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BREHM: Would the Bloomington Faculty Council please come to order?  We are mic-less today so I will pitch my voice as best I can.  Can you hear me at the end?  That may not last so as my voice begins to fade, just wave at me and I will try to crank it up again.  Our first item of business is to approve the minutes for a number of meetings.  I’m sure you’ve all read all of these minutes very carefully.  Does anyone have any suggestions to offer on these minutes?  Hearing none I will accept these minutes as approved by the Council.  Agenda Committee Business, Bob Eno.
AGENDA ITEM #2: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS

(Professor Robert Eno)

ENO: I’m going to keep the Agenda Committee Business very short because we have a very long agenda that is important that we need to get to.  I want to bring the attention of everyone on the council to an issue that we are encountering this year in a way we haven’t encountered in previous years.  We have a very large number of committees that we are trying to staff.  We have review committees, search and screen committees.  We have established some new faculty committees - both standing committees and campus committees -  this year and we are looking for more faculty volunteers on committees than we ever have.  It is very difficult for the nomination committee.  If you are approached for an additional committee assignment I hope that you will consider taking it, because of the degree of trouble we are having staffing committees, and if you can let your colleagues know that the faculty has been called on to contribute unusually this year because of the degree of activity on campus, that would be helpful as well.  I would like also at this point to ask Al Ruesink if he might bring us up to date a bit on what has been going on in the deliberation of the Health Care commission with regard to changes in our healthcare plans.
RUESINK: I want to take a moment for an informal update.  The commission met in mid-August, which is very unusual. We clearly were meeting because there are healthcare concerns that we have to continue to deal with.  Last time I spoke I projected that we might be facing as an institution an increase of our own healthcare costs as much as 23%.  I don’t know whether it is good news or bad, but the news is that it is 18.5%.  That is better than 23%, but that is multi-millions for the institution, probably on the order of about thirteen million dollars new monies for the institution, not that much for this campus, but that is new monies that the institution has to find for healthcare.  It is also likely that in 2004, this is 2003 that we are wrestling with now, projections are for another 20% boost, another 15 million that we will have to find.  The policy is to have the university pay its share of the increase and then to distribute the other costs to individuals as part of the amount that you pay to the institution for your healthcare.  The increment there obviously will vary depending on which plan you are in.  If, in fact, your particular plan doesn’t go up much and the institution ups their ante, then each of us as a single person or as a married person or as a person with a family gets the same amount, then we get to choose our healthcare plan. If our plan doesn’t go up much the institution may cover it, and we may see no increase.  On the other hand, if my plan goes up a lot and other plans don’t go up so much, then I’m going to see a bigger increase.  So you may see more or less than the 18.5%. 

Precision plan is gone.  I think it was Dan Rives that kind of kept it cobbled together for the last year but the Precision plan is now gone.  In anticipation that it would disappear, the institution put in what is called the PPL Plus plan and I suspect that most of you that have been in Precision will want to look carefully at the information about the PPL Plus plan. There is also the PPL 900 dollar deductible plan that is an option.  But the Precision plan is gone.  That seems not to have as big an impact on our thinking here because it has been in the papers and so forth, as the loss of the IU health plan POS plan in Indy, which has created considerable concern there about the cost of healthcare possibilities for our IUPUI faculty members.  
I think it is important for us to understand that we can influence the plans that are available to us but we certainly can’t dictate.  There are federal mandates about what must be and cannot be in plans.  The people that present plans to us for our usage have some say in what goes into the plans.  So, even though we can shape plans to some extent we certainly can’t dictate.  
Another change that some of you will notice will be that the dental HMO is gone.  Very few of us selected it and apparently there were lots of difficulties in trying to manage it and administer it and so there will be one dental healthcare plan and not a choice between two.  That is based on a choice that we don’t have to make in the future.  The open enrollment timeline is going to be very similar to the timeline last year.  The documents apparently are being redrafted.  I hope that they will be at least as simple and maybe simpler.  It won’t look the same so read them before you sign from habit and check boxes.  The timeline will be about the same.  As I recall it is a November get your act together and get something in if you want to stay involved.  
Could I use this moment to encourage you and your colleagues to use the tax saver benefit portion.  You know that you are going to have some healthcare costs, if you estimate what they are and have it taken out of your salary you don’t pay taxes on those.  Otherwise you pay taxes.  Don’t estimate too much and let the institution take some back.  You won’t get it, the institution does.  That almost never happens.  We don’t use the tax saver benefit for our healthcare costs very well at all.  Most of us could be saving money by doing that better.  
Many of you probably know that we put through a domestic partners possibility for fringe benefits.  We didn’t know what the result would be.  About seventy people system-wide have applied as domestic partners.  About forty of those have sought healthcare benefits, many of them have healthcare benefits that are equal or better from other routes.  So, we guessed fifty, to have seventy applying and forty asking for healthcare benefits means that the estimates were reasonably good.  
The last thing that I could comment is that the commission on healthcare is again reviewing what we can do to decrease smoking in our faculty and staff.  We had a professional come in from the IU Med School who has good data showing that if you provide both counseling advice and appropriate medications together you can significantly decrease smoking, and in fact, an institution can pay for everything with no deductibles, no co-payments, pay for everything and come out ahead in the institution’s receiving benefit from not having so many lost worker hours and not having so much healthcare to tend to and so forth.  Use of tobacco is high in Indiana, as you are probably realize, and it is higher among graduating high school seniors than it is among the public at large, which means that the message is not getting out yet to decrease the smokers that are coming through the pipeline.  I don’t know what the healthcare commission will recommend on this but we are still looking at that problem and I suspect that there will be something coming in six months or a year on that issue.  
ENO: Thank you Al.  That completes the Agenda Committee Business.
AGENDA ITEM #3: PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS

(Chancellor Sharon Brehm)

BREHM: I believe that I am next on the agenda.  I will keep my remarks extremely brief since I have much to say during the rest of the meeting.  I would like to welcome all of us back to campus.  We have been back to campus for a while.  I couldn’t attend your meeting on the tenth because I was at the AAU meeting representing Indiana University.  I will say that meeting is held in California, which makes it more palatable than it might if it were held otherwise.  However, I will say that they don’t hold it near a beach, so I can’t quite figure that out.  But I wanted to say that this year feels so different to me from last year.  I do feel more at home.  I know more of you.  I don’t know all of you.  So for the newcomers in the group, if I don’t know you I will try to… I have a list of names and I may sort of look down and try to get the right name.  Sometimes I may call you by the wrong name.  Elizabeth Lion I still want to call Dorothy; for some reason I have named her that.
LION: I have red shoes on.

BREHM: So, just bear with me and it will get better over the course of the year, I promise.  That is really all I need to say now because as I say I’m going to have a lot to say later.
AGENDA ITEM #4: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD

(Chancellor Sharon Brehm and Professor Robert Eno)

BREHM: So we have our question/comment period.  Are there any questions or comments?
ENO: None have been submitted in advance.
BREHM: Good.  So we will move right on to the report of the 2001-2002 Budgetary Affairs Committee.  This will be presented by Julie Bobay and Neil Theobald.  All of you know that Neil Theobald has joined the enemy so to speak, has come over to the other side, and is now in my office, but he is presenting this in his former role.
AGENDA ITEM #5: ANNUAL REPORT: 2001-2002 BUDGETARY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

(Librarian Julie Bobay and Professor Neil Theobald, Vice Chancellor for Budget Administration, Co-Chairs of 2001-2002 Committee)

BOBAY: It is our pleasure to report to you on the activities of last years Budgetary Affairs Committee.  It is my particular pleasure to introduce you to Neil Theobald, who was co-chair of the committee last year with me.  He is from the School of Education.  He has since become the Vice-Chancellor for Budgetary Administration and Planning.  While Neil has been very involved in faculty governance for many years through the Budgetary Affairs Committee, he has not been a member of the Bloomington Faculty Council, so he is new to the Council, and we welcome him here.  He will now be a member of the Council in his new administrative role, just like Maynard was, and we are delighted to have him on the Council.  
Last year’s Budgetary Affairs Committee was quite busy.  I just want to note before I get started on this brief report that we had the bittersweet experience of going through the process for the last time with Maynard Thompson, who was Neil’s predecessor.  Last year we noted, and I wanted to note again just for the record, how appreciated he was by the campus at large but particularly by the Budgetary Affairs Committee for all the contributions he’s made to this campus over many years.  Okay, that might be the last time I say that, I don’t know.  
What we would like to do today: I will summarize the activities of the committee in general and make a few comments about last year, and then I will turn it over to Neil, who will discuss what the committee thought last year as we looked at the campus budgetary situation were major campus-wide issues that we saw.  The Budgetary Affairs Committee is the one Faculty Council committee that acts as a representative of the Council in its work; that is, we are the Council’s voice in this budgetary arena.  I just want to read to you from the Bylaws a few sentences that describe what the Budgetary Affairs Committee is supposed to do.  “The Budgetary Affairs Committee shall act as a representative of the Council in offering to the Chancellor and to the chief budgetary officer for Bloomington its continuing advice and criticism on all aspects of the Bloomington campus budgetary policy and the allocation of the Bloomington campus financial resources.”  That is sort of an umbrella.  This committee is charged by the Council to act as its representative in giving advice and criticism to the campus on budgetary issues.  
The committee is typically very large.  We tend to be around twenty members.  This year seventeen of those members are faculty members taken from a cross-section of units.  We always have a representative of the Professional Council.  We always have a representative of the Graduate Student Organization and a representative of IUSA.  All those are full participating members of the committee, and although it is dominated by faculty, it does have a chance to hear perspectives from many parts of the academic community.  The service on this committee is quite a large commitment.  We work hard.  Most members have found that there is quite a large learning curve.  It is a huge organization, the University is, the Bloomington campus.  Understanding the campus and its budgetary processes takes actually several years to really understand it.  For that reason, membership on the committee has a lot of repeaters who continue to serve on this committee for several years, because once you have invested in that learning curve you kind of want to stick it out and see if you can figure out what is going on.  
The primary activity occurs in the spring.  The campus organizes what they call budget conferences.  Every unit on campus comes to Bryan Hall, the dean or the director of that unit, and presents for an hour or two their budgetary situation.  They present that to a room full of people.  Two of the people in that room are representatives of the Budgetary Affairs Committee.  We send two people from our committee to every one of those conferences.  There are about thirty of them.  Each team of two from our committee is required to summarize what they learned about that unit and present it to the full committee.  The committee discusses every single unit’s budget presentation.  We talk about it in the committee.  We end up making priorities, recommendations, and from that whole learning process we can glean campus-wide issues across units that we want to bring to the attention of the administration.  After all of that activity we write long reports.  We make recommendations on budgetary allocations.  We call attention to the issues that we think are important.  We send that all off to campus administration.  That is about the end of February or early March, depending on the calendar.  At that point the committee’s work is done, and the campus goes off and sets its budget.  We’ve had our input and often don’t know, often the dust doesn’t settle until mid-Summer about what actually happened.  In the past, both with this Chancellor and with the previous one, they’ve made great efforts to come back to the committee and tell us what happened, how it all came out, so that we can offer more advise or criticism or at least know what is going on for the next year.  
There are two specific activities that the committee is mandated to do, they are listed on this circular B5-2003.  One of them is to make a recommendation for a cost of living adjustment and another is to make a recommendation on salary minima.  Our committee’s recommendations on those two items are reprinted here just for your information.  
I wanted to make just a few comments about the budgetary process and then I’ll turn it over to Neil about what the committee found last year.  I think it is important to understand, at least from the committee’s perspective, the budgetary situation under responsibility centered management is very different for schools and the college.  That is, instructional units and non-instructional units operate under very different sorts of rules and issues.  So, what we do as the committee is we listen to all of the reports from the instructional units as a whole, evaluate them as a group and then evaluate the non-instructional units as a group.  Instructional units in theory control their own budget through the tuition money that they get back and the state appropriation.  The focus of their conferences is really pretty broad, often on challenges, opportunities, but not so much “we need this.” It is more a report, this is how we are doing, this is how we are balancing our budget, hopefully in the best of situations.  Last year we heard reports from these instructional units that described a wide range of financial situations, some okay, some really saying they were pretty bad.  That is somewhat typical.  But no matter what financial situation any unit felt that they were in at the time of the budget conferences, there was the overriding concern at that time as there has been for several years, over the ever increasing assessments.  This was a theme we heard last year, we’ve heard it for several years.  I just wanted to call your attention to Maynard Thompson’s report last year to this body that I think did a very good job of helping us all understand exactly what those assessments are, and I think went a long way toward allaying at least some of the concerns about the increasing size of those assessments.  However, they remain a big issue.  That we heard in these budget conferences.  The non-instructional units, of course, are funded through these assessments to the instructional units through taxes.  Instructional units are taxed to fund the non-instructional units.  The committee was very aware that any increase to a non-instructional unit budget means necessarily an increase in the assessments in the instructional units.  We talked about that a lot in our response to the campus.  We prioritized requests from these non-instructional units as we do every year and sent our recommendations off.  
The third piece of the budget that I just wanted to touch on before I hand it over is this issue of the Chancellor’s Fund.  As you may know for several years, I forget how many, a small percentage, one and a half percent usually, of the tuition dollars is allocated to what is called the Chancellor’s Fund.  Last year it was one percent and I looked it up, that came to 1.5 million dollars.  It is not a huge amount of money.  The Chancellor for the last several years, well ever since RCM started, has allocated that Chancellor’s Fund according to campus priorities.  Last year we again heard in the unit’s budget conferences requests for using this Chancellor’s Fund for different reasons.  We hear that every year, that is expected and normal and I think probably part of the guidelines.  But what the committee noticed last year is that many of these requests we felt were for normal routine operating and capital expenditures, which is really not the purpose of this Chancellor’s Fund, but understandable given the financial straits that many of these units found themselves in.  We made some recommendations to the Chancellor and to the campus about, well actually more questions than recommendations, about how to think about this Chancellor’s Fund.  I think we will probably hear more about that later.  
The committee works very hard.  The campus has historically and again last year listened very carefully to the advice from the committee.  I think the committee really understands the issues after putting in all of this time, and one of the messages that at least from my perspective I hope to convey today was that the faculty’s voice really is heard in the allocation of the campus budget at least from the Budgetary Affairs Committee perspective.  Okay, now I would like to turn it over to Neil who will talk about the issues that are on this circular and then we can open it up for questions.
THEOBALD: Thank you Julie.  I would first like to say how pleased I am to be attending the BFC in this new role for the first time.  I very much look forward to working with Julie and her co-chair Don Agostino and the rest of the committee on resource allocation issues and with this group certainly on a broader set of issues as we go forward.  I’m very interested in collaborative work along these lines.  
I was going to walk you through, Julie talked about the first two pages, which are the COLA, the cost of living, and the salary minima.  I was going to start with the four pressing budget issues that we identified as a committee last year.  The first chart looks at the percentage of the general fund revenue that is provided from the state appropriation over the last 25 years or so.  As you can see by the chart, if we were standing here in 1975-76, twenty-seven years ago, we’d be talking and talking about the campus budget, we’d be describing a system in which for every dollar we raised on the campus, the state would give us two dollars.  Such a funding system clearly would operate very differently than what we are under right now.  The roll of enrollment changes, tuition increases, would only be marginal adjustments because campus revenue is a fairly small part of the total pie in the previous, old system.  The state was a guarantor of campus funds in the Bloomington education.  As we stand here today we’ve moved quite a ways from where we were 27 years ago.  The 2-to-1 ratio that I talked about in terms of state funding to campus funding has been turned on its head.  We’ve gone from about 64.4%, and in fact if you were to use an apples-with-apples comparison, it is closer to 66% at the beginning of this period, to now the state providing 33.7%.  So, rather than two dollars for every one we put in for every two dollars we put in they put in one.  It’s a very different situation.  Clearly in this new world those issues that were marginal in the past, enrollment change and tuition increases, are very much magnified, because that is the primary source of the revenue, a big change there.  
The next page, if you turn to that, this looks at the same numbers but only looks at the state piece and divides it by resident head-count.  The idea of state appropriation is to subsidize the education received by Hoosier students here, and so we take the total amount provided by the state and divide it by those number of Hoosiers that are attending IU Bloomington.  You can see that the peak was reached in 1990, which was also for those of you that know the budget on this campus well, that was the year RCM was put into play.  That was the peak state appropriation.  In the years since then, in the last thirteen years, we’ve seen the support from the state fall by thirteen percent per student in real terms.  So, there is about… In terms of, these are current dollars, so we are looking at about 1,200 to 1,300 dollars less per pupil standing behind each student than had occurred in 1990.  You do see a little bit of an up-tick this year, you say, well, at least there is good news, that we are getting more money this year from the state than we did the previous year.  Well, that is a bit of an anomaly.  That is money that is provided for the School of Informatics, a good deal of that is being spent at IUPUI.  In terms of revenue that is available on this campus, we actually, this is our fifth straight year that we’ve seen a decline in state support per pupil, and we are at the lowest level we’ve been since about 1983-84 school year, about twenty years.  The committee, in looking at these numbers last year, said one of the pressing budgetary issues for the Bloomington campus is decreasing state support.  It is clearly at or near the top of our list of concerns.  
The next page lists three other concerns that were highlighted by our committee in our final report.  The first is the rapidly growing cost of science lab startups.  This is September 17th so I’m in my 48th day in this job and not a day of those 48 have gone by that I have not been involved in a discussion about or working on this issue.  This is a very front burner issue on this campus, either working with David Zaret in the College or Jeff Alberts in RUGS or Judy Palmer in the President’s Office.  We are really trying to get a reasonably good handle on what are the dimensions of this issue, what is it going to cost us between now and 2010, the year we are looking at.  What is going to be the sources of funding?  We’ve got a fairly good handle on that for the first issue.  
However, the loss of R&R money, the restoration funds from the state, and Chancellor Brehm is going to talk about this, we lost our renovation funds from the state and so that has created another problem that is a little different than this one.  That is, it puts us in a bind in terms of lab renovations when we hire someone new quite often we have to renovate the lab.  So we are starting a new study along these lines. I met with Tom Swafford this morning from our staff.  We are going to work with the same players to try to say what we are going to do in the renovations side of this.  That issue in terms of startups and in terms of lab renovation is very much on the front burner this year again.  
Issue number three there, and Chancellor Brehm is going to talk about this a little further, we are all aware of the needs in terms of graduate fellowships on this campus.  The fourth issue there is the PeopleSoft systems which are coming online.  Admissions began last summer.  December 2nd is the online date for the human resources and faculty records part of PeopleSoft.  Budgetary Affairs has supported the allocation of one-time funds, I’ve been on the committee for seven years and I’m sure for about the last five of those or four or five of those years we have recommended funds for backfill for this effort. We’ve allocated funds over the last several years in order to do that.  Thus I would say that these are the four concerns and we are attempting to respond to them, each of the issues.  As I’ve met with Julie and Don we’ve discussed, I want to work collaboratively throughout the year to address these issues and other issues as they emerge.  
BREHM: We will take questions or wait until I do mine, which has budget stuff as well.  Which is your pleasure?
ENO: Why don’t we move ahead and then take questions over the whole thing?
AGENDA ITEM #6: CHANCELLOR'S "STATE OF THE CAMPUS" REPORT
(Chancellor Sharon Brehm)

BREHM: You have before you a handout and what I want to do is to walk through this with you.  I also want you to know that this is a sort of transition year for me in terms of this address, this conversation we are going to have.  I would like to gradually move towards talking more… You cannot hear me?  I’m talking very loud.  I think if I get much louder I’ll have no voice at the… You can hear me now?  I know I can’t keep this up.  I’ll try.  They didn’t tell me that a large booming voice was part of the job description.  What I’d like to do, this year I was told the tradition had been to really focus primarily on the budget, and that is what I will do this year.  But what I would like to do over the next couple of years is to move towards talking with you more in terms of other kinds of issues.  The budget underlines every issue, obviously, but I would like to talk more with you about the directions the campus is going, the priorities of the campuses, the problems of the campus, and so you will see that I have both a budget focus approach but then I also have at the end some rhetoric about the issue that we are going to discuss later today, the strategic planning.  
I want to make sure the budget is clear, it was actually fairly complicated last year because it kept changing.  We knew we were going to lose money but we were never sure just how much until the very end of the process.  I have summarized for you the budget reductions for this year’s budget.  We always plan the budget ahead.  We lost one month’s state operating appropriation.  Now what that means is that they just didn’t sort of send it to us.  So we are covering that, but, to be blunt, if they would never send that to us, that would be a big hit.  We are just assuming that they were in a tight spot and they didn’t send it to us that month but at some point we will get that back.  Repair and rehabilitation funding, Neil has already mentioned it, this has really been an unfortunate thing for any campus but for this campus given our many challenges in space, this has been really awful.  The IT funding reduction also has been difficult although I think the fact that we could shrink the lifecycle funding significantly really helped.  Finally, the reduction in state operating appropriations - that was a cut.  The question is whether that cut will be restored and we don’t know that yet.  The total, and this is for all of the IU campuses, was 107.6 million dollars.  Bloomington, our base reduction in state operating appropriations that we had to cover as a campus, the rest of it was covered by UA or in the case of some of the IT funds they put a fee on the students, what we had to come up with the money to cover what was the cut to our campus, which is about 6.1 million dollars.  That is rounded by the way.  So if you try to add some of the numbers here you will find that they come a little short, the reason for that is because this is a rounded number not an exact number and I will show you some of the others.  The cash reductions from 02 plus lifecycle funding and university tax deductions covered over three million dollars of that cut for us.  The rest of it we took a million dollars from the Chancellor’s Office and then we took some money from the non-instructional RC’s and the instructional RC’s.  Those percentages do not represent the percent of the cut obviously.  They represent the percent of the budget of those units.  I think it is incredible, actually, that we were able to cover that collection of cash with such a small impact on the functioning of in particular the academic units.  It was less than a quarter of a percent of the budgets of those academic units.  You really didn’t feel that.  That is a very small proportion of anybody’s budget.  That got us up to 5.1 million.  The other million, the difference here, you see the 6.1 and the 5.1, I’m going to tell you about that other million in just a minute.  
Before I do that I want to just preview for you what some of the issues were when we were building this budget for this year.  Obviously compensation, obviously increase cost of benefits, Informatics, I’ll mention that and Neil also alluded to that, plant expansion.  You know, when you build these beautiful buildings the good news is that you have these beautiful buildings, the bad news is that you have to pay to maintain them, called plant expansion.  This was very expensive this year because we had a lot of wonderful new buildings coming online.  That was a real financial issue for us.  Financial aid of course, library acquisitions, strategic hirings, strategic investment in science, Chancellor’s Fund, university tax, these were all things that were on the table that we needed to address through the budget.  Okay, how do we do it?  If you look at the state operating appropriation of 190 million roughly, that is already reduced by a half a percent, that is, we (and I think we were the only campus in the system that did this,) we took a half a percent cut.  So if we never get that half a percent back we will be okay because we are living without it.  So it is a little bit of a buffer for us.  Obviously if they come back and hit us for the other part, which was about 2.5 percent, that will really hurt us.  But we already took that half a percent reduction.  Basically it did not cause great damage to our operation.  It reduced our flexibility.  That is what all this stuff does, when you’ve got to put this cash ahead to cover this year, when you’ve got to take these cuts, even if you can manage them, they reduce your flexibility.  That means you become more vulnerable to whatever the state legislature does in terms of whether they will restore us to back where we were.  Now we would like to be increased from where we were; that would be very nice, but just being restored would be very helpful.  As you know we did… 
So the total that we had if we put the allocation and the cash that we had saved we had about 195 million.  I put the Informatics, that Neil mentioned, 1.7 of that went to IUPUI and 2.8 to IUB, that is new money.  We would not have seen that money in our regular state allocation, so don’t think that we took money from this campus and sent it to IUPUI.  Basically we were a broker, the state gives us this money and we are passing it through to IUPUI.  We never had it, we never would have had it.  We also of course have 2.8, almost three million dollars, for our own Informatics School.  I think that is terrific.  That is new money.  
Increased tuition and fees: as you know, we increased the tuition substantially, nine percent.  I have to tell you that relative to our peers that is, if anything, a little low.  That is not an outrageous percentage.  I never thought that in my lifetime I would see a nine percent increase in tuition, it is the highest increase in tuition that I have ever seen.  But it has become - because of the budget issues in the state - it has become fairly normal, at least for the year before and now for this year, and we will see what happens next year.  The fees were increased.  I mentioned the IT fee, that doubled to two hundred dollars a semester.  That IT fee does have a sunset clause and it is very important that we all remember that.  That is the promise is that if/when the state restores the IT funding, it is not going to make up for what it didn’t give us, but starts giving it to us again that fee would go off.  It would go back to where it was.  That is a contract with the students so we must be sure that we abide by it.  Kelley School of Business, you might have seen a article in the IDS about this, they also increased their fees to almost 415 dollars a semester.  That was how they balanced their budget.  
Expenditure increases overall were about 6.9 percent.  I’ve listed some of them.  The first expenditure was what we call increased campus care, that means maintaining the cleanliness of the buildings, maintaining the grounds.  This amount to a half a percent of the tuition raise, so you take nine percent and of that a half a percent went to this.  The Trustees made it very clear that they did not expect to see the beauty of the Bloomington campus deteriorate.  This was a strong message from the Trustees.  Some of us might quibble with does it cost that much money, how much money should have gone, I don’t think any of us would quibble with the fact that we cannot afford to start going down that slippery slope on this campus because you never get back.  Talk to any of your colleagues who have been through this on their campus, you never get back.  
Compensation, 2.5 percent for faculty with a half a percent of that targeted for outstanding faculty and the schools did an excellent job of using their money and in fact they added more money to that compensation package for faculty so I think we did fine, we made some gains by the way since the last year in terms of how we ranked, in terms of faculty salary in the Big Ten.  I believe we have at least held our own this year and we may have even made a little bit more progress.  I think that is true.  I would be shocked and dismayed obviously if we lost ground, we won’t know that until next spring but I think we at least held our ground.  2.5 percent for staff.  There is a very big issue about staff salaries right now and some of you I know are very familiar with this.  It is sort of like there are two different ballgames.  In the faculty ballgame, if units wish to add more money to the faculty salary pool they are free to do that, in fact, they are encouraged to do that, that is seen as a good thing.  For the staff salaries that is not true.  It is much more tightly controlled and you have to stick to that, the Board of Trustees percentage that it sets.  That has meant that you have a great staff member who is absolutely critical to your program and you wish to take from your own money, more money to raise that salary; you may have a hard time doing that and you may not be able to do that.  I have talked with Myles about this at great length and the deans have mentioned this to him as well and I believe that this coming year we will have a chance to step back and take a look at how we handle staff salaries as well as our continuing focus on faculty salaries.  That is becoming, the staff salaries I think is a major issue for this campus right now.  
Assessment increases, that was an increase of about 5.3 percent.  It was lower than expenditure increases, I’m sure everybody thinks that it is too high.  Plant expansion and energy was 3.4 million.  Compensation for support units was another three million.  Financial Aid was 1.7 million.  The instructional units increased their financial aid by considerably more than we did at the campus level.  Library acquisitions was three hundred thousand dollars from that source.  There is another source.  The student health insurance, that is for graduate students, increased by three hundred thousand.  Those were kind of the big ticket items.  I do want to note that since assessments increased, I did actually ask Neil to give this for me because I know it was an issue last year, and that is what the increment was for the university tax, not the amount of the university tax but the increment.  For FY02 it was seven percent.  For this year it was 3.5 percent.  The increment was dramatically less, it was fifty percent of what it was the year before.  That, I understand, is because the Clarion transition is completed.  Presumably now that 3.5 percent is the base of the university tax.  That increment is the “normal” tax now that we are through the Clarion years.  I think it was about five years at about seven percent each year.  The Chancellor’s Fund, now Julie these are a little different from the numbers you gave but in the ballpark.  I have more money but I haven’t spent it.  
[Tape was changed, some words may have been lost]

BREHM: …for that half percent cut.  If you look at 191 and go just back up to the top and you see 190.  We actually should have taken it on the 190 but I think what happened is that the game was changing so often that this got clicked down and nobody ever realized it.  At any rate, you will see that I’ve not done anything bad with it.  Four hundred thousand dollars went to library acquisitions.  That is very important that again during these hard budget time just as we have to focus for example on faculty salaries and care of the campus we also need to focus on things like library acquisitions, which if you start sliding it is very tough to come back.  The other funds from this I have held in reserve.  I think we’ve spent some of them one-time only, some cash, but the base is not spent.  I had at that time two reasons for keeping that cash.  The first is that we don’t know what is going to happen this year.  There are states who have experienced base budgets cuts in the middle of the year.  I wanted some money in the bank so that if something happened the campus actually had some base, not just cash, but some base funding that we could put on the table that would not damage the budgets of any of the academic units because they have not been relying on this money.  That is the first goal.  The second goal was that because last year I was so new, I knew that I could not possibly make decisions about how that money should be spent, not wise decisions.  So I thought, well, I’ll sort of put this off to the side, I’ll still collect it, I’ll put it off to the side and then I’ll roll it into the Chancellor’s Fund for the coming year so I will basically have two years worth of Chancellor’s Fund.  I think I still intend to do that.  What came after this decision though was the whole Commitment to Excellence program.  As we talk a little bit later about the strategic planning I think what we may see is because the Commitment to Excellence funding is restricted to academic programs that some of that Chancellor’s Fund from this year and next year will need to be devoted to what I call the general priorities, that is the academic support units because they cannot access the Commitment to Excellence money.  I’m not at this point clear in my own mind and I have not made a decision and there will be lots of consultation about just how this Chancellor’s Fund money this year and next year will be spent.  We are walking through a period that is so complicated that there are just some decisions that I think we are just better off saying we’ll make those later.  It doesn’t cost us anything to do that and I think that later we can make better decisions. 

Then, finally there is the famous credit card charge rebate.  This campus had been spending one and a half million dollars each year to the credit card companies so that they would accept our students and our families paying their tuition by credit card.  I have to tell you virtually every university in the country is walking away from this because that is a lot of money to spend just to be able to… I mean basically we are subsidizing… Two years ago I would have said we were subsidizing frequent flier miles for our students and their families.  It’s changed a little bit.  When I came last year, actually I participated in the budget discussions in the Fall before I came and we talked a little bit about this and I indicated that I thought we should stop doing it and so they actually built half of that in the budget, that is the budget for the year just past assumed that there was seven hundred thousand dollars new money that just flowed out to the units as it usually did and that is in everybody’s budget.  Of course, the sort of unfortunate thing is that they hadn’t really done the cancellation of the credit charge so we had to kind of race a little last fall to get that done, but we did get it done.  We did not get that many complaints.  We are through it.  It will never arise again.  That freed up another eight hundred thousand dollars and what I did this year is rather than giving it back to the units directly, that is through the RCM formula, I put it in the strategic hiring fund because otherwise we would have had to assess the units to cover that.  This way it goes into a fund which will flow back out to the units and we didn’t assess the units for that.  That is basically what we did with the FY03 budget.  
Now let me speak a little bit about the coming budget and then we will wrap this up and then we’ll take questions on last year’s process, this year’s process, the coming year process.  As you know and as we are going to discuss more later, we are going to go into a campus strategic planning endeavor this coming year.  I think this is very important for the campus.  I am hoping that it can be a very positive experience for the campus and then at the end we will be pleased with it.  We are having to do this perhaps more quickly than we would under normal circumstances because we have the Commitment to Excellence fund.  Let me make sure that you understand what this Commitment to Excellence fund is.  It does not apply this year.  It starts next fall.  That means that when you read an editorial in the IDS supporting the Commitment to Excellence fund we greatly appreciated that support; however, today’s students will not be paying this tuition.  It will start next year.  At the same time, it will only be the new students.  The new students will be charged this as, in essence, a special assessment that will be in addition to the “regular” tuition.  So you might say, “How much is the regular tuition?”  The answer is that has not been determined and that won’t be determined until next spring by the Board of Trustees.  The regular tuition this year was nine percent.  How much will the regular tuition be for the next year?  I don’t know.  You will have two different sources of money.  You might call it the regular money, that is the regular tuition increase that everybody pays, new students and continuing students, and then the special money, the Commitment to Excellence, one thousand dollars.  Then we step back that in cohort after cohort after cohort.  So this year the new students pay it.  The year after that the new students pay it.  The year after that the new students pay it.  Until everybody essentially has been absorbed into the tuition.  A number of universities have done this this year or in the past and there will be more doing it I’m sure in the future.  Why?  One is because, given the budget situation in the states, we are desperate for new money.  The other reason is the psychology of it.  You do not impose that special tuition on students who are already here.  You impose it on students and families who have not yet made their decision, so they are forewarned, they know ahead of time.  It is seen I think as a more fair, more straightforward kind of approach and that is the way it seems to have worked at other universities.  As you know, Purdue started theirs this year.  We didn’t.  We decided, they instituted theirs and they announced theirs last fall.  We talked about it for a longer time.  We wanted to be really careful about it and make sure that we were doing the right thing, and then when the Trustees did approve it they approved it on the schedule that it would not apply for a year, so people have plenty of notice, there is no issue here about notice.  
The Commitment to Excellence will generate about twenty-eight million dollars over five years.  It takes five years to basically cover everybody, and for everybody to basically move out.  You could say six years, but really five years will do most of it for us.  Financial aid, 3.9 million dollars.  I want to come back to this because this is primarily need-based and it is to help families and students be able to afford, to some extent, the one thousand dollar tuition.  There are some other ways that we can use this money and I want to come back.  
Faculty positions, 11.5 million dollars.  These should be new positions although I do understand that there are some units where not every vacancy is being filled.  I think this is enough money, you want a rough guess of, I don’t like to do the numbers on the positions because the variance in salary is considerable across fields and across rank, but rough estimate, this should fund about a hundred faculty positions.  That is a rough estimate.  I don’t think that we are going to have a hundred vacancies not filled.  At the end of the day we should have more faculty on this campus.  That is important for programmatic reasons and also for more faculty to be available to work with our students, undergraduate and graduate.  
The third is programmatic investments.  I suspect that as we go down, and again we will talk in more detail about this when we talk about the strategic plan, I suspect that it will often, although not always, see the faculty piece and the programmatic investments together.  That is, there will be a proposal, we want to do this, it is the greatest thing since sliced bread, it will move Indiana forward, it will gain us access to twelve million dollars in grants and contracts, and all you have to do is to give us two faculty and two hundred dollars and we are off and running.  I don’t think we are going to see that proposal but that would be what I think will happen often.  That is, the request for faculty will come at the same time as a request for startup costs, equipment, whatever other, library materials, whatever other needs are associated with hiring those new faculty.  They do not have to come together, they can be separate.  We will see some of those I suspect as well.  
Then the graduate fellowship matches.  This is restricted to graduate fellowships, we put a hundred thousand dollars in this for this year.  This is a match, this will run basically like the endowed chairs ran in the campaign, okay?  The donor wants to give, let’s say the donor wants to give, we have not done the details on this yet and I think we will have it done within six weeks or so.  So this is purely an example.  We have to set a minimum, what is the minimum amount you can pledge in order to get into this program.  Let’s just for ease say a hundred thousand dollars.  One hundred thousand dollars will generate five thousand dollars a year, so maybe we will make it three hundred thousand.  Okay, three hundred thousand will generate, at five percent, which right now is actually a little high, will generate fifteen thousand, okay, now we are getting there.  We will match that with fifteen thousand.  Now you’ve got a very nice one so scale it down a little bit.  We are probably looking at graduate fellowships running between fifteen thousand total and twenty-five thousand total, somewhere in that neighborhood.  Half of it would come from the spin-off from the donor’s endowed funds and the other half would come from this pool that we will build.  So we put one hundred thousand dollars in this year, just in case we had an early donor.  If anyone here is interested I’d be happy to talk with you.  If you know anybody who is interested send them our way.  We don’t think we will get much call because we’ve got to ramp up the program.  We will start then with the coming year, we will pull some money out of the Excellence fund and do that over a five year period and we will end up with almost three million dollars, add the one hundred and it is three million.  If we do this right, it will be very important for our campus.  It will take a lot of work, it is hard to raise money for graduate fellowships.  It is not like raising money for undergraduate scholarships, which is much easier, nor is as easy as it is to raise for endowed chairs and professorships.  This will take a lot of work by the faculty and the deans and myself.  I think that if we can do it and I’m hopeful that we can, it will be very important.  
Now, one of the things that occurs to me, in hindsight, and we can do this, in fact there is every reason to do this, well we can match that financial aid piece too.  That is, this is for financial aid so what if we create a program that is just like what I described with the graduate program.  We say to a donor, if you will give this much money to be endowed we will match it.  We’ve not lost any money from the financial aid package, in fact we’ve just doubled it.  So, what I’d like to do is to also use the financial aid money to match, so that at the end of the day we don’t have four million dollars in financial aid we have eight million, or maybe if we do a two-to-one match we have twelve million, right?  
We can, this is very important to realize that we are going to have a partial overlap between the Commitment to Excellence program and the Next Bloomington Campaign.  We are getting ready to go back into gear.  If you just, I’ve mapped it out.  This year we will do planning.  So 02-03, that is our planning year, that is this year.  The Commitment to Excellence funds come in starting 04 and they will go down say five years to 08. Probably, again no hard decision made on this, but probably we will start officially the Next Bloomington Campaign somewhere say 06.  That will run through 10.  If you just diagram it, what you see is we’ve got three years, 06, 07, and 08 where the campaign is on and the Commitment to Excellence is continuing.  What that means is that we are going to have an opportunity in the next ten years that may not come again for a very long time.  We are going to have a campaign and we are going to have a special tuition program.  We must spend that money wisely.  If we do not spend that money wisely we will have a terribly lost opportunity.  
The last part of the handout really is just my sort of notes to myself on things I need to say to you about this.  The overall goal for this campus over the next seven or eight years is to make strategic investments in faculty and academic programs so that we can advance Bloomington’s national and international standing in all of these good things, research, scholarship, creative activity, undergraduate education, graduate education.  How do we do that?  We articulate our mission, our values, and our priorities.  We will do that in the strategic planning endeavor for this campus.  Many, most of the college and the schools have done this already.  They have articulated mission and values and priorities.  We need to do it as a campus as well.  We then need to develop and implement the allocation process so that we use these priorities to make good investments.  
We need to organize and coordinate our efforts across types of funding.  This is absolutely key, in your mind please don’t think we have two sources of funding, tuition and state funding.  We have those two, less and less with the state, but those are not the only sources that you need to think about.  We need to think about absolutely as we think tuition, we think state funding, we need to think private funding.  We need to think funding from individual donors and we need to think funding from foundations.  We also need to think grants and contracts and we need to think licenses and royalties.  In other words, we have to plan for a future where the percent of our budget that is being funded by the state will show the same trend line that Neil showed you for the last ten years.  We have to be prepared for that and the only way we can be prepared for that is to do better and better and better at raising revenues from these other sources.  
Pitfalls to avoid: failure to plan. If you don’t plan at all you are likely to just short of dribble your money away.  It will be a little bit here, a little bit there, and then at the end of the day, you don’t know what you’ve invested in.  Failure to have meaningful priorities, failure to coordinate, if every unit does exactly what it pleases and what it pleases has nothing to do with what any other unit is interested in, we will not get the kind of bang for our buck that we can get if people coordinate.  Now, that doesn’t mean that we have sort of three areas and we put all our money in it, that would be quite foolish.  It does mean that we at least have some fundamental basic areas where we are coordinating and focused on, that is, where we can make sure that we are moving ahead.  Other units don’t need that kind of coordination and if we try to do it, it probably wouldn’t be a good idea.  
I don’t want you to think it is all some kind of lockstep, it is not.  In fact, the very next failure that I warn against is the failure to be open to the extraordinary opportunity.  So, there is a balance here.  There is a balance between being planful and being coordinated and being open, seizing opportunities, investing in all those sorts of lucky streaks that just go by.  So, you’ve got to balance those two.  That is an art.  We all have to understand that.  We have to do both.  
Finally, and this to me is sort of so important, and I’m not saying that we are going to have any of these failures, I’m just warning against them.  It would be a failure to not be sufficiently ambitious.  We must be ambitious.  We must look ahead.  This is a once in a lifetime opportunity.  We will have significant money.  Necessary ingredients, I think these are straightforward, being part of a community that is doing important, exciting things and will change the world we live in.  That is what we are doing now and that is what we should want to do in the future.  The assurance that everybody is needed to play a role in this endeavor, this is not just a few people over here or a few people over there, it takes the whole community.  My last, I won’t preach at you anymore, but my last little saying here, I believe this so much, is that over the next eight years we can make a lasting difference, a positive difference, enormously wonderful difference on this campus if we seize the opportunity.  If we don’t seize it, it won’t happen.  This is a sort of historic moment right now for this campus and it is because of this confluence of two fairly large revenue streams that will be coming in over a very short time.  Thank you.  What do I do?  Could you hear?
ENO: This is questions on both the Budgetary Affairs Committee report and on Sharon’s statement of the campus report, questions and discussion.  
HAMBURGER: This is kind of a minor concern about this, but it seems as we move towards more of these specialized fees assessed to students that especially graduate students are being faced with a big new burden that is not covered by the fee remissions.  Any comment about that?
BREHM: I’m not a fan of fees.  I’ve never been a fan of fees.  I’d rather roll it into the tuition and cover it, but I think what happened this particular year is we were confronted with a budget crisis and so we were just kind of trying to maneuver.  I think in general to the extent that you can… I mean it would be great if you could truly eliminate the fee, that is, not have to get the revenue, but if you have to get the revenue I would rather have it rolled in.  You know, my impression, and I’m certainly not an expert on this, is that IU is not a heavy fee obtainer.  Look at the University of Virginia, that is a situation where the state caps the tuition in a very strong manner, so really the only way they’ve been able to pay their bills is to raise the fees.  They have very high fees, but in effect it is a substitution for tuition.  We have more flexibility with our tuition so I think at some point one might want to take a real look at the fees and see if we want to propose some other way to handle them.
RUBIN: Sharon, you mentioned that we have these two funding streams that will be coming in over the near future that will present this historic opportunity to us.  Another aspect of that is how we compare to our peer institutions along those same lines.  Is that same effort going on at those institutions, or are we going to be able to make progress against sort of the norm because we will have those funding streams that other institutions will not?
BREHM: That is a very good question, because it is in fact the case that many of the Big Ten institutions, if I take those as our peers, have done this one thousand dollar, I would sort of have to sit down and tick them off, but it started with Illinois.  It was called the Illinois plan.  Purdue has done it.  I think Penn State did some version of it.  It is true that a lot of institutions have gone this route.  It is also true that most institutions are in continuous campaign mode.  In terms of money flowing in, we are very good, we are not the best in the Big Ten over the long term, but we are very good at private fund raising.  It may be that we can do that better than some of the other institutions, that is one.  Two, the bang for your buck is determined by the decisions you make of where to invest it.  Again, that gets back to the wisdom of our investment.  It is a good question.  The money per se might not be the critical issue.  
MORGAN: Sharon, I have a couple of questions about these funds.  One way of looking at these funds is that they were levied in order to make up for a shortfall, an estimated increase in shortfall over the next several years.  If that is the case and the shortfall is going to hit all of the revenue centers on campus, that is all the academic units, then one way of looking at these funds is that some significant portion of them are really coming from the units and now being dispersed in a different way through the campus.  If I were a dean that would upset the hell out of me, frankly.  It is as if someone picked my pocket before I had a chance to put anything in it.  
BREHM: Can I respond to that?
MORGAN: Sure.

BREHM: Okay.  Because it is a very good…

MORGAN: Don’t they feel like their pockets have been picked?
BREHM: It depends.
MORGAN: Oh, the shrewder ones.

BREHM: But, you make a very good point.  I think what we need to do is think along a continuum.  What we want to do, what we intend to do, what we plan to do, is to use these funds for strategic investment.  Now, that is through the units, we are not investing in some sort of outside entity.  It is through the units.  The units, remember, will also have the “regular” tuition flow, don’t forget that piece.  Now, so the sort of best strategy, and again this is true for us, it is true for all the universities that have done it, is to take this as strategic investment money that is not backfill, that is not bread and butter, but is truly advancing the institution.  Now, lets just say hypothetically, I don’t think this is going to happen and let us all hope it doesn’t happen, lets say the budget of the state just collapses, just absolutely collapses, would we then say that we wouldn’t access any of that one thousand dollars to keep the ship afloat?  I mean if we were really in a perilous state? Of course not.  We’d have to.  We know that.  To some extent we do have to be aware of a continuum.  However, I think as long as we can do a responsible reasonable job without accessing that one thousand dollars for other than strategic investment, that is to our long-range benefit.  We will work with the units to do that.  Whether the deans are unhappy sort of depends on whether they are concerned about will they not be able to operate their unit, and they do have those concerns and when they are concerned about that they are unhappy. On the other hand, when they think about what this could mean to a program in their unit, then they are very happy.  That is the dynamic and it is going to play out over the course of the year because of course we don’t know what next year’s budget in terms of the state is going to look like.  Nor do we know the regular tuition.  So, there are pieces of this that are unknown at this point.
ENO: Can I make a brief comment on that?  The raise in tuition the Trustees authorized last summer was meant to compensate for projected loss in budget, decline in the budget, and to try to provide the backfill to the degree possible, with the student fee for IT providing a great deal of the rest of the backfill.  That to a degree will protect these funds for the short term as we plan for them.  The Trustees may decide that they have to do that again to protect these funds from being used for backfill or to trade off in this way.
MORGAN: We have a lot more freshman on campus this year.  That was a little bit unexpected that it was quite as large.  That number of students puts additional pressure on the units for standard programs.  I mean just courses, rooms, sections, graduate and whatever.  You don’t get more students in the kind of situation we are in by getting better and better and better students all the time because we are in such great competition, no matter what Don Hossler tells us.  So, we need more funds for remediation, we need more funds for special programs to help these students succeed.  At the same time that we are adding these fees, which we are going to use for forward-looking enhancing programs, when in fact the enrollments may go down from this freshman class.  We may not have the tuition revenue that we are going to need.
BREHM: Let me tell you how that plays out.

MORGAN: Okay, there is a story for this one too.

BREHM: Yeah.  I mean actually we did not anticipate.  Our goal was 6750.  That would have kept us right where the Zaret report said we should be, which is at capacity.  If you read the Indy Star there are various sort of interpretations of how we got to where we are.  But, the last number that I saw was 7008.  There was one report, 7080, that was wrong.  It was 7008.  We are up about 250 students from what we expected.  Actually the really good news and this is so impressive and Maynard Thompson deserves a lot of credit and the College, particularly David Zaret and Dean Swami, deserve a lot of credit for this because most of those students take most of their courses in Arts and Sciences.  This is predictable.  We started stuffing money into the College in the spring.  We could see this coming.  We saw that we were going to have more students than we anticipated and for the first time in living memory, right, the waitlist problem declined.  If you look at the graph it is absolutely hilarious, the enrollment went up and the problem was ameliorated, you don’t see that many in any other year.  The reason was because we did, we got in there.  In fact, the waitlist is better this year than it was last year, even though we have more students.  The other thing, I then talked with the deans and I said okay we are going to come in over 6750.  The question is what is our target for next year.  Is our target 7000 for next year?  Is it 6750?  Or is it 6500?  They said it is 6750.  Meaning that they don’t want to adjust for the jump because it is more money.  Neil, do you know money it is, extra money coming in?

THEOBALD: Oh, it would be several million dollars.
BREHM: I think it was five-ish.
THEOBALD: Not quite that high.  About 3.5 million dollars.

BREHM: That is money that we didn’t seek.  It is here.  It is a sort of a bubble.  We have by the way tightened the screws for the coming year in terms of the admission because we don’t want to do this all the time.  The Zaret report is very convincing, if you haven’t read it I urge you to get a copy of it, because it simply said, “Could we increase the number of students, for the moment, could we increase? Sure, would it bring in more money, sure, but we would have to hire more faculty, build more buildings and at the end of the day there is no extra money.  It is not a revenue generator for this campus; given the other issues that it raises, there is no point in doing it.  We will next year, I think we can assure you unless we win the NCAA basketball championships, we will bring in at 6750.

ENO: We probably should move on.  We have a very heavy agenda of items.  We probably should move on.  The next item on the agenda is the Proposal on Housing for First-Year Students and Mary Popp, who is chair of the Student Affairs Committee, is going to present that.  I have to apologize, I sent all of you a copy of the proposal itself by email attachment, but I neglected to have it duplicated as a handout to have in front of you today as I should have done.
AGENDA ITEM #7: PROPOSAL ON HOUSING FOR FIRST-YEAR STUDENTS
(Librarian Mary Popp, Student Affairs Committee)

(For BFC Action)

POPP: We will hope that you can all hear me as we go along.  You all did get from Bob on your email and some of you have even been discussing it on the BFC only list the proposal that came from the Office of the Chancellor.  It was written by Dean of Students Dick McCaig and by Bruce Jacobs, who is in charge of residential programs, among the other things in his portfolio.  That proposal focuses specifically on the first year student.  It presents research, I’m not going to read that.  That was in the email.  A lot of strong research that talks about the importance to students and to the success that students have in many ways, not just academically, but also socially that living in campus housing gives to them.  Then you have with it a recommendation.  I will read that part of it. 

The recommendation says “Students who start living on campus realize greater benefits almost across the board, which advantage them later years.  Therefore, it is proposed that beginning with the entering class of 2003, all undergraduate first year students enrolled at Indiana University Bloomington be required to live on campus during their first year.”  Then it goes on to talk about exemptions for people who are commuting from home, for transfer students, students who are over 21 or married.  Fraternities are defined here as on campus housing and then there are other options for requesting exemptions.  Essentially, then, the recommendation is very basic and in many ways very modest: we are really talking about first year students.  
You have before you on the table a recommendation from the Student Affairs Committee that you approve this proposal.  We also had included with our recommendation a friendly amendment of sorts suggesting that we also consider asking the Board of Trustees who will implement this policy to evaluate its effects.  As I said earlier, the proposal is modest.  The committee spent a lot of time talking about it.  We had a very nice meeting with the Chancellor and Dick McCaig and Bruce Jacobs and Don Hossler in which we asked a whole lot of pointed questions and got some answers that I think some of you might be interested in and that we actually included in the document that you have in front of you.  We were trying to find out who else did this, there are four other Big Ten schools that have a residency requirement, two of them actually have a two-year residency requirement.  They are Penn State, Ohio State, Michigan State, and Illinois.  
We asked whether it was worth it because this is a pretty small group.  We are talking maybe four hundred some students.  One of the questions that we asked to the Chancellor was did she think it was worth it and she said so.  She said the things that came out of that research that you are reading.  She talked about the fact that we’ve got a responsibility to our students to give them the best head start we can.  Maybe it is a small group, but we’ve added to the success rate of our students by giving them this opportunity and making this requirement.  
We asked questions of Dick and Bruce about what the impact of the proposal would be on the residence halls and their ability to accommodate sophomores, juniors, and seniors who want to stay on campus.  This was of particular concern for many of the members of our committee.  They were really concerned that students who were upperclassmen might be pushed out by this requirement.  Eigenmann Hall has been off the books because it is being renovated.  It will become more undergraduate housing.  In January we will get four hundred beds back from Eigenmann and with the potential for getting more if we need it.  Some of that space was going to be ear-marked for office space but we can be a little bit flexible in how much space we get.  We can easily accommodate the needs of freshman and other students who want to live on campus.  
We were assured financial aid would be available for students who needed that in order to live on campus and several of those things were described and I can describe them to you later if you want to know a bit more about it.  
We have people on our committee who are concerned about programming.  We asked questions about programming and staffing.  Staffing will be added to to make sure that we’ve covered the needs of the freshman and first-year students coming in.  
We asked about the impact on admissions.  Would this proposal mean that we would have to turn away qualified freshman?  Don Hossler assured us that number one we wouldn’t damage the admissions process and that we would be able to control admissions if we needed to, but he didn’t think that that was going to be particularly likely.  We are hoping that we will not have another year like this one even though it is nice to have lots of new students on campus.  
We asked how the students felt about the proposal.  We learned that IUSA and Residence Halls Association have expressed approval of the plan and we were particularly interested to hear about the Residence Halls Association being interested and approving the plan.  
You’ve all been reading your email or at least some of us have been reading our email and I think I read enough of it almost to the end and I know that Eric had a question about why not include transfer students.  I think it is a really good question because it would be a boon to transfer students to be able to ask them to live here as well.  This proposal though is pretty focused.  It is focused on the first-year student.  It might be appropriate and I will defer to Chancellor Brehm about this one.  It might be appropriate to ask us to look at transfer students for the next one, but we don’t know right now what resources we are going to have to and how many students this would mean and what resources we are going to have to deal with them.  But it is certainly a good issue and we should be including that wherever we can in our discussions here because it is important.  
The second question has been brought up about whether we want to build in evaluation and several people talked about that.  The Student Affairs Committee thought it was important to figure out whether this worked and what the impact was going to be.  We think that we want to be sure that the benefits are realized.  We know that there is potential for negative impact on sophomores and upper-class students living in the residence halls and we want to be sure that the proposal has not had a negative impact on the admissions process.  We suggested evaluation after the second and fourth years.  We had originally said the first and second years but the second and fourth seems to a bit better for us because we can still ask the students.  That was a reason for us thinking a little bit about it.  Our endorsement of the recommendation is not contingent on that review.  That review is something that we suggest we recommend but our endorsement of this proposal is not contingent on having a review.  We support it, the Student Affairs Committee is behind this proposal.  We think that it is important to our students to do and we recommend that you all agree with us.  What did I miss?
[Tape changed.  Some words may have been lost.]

BRABSON: Mary, an obvious question is the cost for students.  I could imagine that the IU dorm turned out to be more expensive than living in an inexpensive Bloomington apartment and buying your own food then one could hear arguments to that extent.  What is the difference in costs typically, averagely speaking?
POPP: I lost the last part of your question.  What is the difference…
BRABSON: What is the difference in cost between living on campus and buying campus food and living off campus and buying their own food, roughly speaking?

POPP: That is a good question.  We know parts of those answers because students have several options for how much food they buy and the room and board pieces are separated out.  If I had to give you exact numbers there is no way that I could do that.  We do know that there is the ability to get financial aid in various places and one of those ways is to live in places where you don’t have to pay for the board package, you get the room but not the board.  Another one is the ability to work to pay for some of those costs.  We know that that kind of financial aid is available but those figures have not been given to us and I’m looking over here to see if maybe Chancellor Brehm can give them.

BREHM: I think that is a very good answer.  The additional thing is that we will have a process for exemptions.  There is a sort of general clause there that says for any other circumstance.  So any student who felt for some reason he or she was really disadvantaged by this could apply for the exemption and I’m sure if it were a financial issue that would bring the troops in to try to sit down with that person and see if one of these various ways we could not make it affordable for them.  
SENCHUK: I guess I am wondering whether there are any health and safety issues connected with this.  I mean are there any reasons to believe that students in university housing have fewer or greater difficulties with respect to health and safety?
BREHM: I don’t have the facts and figures, nor do I have children.  But if I were asked where I think an eighteen year old should live the first year in college I doubt I would say in an apartment two miles from campus.  I would rather have them on campus and I would rather have them in a residence hall where there is a system.  Now it is not perfect.  It is not like there are no risks in a residence hall.  I mean I think there are risks.  But I think they would be considerably lower.  
SENCHUK: I guess I would worry about things like the concentration of students in a small area about things like meningitis.
HAWKINS: You are now recommended to give a shot to your child.  If a child would not be coming on campus but now has to because of the recommendation do we have any accommodation to make sure that those students to require them to take that shot?
BREHM: On meningitis?
HAWKINS: Yeah, they are not required, you are recommended.  So that is a health…
BREHM: I don’t think any child doesn’t come on campus in order to avoid taking the shot.  I mean…  
HAWKINS: The point is you are increasing the density of students and some of those will not take that shot so that you are increasing the incidence of that disease.
BREHM: Yes.  We are increasing it from 92 percent to 96 percent.  I mean it is four hundred students.  I would suggest that whether or not we require the shot is a separate issue; that it is not an issue linked to this and that it should be pursued as a separate issue.  
HAWKINS: But if having the four hundred increases the places on campus that you have more dense student living because you can’t accommodate that number.  I mean right now how many do we have living in dorms?
BREHM: Over ten thousand?
POPP: Yes.
HAWKINS: How many are living not in a room but in a lounge?
BREHM: Oh, I don’t know exactly how many.  We’ll have them all out within a month.  I was surprised at the low number when it was said to me.  I do know that it was a quite a low number.
HAWKINS: I just used it as an example and it’s a question that I don’t think we know if there are any increased risks.

BREHM: We have a student question?

ANDERSON: I’m curious as to what the committee discussed about the impact on graduate student housing, especially if the graduate students are interested just in particular space that is distinct from undergraduate housing, especially freshman housing.
BREHM: I don’t think this will impact graduate housing.
ANDERSON: Well, traditionally Eigenmann has been a graduate dorm and now it seems like it will not be at all a graduate housing.  
BREHM: No, this is a small portion of Eigenmann.  I don’t think it was, when we were discussing this, I didn’t get any feeling that this was any change in its function.  It has just been in renovation.  Much of Eigenmann… The real issue with Eigenmann is not this program.  There is an issue though that you should probably talk with Bruce and Pat Connor about and that is that half of Eigenmann is going to move into being offices.  My understanding is that they hope then to create more apartments for graduate students.  That is the real issue I think for graduate students.  I would suggest that you talk with Bruce about it.  Okay?  
OGREN: I know you cited some research about the advantages of the system, but locally, has the eight percent that are not living in housing, do they present a particular problem?  Are we solving some particular problem for those eight percent?  Are we responding to something?
BREHM: We are trying to figure out who these eight percent are.  Realize that we have an exemption process, so we never have one hundred percent.  If you are over 21, if you have a family, if you are a commuter within a certain distance, and that is typical of any institution that has a housing requirement, you always exempt some.  We are trying to find out who these students are.  Dick is gathering this data.  So far there is nothing remarkable about them.  I mean in the sense…  They just don’t pop out at you.  I have to say and I have done this as a little bit of an experiment and you should do it yourself, I mention myself as an example.  I have asked people whom I know, “Would you allow your son or daughter to not live on campus their first year?”  I don’t get a yes from anybody.  I have to have the hypothesis that this is in part a lack of understanding on the part of parents and children about the differences, and the differences are very strongly supported by research.  I was astonished how strong this research is.  I actually did not know that.  I think this is a little bit of naïveté.  There may be, this is one interesting story, I have been told, I don’t know if it is true, that there are some students who live in Bloomington but who do not live at home and whose parents purchased a condominium for a small group of students.  Now in that case the parents are in fact promoting this.  My view is that is a very bad idea.  I think the institution should take a stand on that.  
MORGAN: When I first read this, and I must say that I do not believe anything that has been said or will be said will change my mind, although of course I’m not a rigid person.  [Laughter]  I thought that in the light of the fact that we finally are the top school in something or other that we need to tell somebody that we really care about something else and that this was one vehicle for doing this that was virtually harmless.  Since 92 percent of the first year students already do it and we could at least prove to our assembly that it wasn’t going to hurt another two percent or so that we would give in on it and it is a good promotion for the university.  You know, occasionally I’m willing to give them an opportunity to promote us as something where we can take some survey and say that is it not methodologically flawed and we can therefore enhance our image.  I will say, however, that there is one little aspect that just amazed me, well maybe two.  One is the exemption for fraternities.  I think this is a great opportunity to really to get the male students out of the fraternity houses during the first year, although I think that this is and I wonder if Dick has the figures on how many of those students were in fraternities during that first year succeed academically, certainly we don’t know how many succeed academically on their own, but they certainly have facilities to help them succeed academically I suppose.  The other thing is that I wonder if the Student Affairs Committee thought about a little rider that we not only forbid them from living off campus but we also forbid them from bringing a car.  [Laughter]  Which probably also has its affect on their academic lives, it certainly makes our lives utterly miserable.  Frankly, I think the whole thing is relatively benign.
BREHM: I would like to mention that we are now at ten after five.  We have two extremely big issues to talk about, Strategic Planning and also Campus Administrative Reorganization.  I feel that I have to talk with you about these issues because if I do not then I lose time that I desperately need.  I would really like to see if we can draw this discussion to a close so we at least have twenty minutes for this other discussion.  It doesn’t mean I won’t take any more questions, but…
RASMUSEN: Are we tabling this or is it something that we should vote on today?
BREHM: It is going to the Board of Trustees on Friday.
MORGAN: Oh, you can go without us then.
BREHM: Yes, it would be better to go with you.
MORGAN: Oh, I see.

ENO: My suggestion is that we entertain a motion to vote on this.  There are other issues we can talk about another time, but this would not be the time.
LION: I make a motion that we vote on this issue.
BREHM: All those in favor of the motion?  Is there a second?
RUBIN: Second.
BREHM: Any objections?

ENO: Would there be any objection to waiving a roll-call vote?  In that case we can do a voice vote or a hand vote.  
BREHM: All in favor please signify by saying “Aye.”  All opposed?
ENO: Shall we record the roll call vote? No?  Let’s do it again and we can record the count.
BREHM: All in favor raise your hand, and say “Aye.”  All opposed?
Motion Passes.  37 for, 7 against.

AGENDA ITEM #8: PROCEDURES FOR CAMPUS STRATEGIC PLANNING

(Chancellor Sharon Brehm)

BREHM: We are moving on to the Strategic Planning and I believe that you all have received in one form or another.
ENO: This is another document that I forgot to prepare a circular for but Kyle has prepared one right now to make sure that we all have copies.

BREHM: I think I’m going to start sort of walking through this and I’ll try to do this slowly enough so that by the time we get to something that you need to have it in front of you it will be. 

The first set indicates where the nominations for the committee are coming from and, quite frankly, we have already gone forward with that.  If you would like to change that I think that that is not possible at this point.  I have all of the nominations and I have been working in fact all day on the committee.  That step is moving forward.  The basic organization, I think is, and the reason for the urgency on this is because I really need to get this committee together so we can have one meeting this month, that has been my goal from day one.  I think we can reach this.  
I have asked the deans to provide an outline of the priorities for their units and those are due at the end of this month.  I would like to have the chance to meet with the committee, get ourselves organized, and then they will have, the first thing that will come into their hands will be a lot of paper to read and to digest.  Obviously the President and the Board of Trustees will be consulted throughout this process as is appropriate.  The first issues to face the committee that will be very important is for them to articulate our mission as a campus and our basic values.  I believe that this can be done fairly quickly.  I do not believe this will take three years.  You know the danger of strategic planning is that it takes forever and that it ends up with four thousand pages and nobody ever reads them.  I don’t think that is what we want to do.  We want to move quickly, carefully, thoroughly, thoughtfully, but quickly.  I will ask the Strategic Planning Committee to actually set themselves a deadline for completion of the mission and values statement.  
Then, what I would like them to turn to next will be a more difficult task, and that is to identify a set of campus-wide academic priorities by no later than February 1, 2003.  By the way, I intend for consultation with the campus to occur prior to that February 1, 2003.  The committee will need to figure out how it wants to consult with the campus.  There are various ways.  One way is to consult early on, have a town hall meeting or two or three, or have a website, or have you know a bulletin board.  There are a million different ways.  It’s sort of when do you want to do the consultation and how do you want to do it.  Myself, I am a fan of making sure that you have at least one consultation with the community once you have a draft of your mission, your values, and your priorities.  That gives people something to respond to, as opposed to just saying something in what appears to be a vacuum in the beginning because there has been nothing put forward.  The committee will have to work on that, how they have a consultation with the campus.  I don’t want you to think that this committee is going to go behind closed doors and then suddenly February 1 you will read in the newspaper that these are the priorities and you will have had no chance to have input.  You will have a chance but I didn’t feel that I should dictate that to the committee.  That is the committee’s responsibility to develop that and I’m sure that the chair of the committee would be happy to come to the BFC and talk with you about how that is going to unfold so you get your input into that.  
The initiative proposals are the next step.  After we have the priorities then I will meet with the deans.  We talked about this a great deal, at the retreat with the deans in particular, because the more normal process is an RFP process where you ask everybody to send in a proposal.  The deans did not want to do it that way, I think for good reason.  I think what they wanted to do was a more project-focused approach and that is where they are charged by me to go into their units and to work with each other and with other campuses as well, if that is appropriate, to develop projects.  So you are going to get fewer projects coming forward and you are going to get projects that I think have more weight in the units because they won’t get past that process unless they do.  In other words, the first level of screening will be at the unit level and I mean by that the College and the Schools.  These are all academic priorities remember.  We will get to the other priorities in just a minute.  The deans are encouraged to collaborate and they will need to give a full description of the project and its impact and its importance and its significance and et cetera.  I know that it has to fulfill the objectives of the Commitment to Excellence program.  
I also then go into some words because President Brand, in his State of the University speech will talk about some priorities that he has for the University and these are described here.  They do not confine the strategic planning process but it simply says that what we develop should be consistent with these priorities.  These priorities are quite broad so it is not that difficult to be consistent with taking into account undergraduate education, there are a variety of ways to enhance that, enhancement of diversity, there are a variety of ways to enhance that, engagement with the state various ways, interdisciplinary work and I indicate that although it is not a priority I think it should be encouraged in this process.  Also, number five is kind of a leverage item and that says that it is important to, we will know from the proposal what other sources of funds could be leveraged through this proposal.  It is not required that you leverage any, you could have the greatest idea on earth and you need campus funding and there is no other money out there for it, so there, that is fine.  That is not going to be true of most proposals, most proposals are going to have access to some other sources of funding that they can obtain and that will be good because if you can bring more money that usually makes for a stronger effort.  
These proposals will not be submitted to the strategic planning committee.  They will be submitted to a group of review committees to be set up in consultation between the strategic planning committee and myself.  The reason for this is that we need to know what the priorities are before we can set the review committees up, because we will need some expertise.  The expertise will be driven by what the priorities are.  The Chancellor will seek the advise of the BFC Budgetary Affairs Committee, the Deans Advisory Committee, and the President on these recommendations and their budgetary implications.  And in order to get them in sync with the budget planning this all has to be done by March 15th.  It has to be done.  You know you think it cannot be done; it is just too much too fast.  You know what?  It can be done.  I think it can be done better because then nobody doddles.  They know this is a process that has got to get real attention and everybody’s focused and I think we get a better product in the end.  Anyway we don’t have a choice because if we delay it then we miss a whole budget cycle and that is too expensive.  
Then, after having developed the academic priorities, the Strategic Planning Committee, which by the way its work remember ends once it identifies the academic priorities so go back to February 1st.  So what does the Strategic Planning Committee, not the review committees, those are different, what does that group do?  Well, next they move to identify priorities of a more general nature; that is that they may affect the academic programs but they are not limited to the academic endeavors.  We do not have a source of funding for these priorities, but the Chancellor’s Fund is an obvious possibility and maybe we will be clever and find some other possibilities, but we do need to include some general priorities as well and so the same thing.  The Strategic Planning Committee will go through and come up with general priorities but we will just move those forward into the Fall because we won’t be able to fund those until the next year anyway.  
It is a year and a half kind of a process before it all comes to the end but I think it works.  We do the academic priorities first, that means we are ready to go with the Commitment to Excellence, then we do the general priorities and they are ready in time for the next year’s cycle.  I also at the very end ask the Strategic Planning Committee to go over to indicate and recommend some benchmarks so we can track the progress of all of these endeavors, whether any revision should be made to the academic priorities.  We are not going to keep the same academic priorities for all five years of the Commitment to Excellence, so we have to have some way in which to review them and modify them appropriately.  Hopefully, we won’t have a sort of radical turnover in one year but we will have some modification throughout that process I’m sure.  Also, as I indicate in number three, a way to review the whole strategic plan on a periodic basis.  That is, I tried to balance some and at the very end you will see the timeline that will show you how it all lays out.  So it is a fast process.  It is very focused.  It will have a lot of campus interest.  I think there will be campus anxiety and I hope there is also campus enthusiasm.  This is an opportunity.  If we do it right we will be happy about it.  If we don’t do it right we will be unhappy.  It is not going to be insignificant.  It is going to have a significant impact on the campus one way or the other.  
MORGAN: First of all, frankly I like the speed and I like your kind of energetic commitment to getting this done, much better than letting the thing drag on and end up as you say in a document too long for anybody to pay attention to it.  Hopefully, we will be able to avoid all of the distress that the last debacle with the strategic directions that we had several years ago.  Secondly, I like the idea that the proposals will be school based, that the deans will be working with people in their schools to generate rather than just take proposals from anybody and anyplace.  I think that that is a terrific idea and I think it is excellent.  But I have one criticism, I apologize, I think the committee is stacked.  No really.  I think there are nine members of the committee that are either deans of the schools or faculty appointed by deans of the schools.  The number of people associated with this body is very small and frankly the clerical union staff members then just dissipate the sort of kind of block of interest so to speak.  I think frankly, it would have been a real challenge, but I think this body represents the diversity of the campus better than any other single body because it is it elected and it comes from everybody and frankly if there had been a way of keeping the deans who are already going to be in control of the proposals and the deans are going to [inaudible] the whole thing anyway so to have several of them on this committee seems to be to be just preposterous, but look you said it has already been done.
BREHM: It’s done.
MORGAN: But you can do one thing, you could have us elect the chair.

BREHM: No.  [Laughter]  No way.
MORGAN: I figured that I would give you the opportunity to step away.

BREHM: It seems to me that you portray the deans as a block.

MORGAN: Oh no, their best interest.

BREHM: The deans are not a block at all.  I’ve looked at all the members of the nominations now and I mean I would be hard pressed to tell the difference between the faculty on one list and another list.  I mean people are nominating, most of the faculty that are being nominated I have heard of because they are well known and well respected and so I don’t buy that.  I think we need to have the deans there.  They need to buy in to the process and they need to have some responsibility for the outcome otherwise it won’t work.  It just won’t.  
ENO: I think, Mike, that your point is excellent.  I think that there is built into this process a mechanism that we can use as the BFC to try to make sure that the balance is optimum.  I personally feel that the deans need to have a large stake in this, that the best ideas are going to come out of the units.  D on this list are two liaison appointments to the Long Range Planning Committee and the Agenda Committee.  Those liaisons to their committees and the committees themselves as liaison committees have to continually keep the BFC apprised of what is going on inside the committee, make sure that it is an open process and carry BFC debates and ideas back to that committee and identify this as coming from this campus group, which is a very diverse group with the legitimacy of having been elected.  There are issues that only emerge at the campus level and if you are locked in a unit perspective, even though it is a very good perspective, it is not going to explore those options and I think it is our obligation to keep in touch with the process and to send messages as needed.  I might note that Sharon put these liaisons in for that purpose aware of this into discussions that we had.
BASU: His point is taken on the fact that there are eleven persons here either from the deans office or nominated from the deans, which is a majority.
BREHM: Yes but the deans are nominating faculty.  I mean these are not like henchmen of the deans: these are faculty, highly respected, excellent faculty.
MORGAN: And henchmen.  [Laughter]
BREHM: I don’t think of the faculty nominated by the BFC as henchmen for the BFC.  I think everybody is trying to nominate very, very good faculty.
ENO: If there is a pause right now, let me make a suggestion.  We are right at our mandatory adjournment time and we would need to vote to extend it.  We have a very important item that is left, quite apart from the strategic planning process.  I think that as an information item that we need to explore.
BREHM: When is the next meeting?

ENO: It is not until October 1st.

BREHM: Let’s hold off.  That is doable.  You may want to vote to extend this discussion on the strategic plan.  This is going to come out of the gate very quickly and I don’t want anyone to feel that they haven’t had a chance to ask questions, talk, make comments, make criticisms, whatever.

ENO: So we will entertain a motion to extend the adjournment time.  Adjournment times are really hard to extend.
RUBIN: Are there issues that people have questions about that we need to discuss?
ENO: We have another minute.
ALEXANDER: Will this be on next weeks agenda?
ENO: Let’s assume this, we have another full agenda coming up but why don’t we place this as a discussion item on that agenda. Perhaps we will place it a little further down and get a sense of how people feel about it as the meeting goes on.  We will have the provost item on the agenda, which is the campus reorganization, administrative reorganization item and move on from there.
BREHM: And I want to be very clear, we will probably going to have this committee set up and having had one meeting before the next BFC meeting.  Okay?  Now there will be very little process that will have occurred.  Everybody okay with that?
ENO: We should be able to get a report on the first meeting from our liaison, at least one, perhaps two liaisons.
ANONYMOUS: Bob, who are the liaisons?

ENO: The appointments have not been made yet.  

BREHM: Soon. We’ll know soon.  We are adjourned.

Meeting adjourned 5:30 P.M.
Julie Bobay, Secretary
