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Indiana University  
BLOOMINGTON FACULTY COUNCIL 

April 15, 2014 
IMU Georgian Room 
3:30 P.M. - 5:30 P.M. 

 
Attendance 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT: Abhijit Basu, David Baxter, Lyudmila Bronstein, Carolyn Calloway-Thomas, 
Claude Clegg, Mike Conway, Carrie Docherty, Nathan Ensmenger, Alyce Fly, Marion Frank-
Wilson, Jeffrey Gershman, Thomas Gieryn, Donald Gjerdingen, Krista Glazewski, Dennis Groth, 
Vivian Halloran, Brady Harman, Jeff Hass, Bradley Heim, Gretchen Horlacher, Jason Baird 
Jackson, Bradley Levinson, Karma Lochrie, Eugene McGregor, Patricia McManus, Michael 
Morrone, Maresa Murray, Jamie Prenkert, Deanna Reising, Lauren Robel, Jim Sherman, 
Rebecca Spang, Cassidy Sugimoto, Herbert Terry, Peggy Thoits, Mikel Tiller, Johannes Turk, Julie 
Van Voorhis, Edward Vasquez, John Walbridge, Nona Watt 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT WITH ALTERNATES PRESENT: Timothy Hoch (Capt. Mike Hoadley); Sarita 
Soni (Ruth Stone); Kelly Thacker (Maryanne McDonnell) 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Joelle Bahloul, Zach Bailey, Gracia Clark, Ying Ding, Jake Docking, Cheng 
Kao, Christopher Kauffman, Peter Kloosterman, Dan Knudsen, Michael McRobbie, Sherri 
Michaels, Joseph Miller, Jose Mitjavila, Jeff Nelsen, Matt Semadeni, Sandra Shapshay, Dia 
Sharma, Lisa Sideris, William Swanson, Adam Szczepaniak, Jessica Tooker, James Wimbush, 
Rega Wood 
 
GUESTS: Craig Dethloff (Faculty Council Office), Catherine Dyar (Office of the Provost), Bob 
Kravchuk (BAC co–chair, SPEA), Ariadne Rehbein (Faculty Council Office), Michael Rushton 
(SPEA), Kathrine Schulze (IDS), MJ Slaby (Herald-Times) 

 
Agenda 

 
1. Memorial Resolutions for Susan McClary Keenan and Kennon H. Shank 
 
Susan McClary Keenan: http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/13-14/B30-2014.pdf  
 
Kennon H. Shank: http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/13-14/B31-2014.pdf  
 
2. Executive Committee Business (10 minutes) 
(Faculty President Herb Terry) 
 
3. Presiding Officer’s Report (10 minutes) 
(Provost Lauren Robel) 

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/13-14/B30-2014.pdf
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/13-14/B31-2014.pdf
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4. Question/Comment Period* (10 minutes) 
 
5. Revisions to IUB Principles and Policies on Tenure and Promotion (30 minutes) 
(Professor Claude Clegg, Chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee) [ACTION ITEM] 
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/13-14/B29-2014Rev.pdf  
 
6. Discussion of the University Strategic Plan (30 minutes) 
(Professor Michael Rushton, Director, Strategic Planning, Office of the Executive Vice President 
for University Academic Affairs) [DISCUSSION] 
 

Minutes 
 

AGENDA ITEM 1: MEMORIAL RESOLUTIONS FOR SUSAN MCCLARY KEENAN AND KENNON H. 
SHANK  
 
ROBEL: Well, welcome everybody.  Why don’t we grab our popcorn and drinks, and whatever 
else we need to make it through this next – next little period, and – and begin as we – as we 
always do – or almost always do.  Are – we’re missing minutes again? No minutes? 
 
TERRY: They’ve been transcribing hearings.  
 
ROBEL: Okay.  I guess we’ll find out what we’ve done for the last couple of meetings soon but 
the – in the meantime let’s take a few moments to remember two of our colleagues, and for 
that I turn as always to Vice Provost Gieryn.  
 
GIERYN: Senior Lecturer Susan McClary Keenan was born on April 24, 1961, in Milwaukee, 
Wisconsin, the daughter of Andrew and Jane McClary. She received her Bachelor degree in 
Political Science from Dartmouth College in 1982, and pursued graduate studies in education at 
the University of Maine and Drake University. Susan was a lifelong educator who began 
teaching in Waterville, ME following her graduation from Dartmouth College, and went on to 
teach in Grinnell, IA. She joined the Kelley School of Business as a Lecturer in 1997. Susan was 
promoted to Senior Lecturer of Accounting in 2008, and was a Certified Management 
Accountant.  
 
Susan had a major presence in the lives of students and colleagues in the Kelley School of 
Business, teaching virtually every student who matriculated in the school during the last decade 
of her life. She taught massive sections and had the singular gift of making personal the most 
impersonal of experiences. She was a creative and empathetic instructor who would go to great 
lengths to illustrate difficult-to-comprehend concepts. (No one will ever forget the deafening 
sound of circular saw cutting through a 2x4 during one of her lessons on standard costing 

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/13-14/B29-2014Rev.pdf
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systems.) Her skills in the classroom, her love of learning and her enthusiasm for teaching were 
unparalleled. Consistent with the high esteem with which students and peers held her, Susan 
received numerous teaching awards in the Kelley School of Business, including the 2005 
Panschar Award, 2006 Schuyler Otteson Teaching Award and the 2009 Alpha Kappa Psi teaching 
award. 
 
During her career at Indiana University, Susan engaged in numerous service activities for the 
Department of Accounting and the Kelley School of Business. For the Department, she 
coordinated the assignment of graduate and teaching assistants to the faculty. In this role, she 
interviewed students, determined faculty needs for assistance, worked with the department 
chair on specific assignments, and addressed problems in the faculty-graduate assistant 
relationship. Susan also served as Accounting Department advisor for students majoring in 
accounting. At the 
School level, Susan led numerous student-orientation session, interviewed candidates for the 
Kelley Scholars program, and was involved with an emerging markets trip to China. She was 
active in both the Junior Executives and Young Women’s Institutes. Finally, Susan served in 
numerous capacities for the Indiana University campus, including representing Kelley at 
University Division sessions and various admissions presentations. 
 
In addition to her career in education, Susan held a variety of positions on multiple school 
boards and advisory panels. She was an avid gardener, carpenter and artist of many different 
media. Susan will be best remembered as a loving mother, a socially conscious citizen, an 
exceptional educator and a trusted friend. Susan is survived by her son, John Keenan of 
Bloomington, IN; daughter, Elizabeth Tichenor and son-in-law, Jesse Tichenor of Glenbrook, NV; 
granddaughter Alice Tichenor of Glenbrook, NV; mother, Jane McClary of East Lansing, MI; and 
sister, Ann Hewitt of Shoreline, WA. 
 
Kennon H. Shank, professor emeritus and former program head of Speech and Hearing Sciences 
at Indiana University, died October 13, 2012.  He was born May 29, 1921 in Lac Que Parle 
County, Minnesota.  At the age of twenty-one, at the beginning of World War II, in 1942, he 
enlisted in the US Army Air Corps. He served in the Philippines, rose to the responsibility of 
commanding officer of his unit on Leyte, and was discharged as a captain in 1946.   

Before entering military service, Kennon Shank earned his Bachelor's degree from Simpson 
College in 1942. In 1995 he was recognized by Simpson College with an outstanding alumni 
award.  After the war he earned a master’s degree and a doctorate from Denver University 
(1954).  While studying for his doctorate he taught and directed the Speech Clinic at Texas State 
College for Women, and then moved in 1956 to become associate and then full professor of 
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communicative disorders at the University of Oklahoma. He joined the faculty at IU in 1965 as 
director of the Speech and Hearing Clinic.  

On the occasion of his retirement in 1986 his colleagues Rita Naremore and E. Gene Ritter 
described Kennnon Shank’s work in recruiting faculty and organizing the curriculum of the 
Department of Speech and Hearing, overseeing the construction of a building to house the 
department and the clinic, and leading the fight in the state for the requirement of master’s 
degree certification for speech/language pathologists and audiologists.  They wrote of him:  
“Kennon Shank is a ‘feeling’ person.  His sensitivity to the feelings of his colleagues and 
students and his willingness to talk as openly about emotions and attitudes as he does about 
ideas make him unique.  His deep-seated concern for and curiosity about people make him a 
good friend, and his longstanding relationships with former students, colleagues, and clients 
are testimony to his willingness to give time and energy to sustain friendships over years and 
miles.”  

Professor Shank was a member of the American Speech and Hearing Association and was 
named a Fellow of that association in 1971 in recognition of his research and clinical work on 
speech disorders.  His many former colleagues, students and clients were saddened by his 
passing and appreciate his many contributions to the field and to the university. 

In recognition of these achievements and contributions be it resolved that this tribute to 
Kennon Shank be presented to a meeting of the Bloomington Faculty Council and be preserved 
in its archives as part of its minutes.  

ROBEL: Please stand [all stand in silence]. Thank you [all sit]. I turn now to our president for his 
updates.   
 
AGENDA ITEM 2: EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE BUSINESS  
 
TERRY: Thank you, Lauren.  First of all, happy tax day everyone.  I hope – I hope everything has 
come out as you hoped it did.  First of all I want to report on a few things that took place at the 
Board of Trustees meeting here at IU Bloomington last week.  The board received a report from 
John Applegate on the Indiana University common calendar and later on I – I – well actually in 
that meeting – I commented that that calendar had gone through review by the University 
Faculty Council, there had been no major objections from  any campus to it, so we will have 
that common calendar effective the Fall of 2014, although I cautioned, and I think John also 
cautioned that there’s still some possibility that some problem may emerge from somebody 
who wasn’t paying attention to the adoption of the calendar process. I doubt it. I think we’re 
going to proceed on that.  All that was approved, however, was the calendar for 2014-15.  
There were drafts of proposed dates for the subsequent three years, there’s still some 
problems with the registrars at various campuses in the dates that are being thought of for the 
beginning of the summer session, and there may be a need once we actually go to this calendar 
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to consider some changes in ‘15, ‘16 and beyond, so approving it for one year and holding the 
others as proposed for a moment is probably wise.  I suspect the UFC will create a calendar 
committee.  We’ve never had a common calendar before.  We’ve had calendar committees at 
the individual campuses, but now that we have one I think it’s likely the UFC will create one.  
Later today in this meeting we’re going to get a report from Michael Rushton. Michael also 
reported to the Trustees on the progress of the university strategic plan, and I won’t say any 
more about that until we get to Michael’s point in this meeting.  At your tables, on a white 
sheet of paper is something titled, “The Indiana University’s Commitment to Student Welfare.” 
This statement was approved by the Board of Trustees both Thursday and Friday.  It came from 
the administration, seems to me to be a good thing, but I’m giving it to you for your 
information.  Obviously it’s – it’s intended to enhance our steps to things related to – to drug, 
alcohol, assault, and that sort of thing on all campuses of Indiana University. I reported to the 
Trustees that we were going to take up at this meeting possible changes in our promotion and 
tenure policies and procedures.  I reported to them because it had become controversial on this 
campus and at IUPUI how we might describe in that document our treatment of promotion and 
tenure cases on core schools.  I want to keep the setting of promotion and tenure standards 
and procedures in the hands of the faculty, and so I mentioned it to the Trustees in case anyone 
wrote to them and said they don’t like what Bloomington is doing, or they do like what 
Bloomington is doing, to let them know that we were doing something. I did say to them, and 
this will come up later when we present this, that I think that the language being presented 
today, that relates to promotion and tenure cases on core schools is not intended to change the 
status quo.  There are systems, they vary from core school to core school, in which faculty at 
IUPUI have input, including votes sometimes, on promotion and tenure cases for faculty whose 
tenure home ultimately ends up being Bloomington.  What the language says is that’s not the 
way that most cases at Bloomington will proceed, but it doesn’t prohibit cases like that from 
proceeding for the moment.  What I said to the Trustees was that this related to a general 
problem that I assume IU – the BFC, the IFC, probably the UFC – may take up next year, and 
that is do we have the right policies, and procedures, and standards for core schools? Many of 
our policies were written before core schools existed.  P&T is one area where that comes in, 
there are others, and I anticipate that this Council and probably the UFC will take a look.  We 
may in other words return to the question of how promotion and tenure cases from core 
schools proceed, but it is not the intent of the language you will receive today to vote on to 
change the status quo from what’s going on at present.  I also told the Trustees that because 
they have created two schools within schools, the School of Global and International Studies, 
and the Media School are both in the College of Arts and Sciences that it was likely that the BFC 
or perhaps the UFC next year would take up another question.  Our policies never 
contemplated a school within a school.  They contemplated schools, and they contemplated 
schools that are divided into departments, but now we have this – this different thing and we 
need to take a look at that, how many things in those schools work, again P&T policies to some 
extent, standards for how much of the faculty of a school can be non-tenure-track, a bunch of 
things like that.  So I put the Trustees on notice that that was coming along the line in – in 
faculty governance.  That’s it for what I said to the Trustees.  
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Let me announce that I’m grateful for everyone who made a nomination for the Bloomington 
Faculty Council election for president-elect.  We have worked our way through the nominees. 
We have two who have agreed to run.  In alphabetical order: Cassidy Sugimoto, John 
Winebridge – Walbridge.  [Applause] So those folks will be on a ballot that will go out soon, and 
we thank them both for agreeing to serve to be president-elect.  Finally, as you know, we do 
have one more meeting scheduled this semester.  It’s in two weeks.  Location – Craig do you… 
 
DETHLOFF: Stateroom East.  
 
TERRY: Stateroom East, same time, different location. There are a number of reasons why we 
have to have that, one relates to the common calendar.  I don’t think it will matter too much to 
you, but we’re asking the Educational Policies Committee to look at it, the common calendar 
changes, the automatic withdrawal date from Wednesday of the ninth week of classes, to the 
end of the ninth week of classes.  If there are problems with that we’d expect the Educational 
Policy Committee to find out, otherwise we expect that they will bring a recommendation to us 
to make that change.  We will have a report from the Library Committee, from Jason on open 
green access policies.  I think this is a very important report.  This goes to heart, like promotion 
and tenure goes to the heart, so do the policies that we have with regard to publishing and 
distributing our scholarship, and so we’ll have a report on that.  As I’ve indicated to you the UFC 
is going to create a committee to go forward with looking at that and we’ll have a report here 
to – we’ll – we’ll bring you up to date.  We will have, I hope, something of a discussion of our 
plan for how we plan to respond to the campus strategic plan when it comes to reorganization 
of the Faculty Council, or faculty governance depending on what the final draft of the plan says.  
There may be some opportunity to discuss other things that may be implicated by the final 
draft of the plan.  Unfortunately, Provost Robel will not be able to preside at that because she 
has to go over to the law school. Or do you?  
 
ROBEL: I – I don’t know what – I don’t know which day.  
 
TERRY: The 29th.  Same day – same day as the –   
 
ROBEL: Herb, I don’t know what I’m doing tomorrow.  
 
TERRY: Okay, she may not be at – I sent her an e-mail earlier.  She said it was a good thing I was 
presiding, so we’ll go from there.  In case it is her last meeting with us -  
 
ROBEL: Yes.  I do have to be at the law school to honor a – a colleague.  
 
TERRY: Colleague.  So she’s not presiding, I’ll preside.  Therefore, this is her last presiding 
business and I wanted to take a moment to thank her for her service to the Council and to the 
Executive Committee this year.  We’ve had a good and active relationship with her office and 
I’m – I’m grateful for your assistance.  And so I’ll see the rest of you for one more meeting in 
two weeks.  Thank you, Lauren. 
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AGENDA ITEM 3: PRESIDING OFFICER’S REPORT 
 
ROBEL: Well thank you, Herb. The – this is a season when I – the reason I – I don’t know what 
I’m doing tomorrow is because most of my days this time of year are filled up with wonderful 
things that have to do with celebrating the end of the semester.  Our – our students receiving 
honors, our colleagues receiving honors, our – our staff receiving honors, people celebrating 
various triumphs and so I have been quite busy with that the last few weeks, and delighted to 
report on just a few of those.  We learned today that a colleague in the English department and 
I – please don’t let me ruin his last name, Adrian Matejka (phonetic) maybe? Can someone help 
me from the College from English?  
 
UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER: Matejka. 
 
ROBEL: Matejka maybe? 
 
GIERYN: Matejka is what I heard. 
 
ROBEL: Matejka. 
 
UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER: Yeah, Matejka. 
 
ROBEL: Well, he has been named – he’s having a good week. [Laughter] This week he was 
named a finalist for the Pulitzer in poetry and was also named a Guggenheim Fellow today, so 
that’s a – that’s – that’s by anybody measure a pretty – pretty darn good week, and I want to 
congratulate him publically in this body.  We also have three Goldwater Fellows among our 
students, Radhika Agarwal, Christian Hayes, and Emma Winkler, they’re all three wonderful 
students.  I know we have a few other students that are receiving national fellowships of 
various kinds, but they haven’t been publically announced yet, and so – and the students don’t 
know, so I’m not quite at liberty to – to report on those but I will say it’s – it’s got to be the best 
part of my job to be able to spend some time really congratulating everybody for the work that 
they’ve – they’ve done.  As Herb suggested we’re not quite done with the strategic plan even 
though it is taxing, and Michael, I’ll apologize – I think Michael Rushton is here somewhere, I’ll 
apologize in advance, we spent the weekend with the team leaders going through the – the 
reports, the comments, the implementation steps, the metrics, but we’re not quite there 
because there we a few people who couldn’t – couldn’t join us for that, and so I’ve met with 
two of them outside of that weekend retreat, and we’ve got a meeting tomorrow for three 
hours to – to work through the rest, but I will say we’re very close and there’s nothing that 
should be surprising to any of you about what – what you see. I mean there’s – there’s no 
rabbit I’m pulling out of a hat somewhere it’s all – it’s all things that we have discussed and I’m 
so grateful for the work that everyone has – has done around this, and with that I think I – I’ll 
conclude.  No, I won’t quite conclude because I won’t be here at your last meeting, and so I – I 
do want to thank some people.  First, all of you, this has been I think a terrific year for the BFC 
you’ve gotten so much done.  You’re right on the edge of finishing a major revision to the P&T 
principles that I think will be helpful for all of our colleagues around the faculty who are in any 
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stage of that process. You’ve done some major work in other areas I’m – I’m very sorry I won’t 
be here to hear Jason’s report, but I know that he has teed up some issues for further 
discussion next year.  It has been a great year to be working with the BFC Long Range Planning 
Committee and its members and also the BFC Executive Committee around a lot of heavy lifting 
on a pretty aggressive timeframe for the strategic plan, and it has just been a delight to work 
with you, Herb, and so I’m – I’m very sorry I won’t be here at the next meeting to be able to say 
that at the very, very end, but it has been a real – real pleasure.  Herb has put so much time and 
energy and thought into his role.  He has spent – he has spent so much time really working with 
various parts not only of administration on this campus, and faculty on this campus, but also 
with the University Faculty Council and I – I just really want my thanks to be on the record for 
this – for the wonderful job.   
 
TERRY: Thank you, Lauren. Thank you. 
 
AGENDA ITEM 4: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD  
 
ROBEL: And with that I will – I will stop and open it up to questions. Jim? 
 
SHERMAN: Yes, I have a couple of comments.  
 
ROBEL: Great to see you.  
  
SHERMAN: Number one, yes, it was a good week for Matejka, but those of us in psychology 
know that we all want the bad things in our lives to happen all at the same time, and the good 
things to be more spread out than a week.  We would have been a little happier if it had been a 
little more spread out, but still a good week.  Second, I – Lauren I do believe you know what you 
will be doing tomorrow despite what you say.  You don’t?   
 
ROBEL: No, I really don’t!  [Laughter] But – but please let me know!  
 
SHERMAN: Something going on about an honorary degree…   
 
ROBEL: That is very exciting. 
 
SHERMAN: Yes. 
 
ROBEL: And that I just learned about – not the degree part – but the fact that I had anything to 
do with that.  Meryl Streep is coming to our campus and will – will grace our cinema and our 
faculty and students with her unbelievable presence. And – 
 
SHERMAN: So you will be there despite your statement that –   
 
ROBEL: I will be there, yes.  But I promise I only found that out just fifteen minutes ago, and it 
obviously hasn’t yet registered.   
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SHERMAN: And a third and more serious – many of you know that today exactly is the one year 
anniversary from the Boston Marathon last year, and I was watching it exactly the time that the 
– that the bomb went off at 2:49. They had a ceremony and it was seven minutes before 2:49 
that my daughter finished the marathon and we were celebrating her finishing and running a 
probably seven minute better time than she anticipated.  I was – she’s running again this year, 
and I was supposed to be there, but my uncooperative spine won’t let me travel, so on Monday 
I’ll be thinking about her and all of the other runners in the marathon.  And fortunately in this 
day and age, with the devices that they can wear, I can see what her time and distance is at any 
point in time during it so one up for technology.  
 
ROBEL: Okay, thank you. Alright, thank you so much.  We turn now to Professor Claude Clegg 
who is the chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee for the revisions to the IUB Principles and 
Policies on Tenure and Promotion, and as Claude is moving over, I do want to actually – what 
Herb said at the outset, I think that the goal here and one that has been admirably achieved is 
to pull together the principles, or the documents that we have so that they can be read and 
understood by our faculty members and not to do any major, substantive revisions of those 
policies, and at the one place in which people have raised questions has been around inter-
campus voting.  I – I understand the – the purpose of what we’re doing today to hold in – in 
place the status quo, and not to make any changes, which I think would really require quite a 
bit of discussion, but Professor Clegg perhaps you can confirm or deny that understanding or – 
or add to my understanding of where I’ll be tomorrow. Thank you.   
 
AGENDA ITEM 5: REVISIONS TO IUB PRINCIPLES AND POLICIES ON TENURE AND PROMOTION  
 
CLEGG: Thank you, Provost Robel and President Terry.  Again, I want to start with a round of 
expressions of gratitude for all the various people who participated in this process, who 
certainly, a collaborative process, one that brought out I think the best examples of shared 
governance between faculty and also our administration.  I want to first start with my co-
members of the Faculty Affairs Committee which I chair. They have been extremely thoughtful 
and giving with their time and their advisement.  They have persevered through version 1.5 of 
this document, and there were those who were with me of course when we were at 1.0 and 
beyond, so very – very much I wanted to thank my fellow members of the Faculty Affairs 
Committee for – for their continuing participation and – and seriousness about this process. I 
want to also thank Tom Gieryn, our Vice Provost of Faculty and Academic Affairs, who also 
serves on the Faculty Affairs Committee as an ex officio member for his generosity of time, 
effort and wisdom, in regard to his care about the process, in regard to his willingness to be 
nagged by me and others, in regard to institutional memory and procedure.  I also want to 
thank the various schools around the campus, school policy committees and their equivalents 
for their participation and their vetting of the document numerous times at this point.  I 
learned a lot about how schools do P&T and their expectations in regard to how it should 
operate on this campus, in addition to how at the campus level the P&T policy would interface 
with their own local policies.  So I wanted to thank, I’m sure I’m missing – it sounds like I’m 
accepting an Academy Award or something, but I’m sure I’m missing people, but this has truly 
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been a very collective, collaborative process in which a number of people who did not have to 
be as giving with their time and knowledge as they were did so anyway. 
 
I want to walk through the changes since the last meeting on April 1st.  I’ve sent those changes 
to you previously. I just want to walk through them.  The changes to this version that you have 
in front of you, 1.5 are based on the conversation that we had on April 1st during our meeting 
about this document as well as further vetting by the FAC or through the FAC, through the 
schools, through the vice provost of faculty and academic affairs, and as Provost Robel and 
President Terry mentioned, the document has also had a bet of a vetting in Indianapolis which 
was inadvertent but I think altogether helpful in regard to knowing how our colleagues were 
receiving our process and our proposed draft of this important document.  Very quickly, the 
changes include amended language on page six in regard to the grandfathering of senior 
policies, added a – added a sentence there regarding the venue in which tenure decisions are to 
be made.  Page seven under “Tenure-Probationary Period,” added a clause –  
 
GIERYN: Can we get direct notes? 
 
CLEGG: Yes? 
 
GIERYN: Sorry, it may be that Council would like to know it’s the second full paragraph final 
sentence. 
 
CLEGG: Yes, yes. 
 
UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER: On page six?  
 
CLEGG: Page six, yes.  It’s the paragraph beginning with “For matters of tenure…” Second full 
paragraph, page six, “For matters of tenure, each faculty member shall be allowed to have his 
or her case evaluated under either the unit expectations and criteria in existence at the time of 
his or her initial appointment or the expectations and criteria in effect at the time the dossier is 
forwarded for consideration for tenure.  Both tenure and promotion reviews will be conducted 
by the unit (department or school) defined as the current tenure home of the candidate, with 
voting eligibility and other procedures determined by the policies of that unit.” That’s page six, 
those corrections. Page seven, and this is under the rubric, “the Tenure-Probationary Period,” 
it’s right at the top and actually goes from page six to seven, that sentence, “However, each 
candidate is allowed only one tenure review that reaches the level of an executive 
recommendation to the Board of Trustees…” and the clause or the exception clause in 
parentheses is added, “(expect when a grievance results in the Provost’s recommendation for 
another review).” So there are exceptions in regard to the general rule that a person be allowed 
one full tenure review that reaches the executive level.  A person could, in the event of a 
grievance procedure, receive a second full review at the discretion of the – of the provost.  Page 
eight, under, “Voting Procedures,” slightly amended language, and this is at the bottom of page 
eight.  It is the penult – it is the penultimate sentence starting with, “Faculty members are 
ineligible to vote on promotion or tenure in review committees or unit meetings if they have 
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not been materially engaged with the dossier and related deliberations of the case.” That 
sentence was just tweaked a bit, actually.  It requires, again, an individual to be substantially 
engaged, materially engaged, know something about the dossier, know what’s there, have – be 
privy to conversation, deliberations, and so forth before that person’s eligible to vote on a 
tenure promotion case.  Page twelve, and this is the part of the document that I think has 
aroused most interest since our last time together on the 1st of April, I have sent earlier the 
revisions that were made to the section now entitled “Joint Appointments and Inter-Campus 
Commitments.”  The clause in particular is, or the sentence, the statement in particular is in the 
third full paragraph under, “Joint Appointments and Inter-Campus Commitments,” and that 
sentence reads, “As a general rule only Bloomington-appointed faculty are eligible to vote on 
promotion and tenure cases involving faculty members seeking promotion and tenure in an IUB 
unit.” To a large extent, well, actually to an absolute extent, this confirms current practice and I 
think expectation as was mentioned earlier by Provost Robel and President Terry.  This is not a 
change in policy, it is understood that in the vast majority of tenure and promotion cases they 
will be decided by IUB appointed tenure – IUB appointed faculty, as that’s the general rule, the 
normal practice, or what is typical, and again, it simply codifies what I think we already are 
doing and expect.  However the beginning clause, or phrase at the beginning of that sentence, 
“As a general rule…” is designed to allow for exceptions, in particular cases such as exist in core 
schools, or – or schools on multiple campuses, for example the Kelley Business School, the 
Nursing School, the Education School has a presence here on Bloomington campus, as well as 
on the Indianapolis campus.  In those instances exceptions would be allowed that would be 
allowed current practice when it comes to P&T cases, how they’re considered, how they’re put 
together, how they’re judged, how they’re voted upon.  So it’s not the – it is not the intent – for 
the record – it is not the intent of that wording to preclude the tenure and promotion practices 
of core schools in regard to how they construct P&T committees, how those committees make 
their decisions, how they’re populated, and how they vote.  As President Terry mentioned 
earlier, this is  perhaps a conversation for a subsequent time, however, in regard to core 
schools and how P&T gets articulated through those schools in regard to procedures and in 
addition to other kinds of schools, schools within schools, and mergers, and reorganizations 
that come up with new structures.  It certainly – all of those issues might be appropriate for us 
to discuss or have a conversation about as – as the faculty senate at some point.  Big point here 
is that our language is not designed to exclude the current practice of core schools constructing 
P&T committees and having P&T policies and voting practices in line with what they’re 
currently doing now.  The other refinements to the document on the next page include under 
“Review of Campus” – actually it’s at the bottom of page thirteen and goes to page fourteen, 
and it’s the second paragraph, or first full paragraph, it’s a very short one on page thirteen.  The 
word, “and promotion” is struck from that sentence so it simply reads, “Each faculty member or 
librarian will have the option of being considered for tenure…” and it used to say, “…and 
promotion…” but that has been redacted, “for tenure under any newly implemented campus 
policy or under the policy in operation at the time of their initial hiring,” and that’s consistent 
with current policy and UFC mandates.  Finally, one appendix has been taken out.  And it used 
to be Appendix II having to do with the nominations of colleagues or oneself for promotion and 
tenure.  If you can remember it had rather arcane language about people testifying to your 
good character and confidence in your abilities, and your good citizenship, and that’s rather 
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arcane language.  The important part of that appendix was that it gave faculty the agency to 
nominate themselves or nominate colleagues for promotion, I think that’s important and the 
Faculty Affairs Committee felt that that was important, that is for colleagues to have that 
ability, to have that right to nominate themselves. So the policy is actually referenced in the 
endnotes under endnote nine.  I think it’s important to make a reference, and also in the body 
of the – the text of the document, the language updated for a 21st century audience is that 
colleagues would have that right to nominate – to self-nominate or nominate – others for 
promotion and tenure with the expectation that some – that such nominations would go 
through the usual promotion process of the unit, okay?  So, again, the former Appendix II has 
been removed so we went from six appendices to five appendices.  Other – other than those 
amendments, the document is the same as the document that you saw on April 1st.  I’d like to 
open the floor for discussion if that’s okay.  Questions?  Comments?   
 
ROBEL: Questions or comments?   
 
CLEGG: Yes? 
 
PRENKERT: So I’d – I’d like to just talk a bit about that language of that – on page twelve that 
talked about the joint appointment and inter-campus commitments in the Bloomington only 
voting.  I appreciate what President Terry and Provost Robel and Claude have all said about the 
intents of that language, and I think that’s really important, and it’s vital for the Kelley School 
where I come from to – our practice as a core school and as a unified faculty.  Notwithstanding 
those statements I still have concerns that this – the language of this policy is a shift from what 
the language used to say in terms of being very explicit about what the rule is, and while there 
is the “As a general rule…” language that allows for exceptions, it strikes me as unwise to set a 
situation that is a known practice that we’re saying is acceptable and is accepted to be 
constantly put in the position to be the exception that has to be defended to the extent there’s 
a question about it. And I think that’s particularly problematic because the implementation of 
this policy is dependent on people having an understanding.  It’s not clear to me that we have a 
standard for legislative history or legislative intent that would force people to look back at what 
we’ve said at this meeting and person – personnel change in the positions that will be charged 
with interpreting this language and applying it.  Moreover, a concern is that – I – I was a former 
employment attorney, and so if I were hired to defend someone or to – to be the 
representative of someone who was concerned about the way they were treated under these 
policies and I see this language, and it’s someone who included votes from non-Bloomington 
faculty, that’s immediately where I go, and I put the school who has a non-Bloomington faculty 
voting member on the defensive to try to show why that was justified and why it’s allowed 
under the policy.  I think that that’s all possible, and so I appreciate that the language at least 
doesn’t block that possibility, but it strikes me as unwise and a bit concerning that when we 
know what the process is, we’re putting that process – we’re sort of hiding it underneath 
language that is new and different from what it was before, and very clear on what the general 
expectation is, so I – I guess I would – I would – in – in my – in my recommendation we would 
actually make a – make account for what we said the language is supposed to be allowing.  If 
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we know that’s happening, we should just say that we know that it’s happening and – and 
affirm it.  
 
CLEGG: Thank you, Jamie, for that, and I know that your sentiments are sentiments that are 
shared by some others in core schools, and I – and I’ve been privy to I think a very fruitful 
exchange in regard to the core schools.  Just a few responses, one has to do with the question 
of the record.  Ideally that – that – our – our conversation here, which I know is being recorded 
and there will be minutes and an executive summary, et cetera, is creating and affirming an 
institutional memory about this document and what happens here today, and what the 
document intends to do.  That’s why I have tried to be as clear as possible in my comments 
today that the language that is used has – is not intended to preclude the sort of voting that I 
think is normative in core schools when it comes to P&T.  I know that Provost Robel, her 
language is designed to also affirm that.  I know that President Terry, his comments are in line 
with that reading of the document.  I had an occasion – or had the occasion when I was in the 
revision process – we were in the revision process for our current document to read over the 
IUPUI promotion and tenure policy, and their policy does not say anything about inter-campus 
voting. It does not make provisions to account for core school inter-campus voting that you and 
others have referred to solid.  It doesn’t prohibit it.  It doesn’t explicitly prohibit it, and 
apparently it is being practiced but it – the decision was made not to affirm it.  That is a 
possibility, and their – their policy was recently revised within the last year or so.  I think that 
their position is a wise one, that is, for them in their campus policy not to explicitly invite others 
outside their campus to vote on P&T cases but have the door open wide enough and the 
latitude allowed by the implicit assumptions within our language – in their language – to allow 
that.  That’s what we’ve – that’s what we’ve done here with this particular language, that is, we 
have affirmed the authority of the Bloomington faculty to decide the important issue of P&T 
campus involving Bloomington faculty.  We think that that is a principle that the university or 
the campus should be behind.  However, our language is – has been massaged in a way with 
the clause, “As a general rule…” to not rule out what you and others I think reasonably say that 
is going on in regard to our core schools.  My own preference would be to leave the language as 
such.  I’ve read a lot of P&T policies over the last six months. That’s been one of the benefits of 
– of doing this, and I can’t remember a single one that explicitly says that people on another 
campus have a right to vote on P&T policies on the campus about which the policy was written.  
I can’t remember a single one.  If anyone can bring one to my attention, I’ll be more than happy 
to revise that – that observation, but I can’t remember a single policy in which that was made 
explicit in a document.  Although, you can read these documents in ways that you can see 
implicitly that that would be the case.  Again, I would be reluctant to change our language at 
this juncture, it might be the case that in the future as – as we look at core schools, and other 
reorganizations that are taking place within our schools here in campus, there might be an 
occasion for us to revisit our policy and to amend this policy and more explicitly recognize the 
sort of inter-campus voting that the core schools currently – some of the core schools – 
currently participate in. But I – at the current moment – I don’t think that one precedent – we 
have the precedent – the IU campus policy, that is university policy that covers all eight system 
campuses is absolutely solid on this. So it can’t be the case – it’s not the case that we’re doing 
something in violation to – with the university campus policy, or the university system-wide 
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policy, and our previous policies did not use the language of core schools as well.  There was a 
process – rather arcane process – that was previously in this policy that talked about putting 
together campus committees and vice presidents on both campuses voting, but the – but you 
could read that in a way that did not clearly construe it as being concerned about core schools.  
And it was under the rubric of multi-campus appointments, and we really don’t have multi-
campus appointments here on the Bloomington campus. That is, the Bloom – if you’re tenured 
here in Bloomington, your tenure home is Bloomington, your appointment is a Bloomington 
appointment although you may have – and I’ve revolved for the language “inter-campus 
commitments,” that is you might have graduate students that you’re working with on the IUPUI 
campus or some other professional commitment but your – your tenure home is not split.  
There’s no question about where tenure resides, so the idea of a multi-campus appointment 
which presumes a sort of split appointment that – we don’t have that here on the Bloomington 
campus as far as I’m aware.  So, again, I just reiterate that the language here is in no way 
designed to limit, hinder, preclude inter-campus voting procedures in core schools.  It is 
designed to reaffirm the primacy of the Bloomington – Bloomington campus faculty in regard to 
deciding P&T cases, with the exception of the core schools.   
 
ROBEL: Yes, Peggy?  
 
THOITS: What is a core school please?  
 
ROBEL: There – there are a couple of schools that are – that are denominated “core schools,” in 
I would say, UFC policy.  They’re - they’re Education, Business, Informatics -  
 
TERRY: SPEA. 
 
ROBEL: SPEA, yeah there are four. 
 
THOITS: Optometry? 
 
ROBEL: No. Optometry is not a core school.  
 
CLEGG: Nursing has been -  
 
ROBEL: Nursing is not a core school.  
 
THOITS: What makes a school a core school as opposed to non-core?  
 
TERRY: Let me take a shot at it. The core schools have a dean.   
 
THOITS: They have a what? 
 
ROBEL: A single dean. 
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TERRY: They have a single dean so that the dean of the Kelley School of Business is the dean of 
the Kelley School of Business as it operates both at IUPUI and at Bloomington.  Then they have I 
think executive associate deans – they have sub deans – 
 
ROBEL:  Yes, they have associate deans.  
  
TERRY: At Bloomington and at IUPUI.  The core school concept dates back to President 
Herbert’s presidency, I think.  Previously, some schools including Kelley had system-wide 
responsibilities.  They no longer have responsibilities to the business programs on the regional 
campuses, but for Education, SPEA, Business, and Informatics, they’re cores.  We have other 
schools, like Schools of Law, where there’s a School of Law at Bloomington, and a School of Law 
at Indianapolis, each is autonomous from the other.  
 
ROBEL: Public Health –  
 
TERRY: Public Health is another example.  
 
THOITS: So a core school actually spans campuses?  
 
TERRY: It does.  
 
ROBEL: Uh, yes and no. A core school has a single dean. It – it has separate faculties. 
 
TERRY: And separate budgets. 
 
ROBEL: And separate budgets.  The budgets are – are – are – are not core budgets.  That is, 
they don’t cross the campuses.   
 
THOITS: Okay, thank you.  
 
TERRY: And this discussion is why I think it may be useful for us next year to have a discussion 
of core schools and – and how they work.  
 
ROBEL: Other questions? [Silence] Other discussion? [Silence] Well, this comes to us as a 
recommendation from – from the Faculty Affairs Committee, so it needs no motion or second, 
and I think we may be at the point of voting here.  All in favor of adopting the policy please 
show – by show of hands.  Terrific.  All opposed?  And any abstentions?  Thank you so much, 
great work.  Thank you so much Faculty Affairs Committee for this and for your leadership, 
Claude.    
 
CLEGG: And thank you all. [Applause] 
 
ROBEL: So now if we can invite Michael Rushton to come forward. Michael has been appointed 
Director of Strategic Planning in the office of the executive vice president for university 
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academic affairs, and he will have the – the “herculean,” I think is the word I’m searching for, 
task of – of pulling together the strategic plans from each of the campuses and from many of 
the vice presidents’ offices in addition, and – and arti – helping to articulate with the Trustees’ 
university strategic plans.  So Michael, thank you for being with us today.   
 
AGENDA ITEM 6: DISCUSSION OF THE UNIVERSITY STRATEGIC PLAN  
 
RUSHTON: Okay, thank you for the invitation and – and – and – and –and what you just said for 
the Bloomington Faculty Council is – is exactly right. I’m not – I’m not sure how herculean, but 
what – I’ve just been appointed very recently, only in this calendar year. And my job will be to 
work with John Applegate and work with the president to try to form out of all of the various 
strategic planning efforts that have been going on throughout the Indiana University system 
into some coherent plan that the president can then take to the Board of Trustees for approval 
that would amalgamate all – all of these plans into something that reflect the priorities of the 
system. So it would take into account the planning process that’s happened here on the 
Bloomington campus, at IUPUI, at the regional campuses, the School of Medicine, the UITS 
plan, everything we can find in – in terms of trying to build something up.  In terms of the 
timing, our plan is to essentially spend the summer writing, taking into account all of the 
various documents that are in circulation, many of which are still very much living documents 
un – unfinished, still going through a bit of back and forth and consultation including, as was 
mentioned earlier in this meeting, the Bloomington plan but also from the regional campuses 
and – and IUPUI as well.  So we’ll be, you know, working through those, seeing what comes in, 
and in terms of timing the plan is that at the beginning of the fall semester we would be able to 
come with a draft version of this plan to bring to – to faculty, to students, to the Board of 
Trustees, to – to all stakeholders to give  a sense of where we are, and then work fairly quickly 
to try to come down to something that can be presented to the – to the Board of Trustees by 
the end of 2014, by December.  So this is not going to be a – a fairly drawn out process, it will 
be like the IUB plan, fairly – fairly rapid pace in terms of trying to bring something together.  
There will be lots of consultation in the fall in – in terms of trying to – in trying to pull this 
together.  In terms of expectations for the plan itself, I guess the one thing I can say right now is 
that it is meant to give a – a plan for the next five years leading up to the university’s 
bicentennial in 2020.  It will not go into the sort of fine grain of detail that we would expect 
from the campus plans, it’s – it’s not going to be at that level as we – it should appropriately 
focus on being a president’s plan for – for the system and in that sense it cannot get down into 
the level of detail that the different campus, regional campus plans, could possibly do.  So that’s 
– that’s where we are.  We’re – we’re really just getting started, gathering information both in 
terms of the plans that are going on and also in terms of the relevant environmental scan that 
we can present in terms of the importance of Indiana University to the state and the nation and 
the world and the various opportunities and challenges that are arising in the world of higher 
education. I’m welcome to take any – any questions right now.  I’ll have much more to say in 
the fall, hopefully when we meet again, but that’s initially where we are.   
 
ROBEL: That you, Michael.  Questions? Cassidy. 
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SUGIMOTO:  Can you say anything about potential faculty involvement in this planning 
process?  
 
RUSHTON: The faculty involvement will come when we have a – a draft version of the plan that 
we’ll be bringing back to the – the Faculty Council and to the University Faculty Council.  
 
CALLOWAY-THOMAS: You call this a “president’s plan,” so is one to reason that whatever it 
turns out to be will constitute a sort of mission statement, set of principles – ?  
 
RUSHTON: It – it - it will – it will constitute that. It is going to draw from the Principles of 
Excellence document, and that really does give a good sense of the mission and vision of this 
university, and we have it in place and – and so because we want to move forward we don’t 
need to reinvent that.  I mean this has been a document of much discussion and that we’re 
familiar with, and so we think that that vision is already articulated.  What we would like is in 
addition to that a few strategic objectives that fall under the categories of those principles of 
excellence in education, in research, in faculty, in health, and in engagement.   
 
ROBEL: Jim?  
  
SHERMAN: Are there differences and are they significant in the strategic plans of the different 
campuses? So is there a problem in integrating and coming up with a master thing?  
 
RUSHTON: There’s – there’s not a problem yet.  A lot still has to be done. Oh, I’m sorry.  A lot 
still has to be done on the – on the – on the other campuses.  So there’s still information 
coming in – coming in from them but, you know, we’re well aware of the different mission of – 
of the Bloomington campus, of IUPUI, and of the regional campuses, and so, you know, it’s 
necessarily the case that it’s going to reflect the fact that these – these different campuses do 
different – different kinds of things, and yet there is something that unifies us that makes this 
Indiana University.  
 
CALLOWAY-THOMAS: So is there a point to be a committee or is this going to be comprised of 
your work and Applegate’s work?  
 
RUSHTON: Yes, there’s – there’s no committee – there’s no committee that’s going to be 
formed.  I mean we’re drawing from all the work that has been done from the various 
committees on the different campuses.  So, for the Bloomington plan, for example, you had all 
these committees with so much faculty and student input.  We were not going to reconstitute 
new faculty committees to – to move forward with this, no.  
 
BASU: This a question about principle, but my example will very – from a very small sub-unit, so 
to speak.  In general we have seen – I have been here quite a few years – that there is a trend 
toward consolidation.  For example, take the School of Global and International Studies – 
 
CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Basu? 
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BASU: – Media School and others, there’s a consolidation, do you think – and this is, you don’t 
have to answer then, do you think that consolidation like that will be beneficial to the university 
in this strategic plan?    
 
RUSHTON: I cannot say and – and that will, you know, I will be, you know, working with – with 
the president, but I have – I don’t have the ability to say that here.  
 
ROBEL: Yes?  
 
MCDONNELL: I am a member of Bloomington Professional Council, and you just – mentioned 
the two – two stakeholders, faculty and students. I wish to put on record a third stakeholder, 
staff members who – the CWA union, and the AFSCME, and professional staff [comment 
indistinct] – 
 
RUSHTON: That was a mistake on my language, yes.   
 
MCDONNELL: I just wanted [comment indistinct] 
 
RUSHTON: And it is noted, and you’re correct.  
 
ROBEL: Okay… other?  
 
TERRY: I – I just have a question.  Are you starting – well, several years ago this – this university 
went through mission differentiation and it to some effort to establish a mission for each of – of 
the campuses.  I assume this won’t undue that work – that – that – that the missions as have 
been defined of the campuses unless they changed them in their own recent reviews of their 
strategic plan are still as they were defined in the mission differentiation exercise of a few years 
ago.  Am I right or wrong?   
 
RUSHTON: I don’t anticipate a – a change in those missions and – and nothing that has come 
forward so far would suggest that that’s going to be a change.  
 
HASS: How will – we have stakeholders that are students, faculty, professional organizations, 
but the president of the university has from time to time had some ideas about strategic 
mission for the university, as have the Trustees, and how will all of that be folded in with the – 
with the possibly-at-odds plans for various campuses, also plans, concepts for the faculty – 
things like [comment indistinct] impossible task to get everybody – everybody’s word in one 
version where everyone’s agreeing on some major principles, but – how – how are you taking 
input from these other administrative areas?  
 
RUSHTON: Well, I mean, you know, that’s one where we’re going to have to see, and – and 
they’re still in development.  But we will need to see what is coming forward from the – the 
different plans that have come from the different campuses, the – the different units and so on 
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to try to integrate that and – and hopefully look for ways that, you know, there are not, you 
know, I mean – I mean if conflicts arise they do, but I’m – I’m not sure right at this point what to 
– what to expect from that.  
 
ROBEL: Yes? 
 
MCGREGOR: Well, Michael, along those lines then, is it conceivable that plans will come in and 
the group that is going to integrate these plans will maybe think that more work might be 
required by one part or another, and – and so the conversation then moves back to the original 
unit for further thought?  
 
RUSHTON: I mean that’s certainly a possibility, but what we’re looking for is where these plans 
are – you know, where – where they’re consistent with the principles of excellence that the 
president has already articulated and – and how these will come forward.  But it’s – it’s hard to 
say at this point because we’re so early and because these other plans are still essentially in – in 
the works.   
 
MCGREGOR: But – but – follow up?  But by fall I guess you’ll have the products in hand, is that 
right?  
 
RUSHTON: Yes.  
 
MCGREGOR: So, the work really begins – they’ll be coming in over the summer – 
 
RUSHTON: Exactly. 
 
MCGREGOR: – and you’ve got four months to put this together as I follow your discussion. 
 
RUSHTON: Yeah, exactly.  
 
SPANG: Just to follow on your answer to that question, it sounds like I may be 
misunderstanding, it sounds like what you’re saying is that conceivably in putting together the 
system-wide strategic plan you might send a campus strategic plan back to the campus and say, 
you have the wrong strategy.  
 
RUSHTON: I can’t – I can’t say right now.  I mean it would not be – it would not be in my 
position to tell any campus they’ve done it wrong, so – [Laughter] 
 
SPANG: But it could imaginably happen.  
  
RUSHTON: We’ll have to see what comes.  I mean, I’m not trying to be evasive, it’s just that we 
don’t have, you know, we just don’t have the material yet so… 
 
ROBEL: Gretchen?  
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HORLACHER: I think we’re all kind of trying to say the same thing is that, is the general aim to 
find the consensus among all these reports, or is it to take some other person’s or groups of 
people –   
 
RUSHTON: The – the aim is to draw upon these reports. 
 
HORLACHER: And come up with something, not take them apart with some other agenda.  
 
RUSHTON: No. The aim is to draw from the plans that have [comment indistinct] upon.  
 
TURK: Yeah, what is the actual meat of the issue of a strategic plan?  I mean we’ve had a 
number of strategic plans since I arrived even, at least one I can remember.  So, from what I 
understood in our first discussion of the campus strategic plan, it is something that orients 
additional resources, so in other words the provost gives direction a campus, and I understood 
you to be saying look, this is where I put the resources available to me.  Now, if this is unified in 
a way, what power does it have? I mean does it have legislative power?  Is it an economic 
orientation towards funds that are available to provosts and pres – the president?  You know, I 
– so in other words is it just a value statement?  
 
RUSHTON: I think it’s more than a value statement because it’s a way of setting – setting 
priorities.  It’s, you know, included in your vision – it includes sort of, you know, everything the 
university does and what it’s about, but a strategic plan that’s actually going to be strategic in – 
in a sense has to identify at least some priorities saying over the next five years these few items 
which don’t constitute everything we do, but these few items constitute some strategic 
priorities of moving forward over the next five years, particular – particular places for 
investment or – or attention to new initiatives, and so that’s – that’s what  going to become 
[comment indistinct] and that – that will involve resource – resource allocation but I’m not a 
stage where I would say what that might look like.  
 
ROBEL: I think an example of that, and - and one thing – the way I’ve been trying to think about 
this, it – it is a – it is a complicated kind of chicken and egg set of questions, and my – my 
confidence in Michael is very high since he figured this out for Canada.  So I tend to think of 
Canada as a well-functioning country, you know, so I – but the – but – but I – I recognize the – 
the set of chicken and egg questions that you’re asking and one – one way to think about it I – I 
think is if you go back over President McRobbie’s State of the University addresses since he 
came into office, he has been very clear at each point about articulating what his set of – of 
initiatives or goals will be for the next year, two years, couple of years. So you’ll – you’ll recall 
this is where the media preservation initiative came and pulling the resources together for that 
was announced, you know, over time.  It was pretty consistent, and I think it’s fair to say that 
the campuses have not been – when we started our strategic planning process here I – I said to 
everyone, we’re not starting from a blank slate.  We’re starting from a set of – of strengths and 
opportunities that are – we think probably unique to our campus, or we hope they are. But we 
also know what the initiatives have been coming from the president, so I’m hoping it – there 
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are other examples of that.  Advising is a good example of that, you know, it has been a 
consistent theme in the president’s discus – State of the University addresses for the last couple 
of years, we really thought hard about it in the strategic planning process.  So I’m – I’m hoping 
it won’t be – it – it won’t feel like quite the disjuncture that it – that it theoretically could be, 
but I’m confident that the Trustees and the president will have ideas, and they always have. 
And I – I hope we want our president to have some ideas and the – and so I – I suspect there 
will be things that are important, you know, to the Trustees and the president that come 
through this process at this level and – and are able to do so with the kind of respect Michael 
has laid out for the process that we’ve gone through this year and IUPUI went through this past 
year, I think, and the regionals are all – all going through as well, so it’s a complicated process.  
It is.  
 
GJERDINGEN: Yeah, I guess I have the same question maybe in a slightly different way, that is 
one – I – I think I understand what the Bloomington strategic plan is about and what would 
happen if that’s all we had.  I no longer know what that means when it’s done. If it’s done is it 
going to be followed, or is it this other plan going to say we don’t like parts of this?  I guess 
that’s the key thing for me is that once it’s done are we going to do it or is somebody else going 
to say, no, I don’t like that part of it?  Or is it going to – the meshing of the two I guess I just 
don’t know the answer.  I’m no longer clear about what the Bloomington strategic plan means.  
I just don’t know.  I’m just – I’m just a question mark.  I just don’t know what it means whether 
we’re going to do this or not going to do this, or somebody else is going to change it after we’re 
done or – 
 
RUSHTON: I – I – I – 
 
ROBEL: I think I get what you’re saying.   
 
RUSHTON: Yeah, –  I mean I – I can understand that – that question but the – the intent of the 
Indiana University strategic plan is to draw from these – these strategic plans.  The intent is not 
to have a new plan that is in conflict with what the different campus plans have – have – have 
done.  That – that – that would leave us in, you know, a worrying situation, but the point is to 
take these as inputs into a university-wide system wide plan.    
  
ROBEL: Other questions for Michael? [Silence] Well we – we will obviously all be watching to 
see how this goes.  Thank you so much.  
 
RUSHTON: I feel like this is a trailer for a – for a film and –   
 
ROBEL: Thank you so much for taking this on, on behalf of the university.  It’s really – it – it’s an 
important thing to get right and I feel a lot of confidence that you will get it right.  
 
RUSHTON: Well, thank you.  Thank you.   
 
ROBEL: Alright, have we other – am I turning the page to other business at this point?  
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TERRY: Nope.  There’s no more.   
 
ROBEL: We’re done?  
 
TERRY: Promotion and tenure zipped through it.   
 
ROBEL: Well, let’s at this point celebrate the fact that even though spring seems to be eluding 
us for the day it will soon be back, and we’re actually done earlier that we’ve been all year.  
Thank you.  I will entertain a motion for adjournment.  
 
UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: So moved.  
 
ROBEL: Alright, by unanimous acclaim.  
 
MEETING ADJOURNED: 4:38PM 
 


