty Council.
The proposal you have before you was adopted by a 9 to 2 vote by the Educational Policies Committee and I understand a 9 to 0 vote by the Student Affairs Committee.  Let me ask Bradley who co-chairs the Student Affairs Committee if he would like to say anything.  

LEVINSON: I guess what I would say as co-chair of the Student Affairs Committee is we’ve been following the conversations, first of all, as word of thanks to Bill Wheeler whose been in the trenches on this issue for a couple of months and it’s a terribly complicated issue and it’s rather contentious for a number of reasons---[end of cd 1, some lost] the modifications that have been made to the PeopleSoft system. 
WHEELER: Thank you Brad. And I want to, before I forget, thank all the members of both committees who’ve attended long meetings and who’ve discussed this for over a month and a half and the other members of the university community who have joined us, specifically Steve Wiesock has joined us as a representative of the academic advisors, we’ve had other representatives who’ve joined us for our discussions.  

This proposal takes into account what types of things are being done at other Big 10 universities as mentioned there.  If one leaves aside Purdue which has a demand-based registration system as opposed to a supply-based system such as all the other Big 10 universities, that all the other Big 10 universities do have some type of priority registration, all of those except for Michigan have one which is similar to the interim arrangement that’s proposed here.  As mentioned in the proposal, the schools other than Michigan seemed to be pleased with the way it’s working, Michigan says that their arrangement has some pitfalls in it.  I would conclude my initial presentation by directing your attention to the chart on the last page.  We asked the Athletics Department to provide us with information about the student athletes that would help us measure the cost and benefits of the two alternatives that seem to be before us.  Those were the first-in-line approach which is what we have, and the other alternative is if you’ve read all the details, something called head of projected degree class.  If you haven’t yet read it then just let that phrase go by and it will come as you read it.   But the chart there indicates that to the best that we can estimate, we think that the proposal we have has the greatest benefits with the least cost of the two alternatives.  Do you have any questions that you would like to ask at this point in time? We have five minutes.  Yes?
IVIE: I was wondering if you could elaborate a little bit on what it means to say there would be “low impact on non-athletes.”  
WHEELER: Well I, the, yes.  Because that of course is what people initially think that there should be a high impact, but you have to first take into account how things actually are now, rather than how one might imagine that they are.  As we talked to scheduling officers in various departments and schools what we became aware of is at this point in time that if a student, if a student athlete, truly has a critical need for a course that they aren’t able to satisfy in the ordinary course of events, then that student or the academic advisor or the athletic advisor will approach the department offering the course and ask for assistance in getting the student into the course that they need.   And almost all departments will find some way to make that happen.  In the School of Education, the person with whom I spoke there who is in charge of all these things takes pride in the fact that he has a long-standing relationship with the Athletics Department and with the University Division, and that whenever he receives a call about a problem, a registration problem, he finds a way to solve it.  In fact, he was a little indignant that this was being proposed because he felt that he has always solved every problem that has come to his attention.  So in terms of access to critically needed courses, it’s the case we think that at this point in time that all the athletes are in fact getting these things taken care of.  So in terms of access to those types of courses, this system would not in fact change the current  environment because those athletes are already in those courses.  Rather what you would do is lower the administrative overhead.   Now as we look through it to say where is it that something new might happen, the places where something new might happen is in access to popular elective courses.  And when this whole process started two months ago, the very day after we received the request from the Trustees to investigate this I went over to David’s office.  His office actually is right across the sidewalk from mine, we have windows that look at each other.  We can see when each of us happens to be in or at least when our lights are on-- 
DALEKE: It’s a rare occasion that we’re both in at the same time.

WHEELER:  There are a number of such occasions.  And I immediately said to him, you know, that one of my concerns was access to these elective courses.  That is one of the, you know, that is the one place where something new might be going on.  So we asked for data from the Athletics Department and we got back, among other things, a list of all of the current majors of the sophomore, junior and senior athletes.  And that was actually quite reassuring because as we looked down that list, and we can make that, you know, we have copies of that if you’d like a copy of that, we found that most athletes are in challenging, well-structured majors.  A plurality of the athletes are in the College of Arts and Sciences, then there are a number of them in Kinesiology, there are a large number of them in the School of Business.  And if you look at those majors they are fairly well-structured majors.  In Kinesiology, I think there are only about six or nine elective credit hours in the entire program.  In the College, in Business again, electives are mostly taken during the senior year, and in the College it’s also the case that many of your elective choices are coming in your senior year.  And of course as seniors one would have priority anyway, so if we’re talking about electives that are being taken by seniors again, there really is no difference between the alternatives that are listed here, namely the FIL and the HOPDC alternatives.  
The place where one might have concern is with athletes who are in the School of Continuing Studies because that is an unstructured program where the students have to take a certain number of credit hours in the sciences, the social sciences and the humanities, but other than that there isn’t, you know, the detailed type of structure that one sees in these other programs.  I might digress for a moment that the EPC has been discussing general education policies for the last year and I spent a lot of time reading degree requirements, not only from Bloomington, but I also on behalf of the system-wide general education program, I’ve been reading the degree requirements of most of the majors offered in the IU system.  So I think I do have a sense of when a program is fairly well-structured, so only the, you know, looking at the majors that the students had, the only place where I was concerned was with the School of Continuing Studies.  And I was surprised there to find that there were only thirty-three sophomore, juniors, and senior athletes who are currently in the School of Continuing Studies.  That’s only an average of 11 per academic class.  You know it’s not exactly 11 sophomores, 11 juniors and 11 seniors, but on average there’s 11 per class and from that I found great comfort because that says that the number of students that have unstructured majors so that they, you know, really can take almost anything that they would like whenever they’d like to take it is actually very small.  And so in that my own impression then is that the impact of such a small number of students will unbalance be low, and so the issue is not trying to compare this with a situation where nothing is currently happening, but rather trying to compare this alternative with things as they actually are on the ground today. And if you compare it to how things actually are that it appears that the new impact will be low.    
GROS LOUIS: That question and answer has exhausted the time for this topic.
WHEELER: If you have suggestions, if you have questions, then please send them to me by email so that we can prepare for the next time and have answers, we can send you answers ahead of time.  Kelly Kish who is, meets with us all the time and is currently dealing with the Archives on preservation of records has commented to the Agenda Committee that the Educational Policies Committees seems to, you know, we do a lot by e-mail, and so if you have questions if you’ll please send it to us then we’ll undertake to get information to you and be in position to respond.  

GROS LOUIS: There was a hand up at the same time. Tyson?  

CHASTAIN: Quick question. [beginning of tape 2] Just another issue brought up with the issues regarding PeopleSoft, and I know that it has been addressed in here that it will be looked at that the undergraduate population and anybody else its associated with that its issues will be addressed.  And I got an email from a student today that was addressing the problems associated with registering for classes and times and locations weren’t presented, and it’s just another issue.  I don’t know if that directly involves PeopleSoft, but I feel like as we’re sitting here every week there’s always issues involving PeopleSoft for 38,000 students.  And I was wondering with this proposal how do we actually guarantee that this issue is not going to turn into, for instance, theater majors, and the undergraduate population won’t be forgotten in three years and then it will just be in the system.  Pretty much addressing the same, how is the undergraduate population actually gonna get something out of this, besides just requesting that we get a rain check system and that type of deal?  
WHEELER: Well so the, as Scott presented to the IUSA Congress several weeks ago, you know, he presented several proposals before, so I believe he did present to the Congress the proposal we drafted for priority registration for critically need courses, and if you look back to that proposal you’ll see that that proposal was drafted to include all students, that version of the proposal applied to all students, both athletes and non-athletes.  And so we have already written proposals that would apply to all of the students, it’s just that when we try to bring the academic advisors and other people who would be involved in administering them said well, we just don’t have the tools at this point to do it.  So we have in hand proposals that we can pull out three years hence.  It depends upon the vigilance of the council, the vigilance of the IUSA, the vigilance of our current members, for those who leave, the ones who come back and say, remember a few years ago you have to do something, and the Registrar who will come back in three years and say, you know, three years ago you gave me the authority to do something; that authority has expired, I have to stop doing it.  You know, we are specifically authorizing under the Faculty Constitution, the faculty have authority over academic matters, including matters of registration, and we are exercising that authority to say to the Registrar, for this three year period you are authorized to do it, but that authorization will expire in three years.  And so Roland’s raising his hand, is it because you want to speak or it’s just saying ‘cause you’re hearing me.  
COTE: No, I can hear you.  
WHEELER: So we do have to stop now.  But at any rate, the answer is that we have proposals on the table that are ready to come out when things are ready, and we’re putting upon the Registrar the task of making sure that there’s a sunset to it.

GROS LOUIS: I assure the Agenda Committee that I would recall this history three years from now with the Agenda Committee.  



Agenda Item #9: Policy on Background Checks for Academic Employees
GROS LOUIS: Ted, you have about a shorter time, maybe, than 10 minutes.  For your first reading.

MILLER: Thank you very much, Ken.  This item focuses on a draft, well, the document that you have in front of you is a draft policy on background checks for academic employees.  This is something that the Faculty Affairs Committee has been working on since the beginning of well, I’m actually, we had some focus on it last year, but we really got serious about it as this academic year began.  This is not something that we took up because it was a wonderful thing to talk about.  We were told by the University Administration, in particular the University Counsel that the state of Indiana had passed a law that required background checks for all state employees, and since academic employees of Indiana University are state employees, we had to have a background check policy.  We have, this version is labeled draft 4, I think Kelly is passing out some of the background material that I think I’d encourage you to look at as you go off and think about this over the next couple of weeks.  The first page is a statement of the law that requires us to do this, or at least it’s the law that the University Counsel has interpreted to require us to do this.  On page 2, there’s an e-mail from one of the Associate Counsels that explains why this law, or why the Counsel thinks this law applies to Indiana University.  It is not obvious reading the law that it does, but there’s an explanation for why the Counsel thinks that it does.  And then there is a final document starting on page 3, background checks for state employment, this is a set of procedures developed by the state personnel department and this is something that’s referenced in this law, section 4 of the law, on the first page there’s a reference to this statement __ of department background check procedures, and in particular on page 5 of this document, there’s a section there titled procedures and responsibilities, and it basically kind of sets out the kind of background checks that the state is requiring for state employees.  Basically, what we have tried to do in our document is to think about these various kinds of background checks, the kinds of people that supposed to have these sorts of background checks, and work this into a statement that applies to academic employees of Indiana University.  One of the main points about this document is that it does not require that every academic employee have a criminal background check prior to employment.  It does not require that. There are various proposals afloat in the University which would have every academic employee have a criminal background check prior to being hired.  Our view of the situation is that criminal background checks are not required for everyone. They are however appropriate for certain kinds of academic positions and one of the things that has become clear to me as I’ve gone along here and talking to various people is that we now have in the University various people, various faculty members, various departments are doing criminal background checks. In the Medical School criminal background checks are just sort of standard procedure for all employees, I think. School of Nursing seems to be operating the same way so it’s quite clear that there are places where people feel that criminal background checks are necessary. Our policy here is, basically gives the Deans authority to do criminal background checks in situations where they think it is necessary to do so. I’ll stop there. There may be some questions that you’d like to ask. 

GROS LOUIS: Since this is the first reading and I think that because of the time limitation, if you would send e-mails to Ted with any questions you have for him and his committee. We’ll come back as is indicated on the agenda on December 7th. 
DALEKE: I just want to make it clear that this is a UFC circular, you’ll notice that at the top it says U6-2005 and this will be a matter for the UFC but the advice of this council will be incorporated into the development policy. 
MILLER: This has been sent off to all of the campuses and they are, it is being reviewed and discussed on various and I’ve heard from one of them, today, and they’ve already had their discussion and have given me some feedback on it so. 
GROS LOUIS: So this might be somewhat a different draft in December, Ted?
MILLER: Well, actually the feedback was that they liked the current draft but, there was nothing in that to change it but it could easily that someone else would come along with something. I mean, you know, I think that it’s fair to say that we are not thinking about this as the final draft. I think that we all, all of us who have been talking about this think that there probably are some things that need to be tweaked here and you may think so as well and please don’t hesitate to suggest those if you would like, we’re quite open to that sort of thing. 
GROS LOUIS: Ted, what campus was this?

MILLER: It was the Southeast campus. 

Agenda Item #10: Presentation of Oncourse: CL
GROS LOUIS: We’ll go to the last item on the agenda then which is a presentation of Oncourse and Brad Wheeler and David Goodrum will do that. 

GOODRUM: Uh… Brad Wheeler? I’m David Goodrum. I’m Director of the Teaching and Learning Technology Centers. I’ve moved in __ and anyone who’s been within thirty feet of Brad Wheeler has probably heard about the --- Project and how IU, MIT, Stanford, Michigan are collaborating together on creating an open source of course management system. My interest is in how it gets implemented on the Bloomington campus or how it gets implemented at IU, and how it replaces Oncourse with something new that will be called Oncourse- Oncourse Collaboration and Learning. One of the keys here is this issue of collaboration. Oncourse has been very inflexible for using outside of a course environment. There’s a lot of other activities that go on in the academic mission of the University and so being able to do collaboration, to support collaboration for research, for committees, projects, initiatives, for work with colleagues at other institutions, can be very, can be a huge gain in adopting a new system because the current system can’t do it. Even though the current systems, successfully, fairly successfully, depending on your view, supports ninety thousand students, thousands of faculty across the entire system. The ability to do collaboration for so many other missions and activities within the University is almost by itself worth going in this direction. There is in mind now, an eighteen month transition time, in transitioning from the old Oncourse to the new Oncourse and that time starts now or really starts in January. So there will be a pilot in the Spring semester of 05. There will be a variety of ways to participate in that pilot. Faculty and support staff will be able to ask for practice account. Something that they can just get into, take a look, play around with and decide for themselves is this something that looks like it’s going to be a lot of work to change or is it something that doesn’t look too scary to quote a recently, a recent faculty member that I talked to. If you look at that and you decide that you want to actually like to use it for some real work, you can ask for a collaboration account, for a committee, a project, the department, for a dissertation committee. Really almost any activity that you would like to use it for. You can ask for a course site, a course account and put your students in there and use it for a portion of the semester, to try it out. The current Oncourse environment isn’t changing at all for the Spring semester. Starting in January and February and continuing thereon, there’ll be lots of training opportunities, information opportunities, online materials and one of the things that I’m particularly interested in is a transition guide to help people look at, well, if I did this in Oncourse, how would I do it in the new Oncourse CL? Brad Wheeler likes to say that it’s going to be a little like getting a new car. There’s some things that you don’t like, there’s some thing that you do like. There’ll be a difference. My metaphor is it’s like when they change the direction of one way streets in Bloomington. You know that you can get there. The question is, how do I do it with this route? For academic year 05 to 06, you’ll have a choice for every course. Do I want to do it in the new Oncourse? Do I want to use it in the old Oncourse? And they’re working on methods so that course information and student rosters would be available in both. Starting in June of ‘05, there’ll be a tool to export structure material from an old Oncourse and import it into a new one. And Fall of ‘06, all courses would be in the new Oncourse. There’s currently a policy where course materials stay around for four semesters and so for an additional four semesters, you’d still be able to access old Oncourse course materials so it means that in summer of ‘07, the old Oncourse would be fully retired. And now even Brad Wheeler will say we’ve got to __ very carefully with the Spring pilot and decide whether in the Fall, as we hope happens, that things default to the new system and you opt out and do a course on the old Oncourse. But depending on how the Spring pilot goes, maybe they’ll still load it default into the old Oncourse and your opt to in to the new one so it really depends on how it is received this Spring. Let’s take a quick look because we have so little time. This is a preview that is going to become broadly available Thursday morning. So information about this next eighteen months of quick view of what this looks like will be generally available starting Thursday morning and I’m just going to go to the part where we can get a thirty thousand foot view and for some of you, it is almost thirty thousand feet, of what the new system looks like. The major changes are that Oncourse had a lot of tools across the top. If you can read it, what this has across the top or your research sites, your course sites, so you can navigate from your various activities along the top. Down the side are the tools. And if I go into a collaboration site we’ll see things like schedule, resources, a place to put files. To share links to really share all types of things. A place for discussion, a place for chat, and as you would customize this site, you could say well my group’s not going to use these tools, we’ll have those disappear and we’re going to focus on certain things. One of the new features is a e-mail archive so in effect, this sets up a list-serve for your course or for your committee work ___ all of the members of the committee, they would be listed in the site and for example, I was talking to Bill Wheeler, he might have one that’s the EPC committee. Well he can have it so that anyone in the committee can send an e-mail through epc at oncourse dot iu dot edu. That message would be archived with the system and then would also be forwarded out to people on the committee. If he puts in a new schedule item, he can send notification so it would go out to everybody on the committee and point out to them that there’s a new meeting on Tuesdays and then of course, it’d be listed in the schedule section. If we go and look at a course, there’s likely to be a lot more tools because now, things like grade book, a place to do tests and surveys, a place for your syllabus, those kinds of tools are there as well. Some of those won’t be there in the Spring but will come online. Well, they won’t be there in January. They’ll come in later in the Spring or be ready in June. When the Fall release becomes available and you can start looking and saying, well do I want this course to be in the old system or the new system. Any questions? Or comments? Yes?

MELAMED: I’m sorry to bring up this topic but Oncourse has turned out to be kind of a lifeboat for a bunch of us, some things that turns out the new SIS PeopleSoft isn’t built to do, like a good mechanism for reporting grades. Is in the transition, is the staff going to be in a position to be especially careful preserving those things that we’re now going to be relying on very heavily, to make SIS work? 
GOODRUM: Well I think they have to; I think it’s imperative. I know the old Oncourse, or here, the old Oncourse even for final grade for semester, you’ll be able to submit final grades that will feed into the system and that will have to be in the new Oncourse as well. I’m not sure if it’ll be there in the Spring, if you were thinking of piloting it with the course. But it will certainly have to be there for the Fall. 
PATTERSON: How about reliability issues? For the third time this semester I couldn’t teach my course today the way that I wanted to because Oncourse wouldn’t come up so even while you’re ---- tools, what about the reliability issues?
GOODRUM: Well there are a couple of reasons from a technical side that IU’s particularly interested in this new system. One is that it is built on the same kind of architecture that their other enterprise systems are built in. Oncourse was always a different animal so it will be able to bring more resources to the table. And then by showering across these institutions, right now, sixteen thousand users are using this system at the University of Michigan. Isn’t it nice that they decided to go first? So a lot about the reliability and the scale issues will be addressed across a lot of institutions. Now, we’ll, particularly this Spring, will there be some bugs? Of course there will be but they really see the ability for this to scale long-term better than the current architecture. 
HAMBURGER: One of my frustrations with Oncourse being used for collaborative work is comparison with, say, SiteScape which we’ve used for several years is now every user has to go through the, has to be an approved user of the IU computer system. I presume that this is also going follow that. 
GOODRUM: In the new Oncourse, you can go to site info and add a member by just putting in an e-mail address. That’s particularly important for collaborating with other people at other institutions. They don’t get a guest account, they don’t have a special account, they’re not going through a system. You put in their e-mail and you can send them a notification, now you have access and so it works in a different way. Now for registered courses and other types of things, that’s going to be information that comes through the registrar but for collaboration accounts, clearly a simple e-mail should give people the kind of information. All the resources that you put in, have a long URL, that if you say make this particular document public, you can send URL to anybody and they can access that document. 
GROS LOUIS: Any other questions for David? 
WHEELER: I just want to say that I’ve had the opportunity to be involved in the development of Secai for the last eighteen months and I’ve very excited about this because I’ve had the opportunity to use it and I think that it’s a very effective tool for collaboration and learning and that I’m fully expecting that the EPC will be using this in the Spring semester and I’m going to encourage the other committee chairs to look at this too because I think that this will be very valuable for the council’s work. 
GROS LOUIS: David, thank you very much. 

GOODRUM: Thank you. 

GROS LOUIS: I think we have reached our adjournment time. Thank you. 
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