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1.
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Memorial Resolution for Professor Emeritus Lynne L. Merritt, Jr.



(Circular B4-2002)



http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/BFC/circulars/01-02/B4-2002.htm

2.
Discussion of Minutes



(Professor Robert Eno, Agenda Committee)

3.
Agenda Committee Business



(Professor Robert Eno)



(Circulars B1-2002, B2-2002, and B3-2002)



http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/BFC/circulars/01-02/B1-2002.htm


http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/BFC/circulars/01-02/B2-2002.htm


http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/BFC/circulars/01-02/B3-2002.htm
4.
Presiding Officer’s Business



(Chancellor Sharon Brehm)

5.
Question / Comment Period*



(Chancellor Sharon Brehm and Professor Robert Eno)  



(10 minutes)

6.
Report on "Conversations on Race" Program                              

        

(Mr. Doug Bauder, Mr. Barry Magee, Residential Programs)       

7.
Proposal for Domestic Partner Benefits (for action today)

        

(Professors Moira Smith and Elyce Rotella, Fringe Benefits Committee)    



(Circular B5-2002)



http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/BFC/circulars/01-02/B5-2002.htm
8.
Review of Status of Proposed AI Grievance and Appointment Procedures   

        

(Professor Malcolm MacFarlane, AI Affairs Committee)  



(Circulars B6-2002, B7-2002, B8-2002, and B9-2002)




http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/BFC/circulars/01-02/B6-2002.htm


http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/BFC/circulars/01-02/B7-2002.htm


http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/BFC/circulars/01-02/B8-2002.htm


http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/BFC/circulars/01-02/B9-2002.htm
ATTENDANCE

Members Present:  Moya Andrews; Abhijit Basu; Julie Bobay; Julia Bondanella; Bennet Brabson; Sharon Brehm; Ann Bristow; Scott Brish; Erik Bucy; Carolyn Calloway-Thomas; Richard Carr; Geoffrey Conrad; Dan Drew; Robert Eno; David Flinders; Ann Gellis; Laura Ginger; Christopher Haynes; Kevin Hunt; Margaret Intons-Peterson; Elin Jacob; Paul Jamison; Melissa Jones; Bradley Levinson; Elizabeth Lion; Malcolm MacFarlane; Jay Mersch; Joseph Miller; Kelly Mix; Michael Morgan; Richard Nash; Jacob Oakman; Harold Ogren; Craig Ortsey; George Pinney; Wayne Pollard; Mary Pagliero Popp; Gary Potter; Barry Rubin; Albert Ruesink; Moira Smith; Sarita Soni; Rosann Spiro; Maynard Thompson; Richard Viken; Kim Walker; Celestina Wroth; Jeff Wuslich

Members Absent with Alternates:  Doug Horner for Joseph Bonanno; Paul Eisenberg for Nick Cullather; Lynn Jamieson for Barbara Hawkins; Todd Schmitz for Diana Humphrey, Todd Schmitz for George Walker
Members Absent:  David Daleke; Amy Holtzworth-Munroe; Lawrence Hurst; Victor Viola; Stephen Watt

Visitors:  Doug Bauder, Residential Programs and Services; Julie Knost, Affirmative Action; Barry Magee, Residential Programs and Services; Dan Rives, Human Resources; Professor Elyce Rotella, Fringe Benefits Committee; Steve Sanders, Office of the Chancellor; Dietrich Willke, Student Affairs Committee

ENO:  Traditionally, our meeting would begin with the Chancellor gaveling us to order, but in order to do that, we need to have a gavel for the Chancellor to begin with.  Initially, I had wished that this moment would be one of ceremony, leading to accomplishment at this meeting.  Since the circumstances of the day have so drastically changed the tone for us, I am going to be very simple.  Without further ceremony I am going to present Chancellor Brehm, our new chair for the Faculty Council, with a stand for her gavel and a gavel to call us to order in the hope that she will often call us to order under much happier circumstances than today.  Chancellor Brehm.

BREHM:  Thank you very much.  Should I hit it?

ENO:  You should hit it.

[Chancellor Brehm strikes the gavel]

AGENDA ITEM #1: MEMORIAL RESOLUTION FOR

PROFESSOR EMERITUS LYNNE L. MERRITT, JR.

(Circular B4-2002)

BREHM:  We are in session, then.  I would like to make a brief statement about the events of today.  This is a time of great tragedy and sorrow for our country.  We mourn those who lost their lives today, and our hearts go out to their families and to their loved ones.  Because this is a time of great anxiety and concern, we have decided that classes and other normally scheduled events on campus should continue.  It is important to maintain a normal, regular schedule, and we have encouraged faculty to talk with their students about the events of today.  Obviously, should any student feel uncomfortable going to class because they have a relative in the New York or Washington area, or should any faculty member not feel capable, under the circumstances, of teaching their course, that would be fine.  In general, we want the campus to go on with its daily schedule.  It is very important, when you go through traumatic events like this, that there be some stability in life.  We hope we have provided that, at least to a minimal degree.

I want to tell you that we do have some students in the Washington area.  There were some SPEA students in the Washington Leadership Program.  There was one GROUPS program student, 25 full time Navy Personnel who were in the Executive Education Program in SPEA, and also a student in political science who was at the Washington Center.  Of those people that we have contacted, all of them are safe.  We have five people we have not contacted, but we believe they are just fine, but getting into the Washington area is, as you can imagine, very difficult.  As far as we know at this moment there are no IU students in the United States who have been affected by the recent events.  We were asked about students and faculty who might be abroad, and as far as we know there have not been problems.  Obviously, this would be a good time for anyone abroad, student, faculty, or otherwise to be very careful and circumspect.

This evening, I will be walking the campus with Jake Oakman, who is President of the IU Student Association.  We want to reassure students and emphasize that we are absolutely committed to maintaining the security and well-being of all of our students, faculty, and staff.  I have to tell you that there have already been some incidents, none of which were terribly severe physically, but for the victims the lack of severe physical abuse is not the only issue; it is very difficult psychologically to be verbally abused and attacked, and that has happened on our campus, to two students.  I met with one of them, and the other incident happen just before I came over here.  I also know of some students who were planning to go as a group to harass some other students, and that was prevented.  I need to ask you, as community and university leaders, to please make it very clear that we must be committed to the security of all of our students.  I would urge you, if you or anyone else witnesses such an incident, to please call the police.  We take these incidents very seriously, and we want to respond as quickly as possible.  Hopefully we will be able to contain them, but I think we will all need to be very vigilant over the next several days, and perhaps, longer than that.

Forums will be held in various locations this evening, particularly in the residence calls.  Also, specific information about the sites and other events will be posted on the IUB website.  I will comment that one of the few good things that have come out of this horrible tragedy is that we are coordinating better, in terms of providing information for the campus.  Anything that appears relevant to these issues will automatically appear on the IUB website.  Hopefully, it will be a very good source of information for you, for students, and for anyone who cares to access that site.  The IU Health Center will be open to provide counseling to any student who requests it.  Again, any student, staff, or faculty who feel threatened or see something suspicious should notify the authorities, either the campus or city police, depending on the site.

This is a terrible tragedy, unlike anything that any of us have experienced in our lifetimes.  Our obligation now is to work with our students and help them come through this in a reasonable way, without taking out their fear on other students.  I had planned, obviously, to have some other remarks for you today, but this is where we have to begin.  There will be an opportunity for questions later.  I would point you to the current list of events for Tuesday evening.  There are prayer services at various locations, and the open discussion at 8 P.M. in Alumni Hall will be available.  As I said before, Jake and I will be on campus tonight, talking with students during the evening.    

I have one other announcement, regarding Jerry Tardy, CEO and President of the Alumni Association, who died recently.  It was a great tragedy for the university, because he was such a great university citizen.  It had been planned that we would have a memorial service tomorrow, and many of you may have been planning to go.  I have just learned that it has been postponed, given the current events.  We will definitely have a memorial service, but we do not know when.  That information will also be up on the IUB website.

At this point, I will ask that we move to our scheduled agenda.  You have before you a memorial resolution for Professor Emeritus Lynne L. Merritt, Jr.  It is my understanding that it is the tradition to ask you to stand for a moment of silence.

[moment of silence]

Thank you very much.  I am now going to ask you to stand again to mourn those who we have lost today.

[moment of silence]

Thank you very much.

AGENDA ITEM #2: DISCUSSION OF MINUTES

(Professor Robert Eno)

BREHM:  We will move on to the discussion of the minutes, and President Bob Eno.

ENO:  I am Bob Eno.  For those of you who are new this year, I am the President of the Council for this and next year, and I want to welcome all of you who are new to the council.  As I said in the informal beginning before I gave Chancellor Brehm her gavel, I had hoped that today would be a day of ceremony.  I had a number of ceremonial things and inspirational things to say regarding our work this year, but we are going to try to abbreviate this entire proceeding today.   There are other things on everybody’s mind.  We have important business that we need to accomplish today and we are therefore having our meeting, but I am going to abbreviate the comments that I would have made concerning my view of faculty governance and what I hope we would accomplish this year.  I will, however, go through some of the basic structures of faculty governance for those of you who are new so that you are oriented to the faculty council.

One of the things that we do here at the Faculty Council is take verbatim minutes.  That’s why we have the microphone in the center of the room and microphones up here for all of us more verbose people.  It’s important that when we speak here that we speak up as much as we can so that we can make a record of what we do.  When we make that record, we post it on the BFC website.  The BFC website is something that you all should become very familiar with.  It is at www.indiana.edu/~bfc.  From there you can access documents relating to the Bloomington Faculty Council, including a page with our minutes.  On that page, there is a link to the minutes of the previous year.  We have been very far behind in assembling our minutes from the previous year; we are now almost caught up.  There are six or seven sets of minutes that we will have to review in order to approve, but it is premature to ask you to approve them now.  I doubt that many of you have turned to the site to review them.  Fascinating as that reading might be, it is unlikely that you have gotten through them.  That said, the next time we meet, I will ask you to approve the minutes that have been prepared since the last time, and we will have a notice on the webpage noting which minutes have not yet been approved.  Those notices are not up yet, but there should be fresh links within a few days to all of the minutes I will ask you to approve.  

AGENDA ITEM #3: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS

(Professor Robert Eno)

ENO:  There is an item here called Agenda Committee Business, which is standard in our order of agenda items, and I want to introduce the members of our Agenda Committee.  The Agenda Committee is the Executive Committee of this council, and the members of the Agenda Committee are the people to whom you should turn if you have questions or suggestions or concerns about what is going on in the council or about things that you think the council should address.  The Agenda Committee members are also the pivotal points for keeping us informed in what’s going on in BFC committees.  Let me make sure you know all the members of the Agenda Committee.  Apart from myself, there is Ann Gellis from the School of Law, who is also our Parliamentarian for the year; Julie Bobay, from the Libraries, and who is our Secretary; Sarita Soni, from the School of Optometry; Laura Ginger, from the School of Business; and Dan Drew, who is from the School of Journalism.  Make sure that if you have comments that you want to convey, things that you think we should be doing or concerns that you have, please contact an Agenda Committee member and we will be glad to respond as best we can.  

In addition to the Agenda Committee, who try to make the council run, the most important committee that keeps this council going is Ellen Pettay.  (laughter)  Ellen has been the long-time secretary to the BFC, for three decades.  We couldn’t possibly get along without her.  Ellen is indispensable.  Her office, the BFC Office, is right across the hall in Ballantine 010.  If you have needs concerning the BFC, you should email Ellen.  If you need to pick up some materials that you lack or if you need to check on facts that are in documents of the BFC, feel free to come by Ballantine Hall.  In addition to Ellen, helping us is Kyle Kinnaman.  Kyle is a SPEA student who works full time in our office.  He is very capable, and has been helping us on the project to get our minutes together.  You should also feel free to ask Kyle if he can supply you the things you need if you do not find Ellen in the office or on email.

We have circulars that we post on the webpage prior to our meetings, which become matters of record for the BFC.  They are consecutively numbered, beginning with the prefix “B” and then the number after, followed by the year.  You have a variety of these on your table as a part of your handouts.  Those of you who are members will have a packet of handouts at your table every time we meet.  You will not need to pick them up at the front of the room, something I learned after a year.  The major circular that you should attend to for this meeting is a list of BFC members.  You should check your own listing for accuracy on circular B1-2002.  There is also a large circular, B2, which records all of our committee assignments.  Most of the work of the BFC is not done in these meetings; most of the work of the BFC is done in its standing committees.  The agenda items that the standing committees address are generally determined by the chair and the members of those autonomous committees.  The Agenda Committee may make suggestions and/or requests, but it is up to those committees to determine which issues to tackle and complete.  You will then contact the Agenda Committee and we will act on it.  Please check through the committee lists to spot your own committee assignments and make sure they correspond with your own records.

There is another set of circulars that I am going to note right now.  Agenda item number eight, the last item on our agenda, concerns a set of circulars that were generated last year which we are regenerating this year as B6-2002 through B9-2002.  These are circulars that were brought to us last year by the AI Affairs Committee.  They consist of a set of recommendations for improvements in the AI grievance and appointment procedures and other aspects of AI life here at IU.  These are important items that we didn’t have time to deal with fully last year.  We are going to be bringing these back to the table, and we had intended to reintroduce them more formally and thoroughly, but because we are going to abbreviate this meeting, all I am going to do is call your attention to those items now and ask you to review them before we meet again.  We will probably be moving through them over the course of the term.  We will not get to agenda item eight today.

With the arrival of Chancellor Brehm, we are, undoubtedly, facing many important changes to the campus.  Some will be very exciting for us; we will also encounter some continuity with the campus.  All of us appreciated very much our former Chancellor Ken Gros Louis, and I am sure that we will find when it comes to commitment to faculty governance and the values we share, our new Chancellor, Chancellor Brehm, will be equally dedicated to those values.  I do, however, want to alert you to one change which is already evident, to my dismay.  Somehow, Chancellor Brehm does not know all of our names.  (laughter)  Ken always knew our names.  I think that we should agree that, rather than walk out in indignation, we give the new Chancellor the chance to gradually become accustomed to who we are, to be able to read at a distance the very small letters that appear on our nameplates, gradually figure out what our first names are, and perhaps occasionally have to say, “you in red” when calling on us, for at least a few meetings.  Those are all the items I have under Agenda Committee business.

AGENDA ITEM #4: PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS

(Chancellor Sharon Brehm)

BREHM:  I would like to briefly say how much I appreciate the welcome that I have received from the Bloomington campus.  I arrived here on Saturday, June 30, late in the evening.  You probably don’t remember that day, but I do.  It was hot and muggy.  I moved into a house that was then and still is under construction.  What has really made this a wonderful couple of months for me has been the warmth of the welcome I have received from the faculty, students, and staff.  Bob is right; I don’t know each of your names, but I am learning.  Perhaps, by the end of the year, you can give me a test.  I hope I will pass.  In the meantime, they gave me a crib sheet with first and last names, but I might not be quick enough.  For these first few meetings, just bear with me.  I have no official business to present to you.

AGENDA ITEM #5: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD

 (Chancellor Sharon Brehm and Professor Robert Eno)

BREHM:  We have a ten minute period for questions and comments.  Is there anything you would like to state?

ENO:  I do have one comment I’d like to add because I forgot to do something under my Agenda Committee business.  I do want to draw your attention to one more document that I overlooked, which is a circular entitled B3, Summary of Actions Taken for 2000-2001.  Because we are abbreviating this meeting, I’m not going to go through these, as is tradition.  It was in fact my job to do a review of these events from last year to refresh everybody’s memory of what we accomplished and to raise issues of the coming year.  I am not going to do that, but I am going to pause and note one of these accomplishments in particular, which has enormous implications for the university, and which we will be working on further this year.  It is the next to last item, called Faculty Appointment Classification.  Last year marked the culmination of a five or six year program that began with Bill Burgan from English, who was so worn out that he retired.  It was continued by Ted Miller and Ed Greenebaum principally, our colleagues in SPEA and Law.  A complete revision to the Academic Handbook, which covers our appointment scheme by which we classify people into appointment categories and ranks, was written, revised, approved by the faculty councils, and approved by the Trustees.  The chief aim of this revision was to provide greater security for our non-tenure track colleagues, to improve their conditions of work, and to improve their academic freedom protections.  This was work that took many years to accomplish and was extremely complex.  The document that was passed was passed on the system level by the University Faculty Council with consultation with all faculty councils on all eight campuses.  One of the pieces of work that we are going to need to finish up is to develop implementation procedures that are campus-specific.  It’s going to be an important piece of work this year.

There is one particular issue with regard to this reclassification scheme, which has to do with the impact of faculty governance and why what we do here is important.  As this reclassification scheme reached completion and it was realized what sorts of protections and improved work conditions that it would build in for the non-tenure track faculty, the administration and ultimately the Trustees began taking interest in how these regulations could be used to further interests that we share: protection of academic freedom and improvement of quality on all campuses.  In fact, after the procedures were passed in May, the President and the Trustees had fully prepared to use the new procedures in order to implement very dramatic changes on seven of the eight campuses of IU.  When the Trustees passed the 7.5% tuition increase last year, in light of the fact that we hadn’t received a very large increment from the state, as you know, for the Bloomington campus, the priority for which that was devoted was to raise faculty salaries in order to insure that we could address issues of retention and keep our quality high.  On all other campuses, that 7.5% was used primarily to convert non-tenure track categories to full-time appointments.  That is, people who were teaching one or two courses for IU at very low rates and under inferior work conditions, with poor academic freedom, were converted to full-time, non-tenure track appointees with a far larger stake in the university.  This was the first step in a multiyear process to achieve this.  This would not have been possible without the academic classification scheme developed in the Faculty Council, and principally in this Faculty Council and its Faculty Affairs Committee.  The conversion of part-time, non-tenure track employees to full-time employees is a very expensive move.  You are no longer paying by the course, but paying by the person, and that involves a great deal more money, and it lies in a direction quite counter to the direction that other institutions are now going.  It’s a remarkable move by Indiana University, spending money for quality in this way.  It is less visible on this campus than on the other seven.  I think we need to appreciate how much the contribution of the colleagues who put their effort into this classification scheme over all those years have paid off in terms of steering Indiana University toward academic quality, expressing values that we all share, and expressing values that faculty on other campuses can only be envious of, having seen them implemented in this way at IU.  There’s a very long statement for a correction of something I left off.

AGENDA ITEM #6: REPORT ON “CONVERSATIONS ON RACE” PROGRAM

(Mr. Doug Bauder, Mr. Barry Magee, Residential Programs)

BREHM:  The next item on the agenda is the Report on the Conversations on Race program.

ENO:  We have two visitors, Doug Bauder and Barry Magee.  Would you please come to the front?  We have a miked podium where we ask visitors to stand so that we can be sure to pick up their comments.

BAUDER:  Thank you very much for the opportunity to say just a few words to you on this very sad day about a program that we think speaks in part to some of the issues that the Chancellor was speaking to just a moment or two ago.  No one in this room needs to be reminded of the impact of hate on our society.  We here who lived in Bloomington a few summers ago know very specifically what hate did to this campus in a very specific way, and to this community.  What some of you may not know is that a group of citizens were working hard behind the scenes for a number of months to try to respond to the distribution of hate literature that was permeating this community and then rally together to try to create a forum for meaningful conversations on the issue of racism in this community following the shooting of Won-Joon Yoon.  Those programs were entitled “study circles,” and several hundred people each year participated in those community conversations, coming together to create a greater awareness and understanding about issues of race right here in Bloomington.  This past year, I, Barry Magee, and the Department of Residential Programs and Services brought the dialogue called “Conversations on Race” to the campus.  Last academic year, we had close to 200 faculty, staff, and students involved in a very meaningful conversation in small groups across the campus to deal with the issue of civility and understanding the issues that sometimes divide us.  We are hoping to expand that program this fall, and Barry is going to give you a few of the details.  We’ll also entertain a few questions, and we’ll pass on a handout that might give you an opportunity to get involved or at least give you a vehicle through which to address your students as they deal with these issues.  I know many of you are already committed in the classroom and through your interpersonal relationships with your students and you talk about issues of civility, and we have one more opportunity to talk to you about it today.  We’ll be very brief.

MAGEE:  Thank you Doug.  Thank you everyone, it’s good to be here today.  As Doug said, one of the things we found important was to get students together in small groups to talk about issues of diversity and how those particularly involving racial issues on our campus and in our community impact each of us every day.  We started out this venture of really trying to reframe the “study circle” model to fit a college campus: something that students could be involved in and felt like they were invested in.  That’s where we ended up, with a fairly good program that we continue to revamp as we move along.  I’m very excited about our future.  This year, we are going to have groups in each of the cultural centers, one in each of the residence halls, and one that is made up of fraternity and sorority members.  There are a couple of the key points that I think are important in understanding the program.  First is that the students are committed to this in the long term, committing 10 hours total to this.  They commit two hours each week for five weeks to talk about these issues, to dig deeper.  It was important when we started designing this program that they didn’t just come together and scratch the surface, but that they got the opportunity to really challenge each other, go home, think about it, come back, re-challenge each other, and that has been very significant in their learning.

A thing I find interesting about this is the number of various learning opportunities that the students have.  The study circle model that we started with actually included using one videotape that we broke up into segments over the four or five week period; now, we’ve tried to re-conceptualize that for various different learning styles, so there is some reading, some videotape, and also some experiential activities in which they are involved.  A couple of the videotapes we are still using are “Let’s Talk About Race,” which is part of Skindeep, which I’m sure a number of you have seen before.  Also, we are using “Two Cousins” and “Walking Each Other Home,” which is a powerful and moving experience, which happens right in the middle of this five week session.  We also suggest readings and encourage them to talk about those during the session, including “Raising Personal Awareness Of Everyday Racism,” “The Racism Of Well-Meaning White People,” and “On The Invisibility Of Privilege.”  Doug is going to share a couple of comments from students and co-facilitators who have participated in the past, to give you some idea of the learning that is taking place.

BAUDER:  Again, I’m going to abbreviate my comments, but I want to point out that part of the positive feedback we received was that students felt for the first time very empowered by this, and no longer felt embarrassed or ashamed by being in the majority culture, but were challenged to look at issues of race in new ways.  They also discovered some ways in which they can confront that racism, even among their own groups.  Students of color, without exception, said to us that this was the first time on this campus that they felt that people understood and listened to their experiences and validated them in ways that made a difference in their lives.  Some very significant relationships were formed as a result of this, and we were very pleased about that.  I wanted to share one quote from a former faculty member.  When I asked if he would say a word to you through his comments as to why this is important for faculty to be aware of, if for no other reason than to encourage students to think about this option.  Frank Motley wrote this: “Every society has its dirty little secrets.  For more than 250 years, race had been America’s dirty little secret, and then the 1960s came and we, for a few brief moments, faced up to our closeted truth.  In one of our finest hours, we joined hands in a dream of equality.  As we judged the actions of those before Brown vs. Board Of Education, history will judge what we did after it.  Did we go back to keeping secrets?  Conversations On Race is important to students because they don’t know history.  It’s important to faculty because they do.” If any of you would be interested in knowing more about this, Barry will give a quick word about how you might become involved, or at least encourage your students to think about this as an option to part of their education this semester.

MAGEE:  I have a couple of handouts.  If any of you are interested in finding out any more, there is a PowerPoint presentation on our website with a slew of comments from past facilitators and students.  There is also the opportunity to register as a participant or as a co-facilitator on our website.  We will be making those decisions about where we are placing people in the very near future.  I’m going to go ahead and pass these out.  There is also one that you can hang up on a bulletin board where students can get this information.

BAUDER:  I’m not sure Barry mentioned it, but this will be during the month of October, this semester, and during the month of February, next semester, in five two-hour sessions.

BREHM:  Are there any questions for Doug or Barry?  Seeing none, I’d like to thank Doug and Barry for their excellent work.  Thank you very much.  What you have talked about is highly relevant to the situation we face today.

AGENDA ITEM #7: PROPOSAL FOR DOMESTIC PARTNER BENEFITS

(Professors Moira Smith and Elyce Rotella, Fringe Benefits Committee)

BREHM:  We’ll now move on to item seven, a proposal for Domestic Partner Benefits.

ENO:  Moira Smith and Elyce Rotella, who are co-chairs of the Fringe Benefits Committee, are going to present this.  As they are coming up I want to note that because of events that are ongoing today, Chancellor Brehm is going to unavoidably have to leave us in a few minutes, probably in the middle of our discussion.

ROTELLA:  Moira and I are co-chairs of the Fringe Benefits Committee of the Bloomington Faculty Council, and we are bringing before you a resolution which you have as circular B5.  Your Fringe Benefits Committee has been working on this issue for the last year, but as you probably know, this issue of the provision of benefits for domestic partners has been on the agenda of the faculty council for a much longer time.  Let me remind you that in 1994 the faculty council overwhelmingly passed a resolution in favor of extending benefits to domestic partners.  At that time the Trustees of the university did not accept that resolution.  The resolution that we bring before you today and recommend that you pass is very, very similar to the resolution that was passed by this body in 1994.  Since you have had the resolution for a while and have had a chance to read it, I’m only going to look at the highlights of it.

The resolution recommends that the university institute a system whereby employees and students may register their domestic partners.  All benefits and privileges that are extended to spouses and dependents of married people would be extended to registered domestic partners and their dependents.  The bottom line of this is that we would treat registered domestic partners of employees and students in exactly the same way that we treat the spouses of employees and students.

Domestic partnership is defined for you in part in this resolution as two individuals who are in a marriage-like relationship with exclusive mutual commitment who share the necessities of life and agree to be financially responsible for each others’ well being and have the same financial obligations as married couples.

Basically, the arguments in favor of providing benefits for domestic partners fall into two categories, which economists would call Efficiency and Equity.  (laughter)  I am a slave to my discipline.  The first argument, the efficiency argument, is that providing benefits to domestic partners increases the ability of the university to compete for students and employees with other institutions by enhancing the benefits that we provide.  The second argument is about fairness.  A provision for domestic partner benefits would remove some sources of discrimination against persons who live in marriage-like relationships but who are not legally married.  The Fringe Benefits Committee did consider the issue of whether we should recommend domestic partner benefits to same and opposite sex couples, or only to same sex couples.  We came down in favor of providing broader benefits to both same and opposite sex couples.  The equity argument is the same for both.  Obviously, if we provide benefits to a larger group of people, we increase the competitiveness of the university.  The fairness issue is more complex.  Opposite sex couples do have the option to marry and qualify for benefits under the current rules.  Same sex couples are not permitted to marry, and therefore the unfairness of denying benefits to same sex couples is, we believe, more profound.

In 1994 the Trustees rejected this proposal.  Since 1994 a great many more educational institutions and companies have provided domestic partner benefits.  The world is rather different now than it was it 1994.  This is no longer an unusual thing for an employer to do.  We have hopes that a different group of Trustees might respond differently to this proposal than the group of people who were Trustees in 1994.  At this point Steve Sanders from the Office of the Vice President, the IUB Chancellor, and the College of Arts and Sciences is going to provide you with a brief overview of the report of the working group that he chaired, which gathered a great deal of information on domestic partner benefits.  You have had access to the full report; Steve is just going to take us through the highlights.

SANDERS:  As Elyce indicated, the presentation I’ll give really just hits the highlights of a report that all of you should have received via email or as a circular which really reflects about a year’s worth of research, telephone calls, and efforts to gather documentation by our working group.  Essentially, our goal in this document was to try to anticipate every possible concern, objection, or question that someone might have about domestic partner benefits and to provide a complete and compelling answer to those questions or concerns or objections.  

As Elyce indicated, domestic partner benefits are becoming mainstream practice in business and in academia.  The most recent figures, as of August 1, are that 140 Fortune 500 companies and 154 colleges and universities offer domestic partner benefits.  The colleges and universities include five of our Big Ten peers, four publics and one private, Northwestern.  I’ll cover those in more detail in a minute.  There are also places that you might not expect, such as Southern Methodist University.  It’s worth noting that more than half of the U.S. News top 50 universities offer them.  There is a lot of documentation out there.  Because of the broad base of employers that are now offering this benefit, it is possible to obtain good data on costs.  The bottom line is that employers and IU’s peers report that the costs of offering domestic partner benefits are nominal.  Again, I’ll talk more about that in a minute.

Without domestic partner benefits, we would argue that current IU employees are suffering real consequences and real hardships.  Many of us know employees who have partners who may be ill, possibly hospitalized, or have passed away that we treated differently, who did have the benefits of insurance, whose lives were made more difficult and more uncertain by the fact that their partner was not treated in an equitable way; that is, the same way an employee’s spouse would be treated.  This is also an issue for students.  We’ve been approached by several groups of students in the past couple of years who were very angry that their partners were not allowed access on the same terms as students’ spouses to facilities like the Student Recreational Sports Center and the Health Center, or that they don’t have the same types of privileges in the Library or to occupy university apartment housing as a spouse or a dependent would have.

Deans and faculty and staff leaders, including a number of people in this room, would testify that they have repeated inquiries on an annual basis from potential employees, faculty, and staff that they are attempting to recruit and retain about domestic partner benefits.  Impatience is rising that this benefit is not available at the university.  The university has clear legal authority to offer domestic partner benefits.  It has clear legal authority over its personnel and its benefits policies in state law.  That is not at issue.  Finally, the idea that there is widespread and deep opposition to fairness toward gays and lesbians is not well-founded.  We believe that on the basis of recent developments in the legislature, on the basis of conversations with the administrative staff, as a result of polling data, and as a result of a lot of evidence to how the world has changed in the last five or 10 years that it is very possible to overstate the negative reaction that something like domestic partner benefits at IU might cause.

Elyce indicated two arguments.  I have actually compiled three.  Fairness in Equity.  An employee with a spouse who is eligible for insurance and other benefits from the university simply enjoys significantly greater overall compensation, monetary or otherwise, than an employee with a domestic partner, even though they both may perform identical work.  The second argument which I would add, in part as a result of work and conversations with Charlie Nelms, is diversity.  Domestic partner benefits fully enact Indiana University’s stated policy of non-discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation.  Moreover, the benefits would reflect the institution’s very broad commitment to diversity in a comprehensive and meaningful way.  Finally, the competitiveness argument, what Elyce referred to as the Efficiency argument, is that as the workplace and especially the academic workplace becomes more diverse, human resource professionals at universities, corporations, non-profits, and other places increasingly talk about domestic partner benefits, not as a matter of social and economic justice, but rather as critical to attracting and retaining the best employees.  It’s as simple as that.  When Cummins Engines in Columbus did this a year and half ago, that was the primary argument that they advanced for their workforce.  This was simply necessary for Cummins to be able to attract and retain the most qualified employees.  

This has been underscored by people like President Brand.  He and Martin Jischke wrote a piece that was published statewide a few months ago connecting this issue to tuition, speaking to the tremendous competition universities face and that our number one priority needs to be, in these relatively tight economic times, how to attract and retain the best faculty members and the best staff.  I indicated five of the Big Ten institutions have so far implemented domestic partner benefits.  Four of those are public institutions; one, Northwestern, is private.  To anticipate the experience that IU might have, it is useful to know what the experience of those peers has been.

The University of Iowa was the first university to adopt domestic partner benefits.  They are the only university in the Big Ten to offer the benefits to both same and opposite sex partners.  They report 54 employees, less than 1% of their overall workforce receives domestic partner benefits, at a cost of less than 1% of their total institutional insurance expenditures.  What you will see is that this holds true for all of the universities.  At Michigan, 113 employees equals about one-third of 1% of their overall workforce that receives health insurance with a reported cost of $160,000.  Again, that is less than 1% of their institutional insurance expenditures.  A very similar pattern holds for the other schools, Michigan State and Minnesota.  Again, there is more detail about all of these schools in the document that you received.

What are the estimated costs at IU?  We’ve worked with the figures from the other schools and Dan Rives, the Vice President for Human Resource Services can elaborate on these figures if you have any questions.  The math is not too difficult to do.  The estimated participation rates, based on the experiences of our Big Ten peers, three of four of which have same sex benefits only.  The proposal in front of you is for same and for opposite sex domestic partner benefits, as is the case in Iowa.

End of side A, tape 1.  Some conversation was lost.

SANDERS:  It gets a little complicated.  Essentially all we did was take that figure and multiply it times the difference in the cash contribution the university makes to the insurance premiums of a single employee and an employee with a spouse or spouse and family members.  It is in your document.  We estimated a certain share of the claimants of domestic partner benefits would actually be families with children and a certain share would be an employee and his or her partner.  The figure that we came up with as a result of that complicated math, based on this year’s cost, was $158,000 roughly.  An allowance for a 15% projected increase in premium costs next year brings us to an estimated cost in 2002 dollars of $182,000.  The university needs to make FICA contributions because this is a benefit that the employee is receiving.  The bottom line figure is about $195,000 to $200,000.  These figures are most accurate if the proposal were restricted to same sex partners, because that is the experience of the peer institutions with which we were working.  We do have some sense of the order of magnitude which we are talking about.  The bottom line is that the cost of domestic partner benefits would represent approximately 1/3 of 1% of the university’s total current health insurance expenditures, which are 61 million dollars.  That is not a typo.

The final slide, which Elyce emphasized in her presentation, is that the principle for implementation is fairly simple.  The proposal and our working group report says that anywhere the spouse and applicable dependent children of any current employee or student receive some benefit should be available on the same terms to the registered domestic partners of employees and their dependents.  If you are a student academic appointee at Indiana University you do receive subsidized health insurance.  However, any student, graduate or undergraduate, can purchase IU group health insurance, as may the spouse and any dependent children of any staff at Indiana University.  There is no subsidy for spouses currently and so there would not be a subsidy envisioned for student insurance under this proposal.  The advantage would be that the registered domestic partners of students could purchase into Indiana University’s group health insurance on the same terms that the spouses of students could right now.  In case you are wondering how many people that could possibly be, we did some quick checking with the other Big Ten schools.  They generally report that three to five students per year will purchase this insurance under their group policies for their domestic partner, a relatively small number of students.  We would be including in this the Fee Courtesy and the costs of that would be quite small, anticipating the number of employees with domestic partners and children in that household who might claim the fee courtesy as well as the number of domestic partners who might claim the fee courtesy on the same basis as a spouse might currently do so.  There are some things like life insurance.  The university does provide a small amount of life insurance for the spouses of employees.  COBRA has to do with the continuation of your health benefits after the termination of your employment with the university and the option to purchase optional accident coverage insurance.  Family and Medical and Bereavement Leave are also included.  If an employee with a registered domestic partner is affected by a medical circumstance or a death, the employee benefit that would be assumed in the case of a spouse would also follow with a domestic partner.

Finally, access to university facilities.  This includes things like housing, recreational sports, the library, the health center, and accessibility to use those facilities on the same terms as spouses would be able to do so.  That hits the highlights.  There is much more detail in the report that you received.  I know that Elyce and Moira and Dan would be happy to respond to any other questions that you have as well.  There are actually a number of people in the room that were a part of the working group and I am worried I am going to miss some of them.  Dietrich Willke, representing the students, Julie Knost, the Affirmative Action Officer, Moya Andrews and James Wimbush representing her office, just to name a few.  You see on the cover of the document that it was a quite impressive group of people that we were able to marshal, including faculty leaders, vice presidents, and deans, all of whom saw this as a very important step for the university to take.  With that, I think any of us are happy to answer any questions that any of you might have for us.

ROTELLA:  Moira is the co-chair of the committee and she is available for questions.  This is Dan Rives, who most of you know as Mr. Fringe Benefits.  (laughter)

LION:  When Professor Eno told me that I had to read a 30 page document to come to this meeting, I planned on losing an afternoon.  I quickly changed my mind as I read it.  I was impressed.  It is lucid, it is clear, it is profound.  There is even a little spirituality in it.  (laughter)  I applaud the committee for such a masterful job.

ENO:  Are there other questions for Steve or for Dan or Elyce or Moira?

RUBIN:  Perhaps this is just a misunderstanding of how the relationship works between the insurance premiums which we pay versus what the university pays.  Wouldn’t some of those premiums increase for the estimate 50 employees, which would further upset the costs?

SANDERS:  That sounds like a Dan Rives question.  Dan is currently the Assistant Vice President for Human Resources but previously he had Benefits.

RIVES:  I think that question lends itself to adverse selection; would there be additional costs to the entire pool as a result to a smaller pool that would be less healthy.  In the early 80s I think the insurance company would have said yes, they had a premium on top of a premium.  In California, we saw the insurance company add an additional premium for domestic partner experience.  That is no longer the case.  Somewhere in the late 80s or early 90s, the concern for adverse selection for domestic partners evaporated as more experience became known.  That would be my answer to the question.  Parts of our health care plans for the employees are self-insured, and parts of them are insured.  In all cases, we’ve asked the insured and there is no additional premium contemplated.  This includes Anthem and where we have HMO plans.  I would say that there is one health network, one vendor which would not cover domestic partners.  It is, of all things, the Partners HMO in South Bend, where the owners are a collection of hospitals, including St. Joseph hospital in the South Bend area.  We are not anticipating that adverse selection for that consequence.

RUBIN:  As one changes status from a single employee to two-person coverage, there is an increase in the premium that we pay.  Wouldn’t that upset some of this cost?  That is income into the program.  The $195,000 would actually be an overstatement.

RIVES:  Actually, we calculated that in.  It’s $200,000 over 61 million, to put it in perspective.  That’s just university dollars.

RUBIN:  That’s already been factored out.

RIVES:  Exactly.

ENO:  Dick, do you have a question?

CARR:  I have a couple of questions.  I confess to having been rather perplexed at one point.  I read on page 16 that the additional costs for premiums for domestic partners would be de minimus, and I thought I had found a typo.  Then I found this word once again, on page 18.  I assume it is some neologism that means negligible?

SANDERS:  It was actually put in at the request of Dan Rives.  I had nominal; Dan suggested de minimus, saying the accountants would appreciate that.  (laughter)

CARR:  I’m in the French department.  (laughter)  This word is not in the OED.  (laughter)

SANDERS:  It’s from the Latin, so I’m a little surprised.  (laughter)  I think the reference there is toward the costs of administration and the costs of premiums for the life insurance as being de minimus, minimal, or nominal.

CARR:  Now I have a serious question.  (laughter)  On page 21 of your statement, and in your presentation you mentioned that Indiana University and Purdue University are the only universities in the Big Ten which do not have this type of policy.  I wondered immediately if there was something in Indiana law that could account for the fact that the two major state institutions do not have this.   You deal with the question of Indiana law on page 21, but really avoid the whole issue, talking about the fact that our Board of Trustees can make up its mind as to how these monies will be used and so forth.  Is there any statute or anything in Indiana law that does explain this curious anomaly?

SANDERS:  The short answer is no.  Dan may want to elaborate on that, since he deals with benefits and personnel law.

RIVES:  From personnel policies and benefit programs, I know of no Indiana statute that would prohibit any university from doing this.  

SANDERS:  In fact, Indiana University has much greater latitude over its benefits programs than other state agencies.  The fact that most of you probably have TIAA-CREF as where your retirement benefits flow rather than PERF, which is where the rest of the state employees have to put up with, demonstrates this well.  The short answer is no.  Indiana University and Purdue are the only universities in the Big Ten that have no recognition of the concept of a domestic partner whatsoever.  The five other universities that I referred to have health benefits.  The additional four have non-cash benefits such as bereavement leave or family and medical leave.  They acknowledge the concept of the domestic partner in some way through their personnel policies, even if they don’t have health benefits.  Indiana may just be a more conservative state.  That may be the most candid explanation that I can give.

RIVES:  I don’t know if this helps or not, but another governmental type entity, the City of Bloomington, has adopted a similar benefit which they call domestic partners as well.  I know of no exchange between the city and the state that would have been adversarial when that came to be.

BUCY:  I have a question about the estimated costs on page 15.  Is this projected for same sex partners or both same and opposite sex?

RIVES:  Again, I’m going to let Dan address that question.  When our committee looked at it, we simply looked at the participation rates at the other Big Ten publics that have this.  One of those, which includes opposite sex couple eligibility, actually didn’t have the highest participation rate.  Their rate was about the same as Michigan State, which has same sex benefits only.  Essentially, we looked at the range of participation, came up with a figure around the middle of that, about 1/3 of 1%, and Dan agreed that it seemed like a reasonable calculation.  As I indicated, that probably is most accurate if we are assuming a same sex only policy.  There are not a lot of public universities that have opposite sex benefits at this point.  If you look at corporations and private employers, of those who offer same sex benefits, 50% to 60% offer opposite sex benefits as well.  It is somewhat more limited, which means that good data really aren’t available for public universities covering opposite sex, heterosexual partners as well.  Dan may have something to say about that.

RIVES:  The calculation we put together was only for same sex partners.  We looked at the experience of our peer institutions, and, with all due respect, I could not find any meaningful experience that I could use to calculate any additional costs for opposite sex.  The cost in front of you, when I say $200,000, is an estimate for same sex only.  I would anticipate that, should opposite sex be included as well, there would be some additional dollars.  I do not know that that is.

BUCY:  Is that the committee’s recommendation?  If this is going to be passed, should it be just for same sex couples?

SANDERS:  No.  I think it is fair to say that our working group, in putting this together, was agnostic on the issue of whether this should be a benefit for same sex or for same and opposite sex.  I think most if not all of the members of the committee believe that in an ideal world it should apply to everyone.  I think that some of us were aware that there may be cost issues; there may be an equity argument in favor of same sex benefits, but I certainly don’t think anybody in our committee would oppose it.  In the end we decided that the information we gathered was equally applicable and to let the Faculty Councils and the Fringe Benefits Committees both here and at IUPUI decide what the scope of the program should be.

ENO:  Just to clarify.  If “the committee” means the Fringe Benefits Committee, “the committee” has recommended both same and opposite sex be covered.

LEVINSON:  I’m a strong supporter of this proposal, and like Professor Lion I want to commend the committee for their fine background work.  My question has to do with timing and strategy.  That is, you want to bring this before the Trustees at their next meeting.  In light of the very recent bad news about the state and therefore the university budget situation, can the tendency to look to cut rather than spend be used as a pretext, legitimate or otherwise, to deny this proposal?  Has the committee considered whether it might be better to table it, as it were, and wait for a better juncture?  It can certainly be that if the Trustees deny us now, it wouldn’t really be appropriate to bring it before them for at least several more years.

SANDERS:  I’ll give you my personal view, and it could be that Elyce and Bob would have more pertinent views.  Bob and I were in the car this morning, driving back from an interview with the Indianapolis Star editorial board concerning this issue. We spoke to President Brand and it is his suggestion that this go forward, that the faculty council consider it, and that the Trustees see this at their next meeting.  Most people don’t see a circumstance that would turn a majority of the Board against this.  Again, some conversations that have taken place with IU’s liaison with the state simply believe that the state has on its hands fiscal problems of such a magnitude that this won’t even be a blip on the radar screen.  It is unlikely to cause that big of a deal.  I haven’t heard any sentiment that it would be wise to defer this.  I think we are reasonably optimistic about the reception we will receive from the Trustees and we don’t see anything that would change that circumstance.  Bob may have thoughts about that as well.

ROTELLA:  The committee has not considered that.  The committee is reasonably optimistic.  I should point out to you the Fringe Benefits Committee of the IUPUI faculty council and the full IUPUI faculty council have both approved this exact same resolution.  We feel like this is the time.

RUESINK:  My question was partly to bring out what IUPUI was doing and to put it into that context and to get a little more information about the Trustees.  Are we able to say anything about what Indiana State and Purdue are doing?  I know that they are both considering similar packages.

SANDERS:  There have been some discussions among the Indiana State Board of Trustees, and the Purdue administration has been very actively discussion this.  I learned some information just today that I was asked not to share publicly, but you are correct: the issue is on discussion at Purdue and at Indiana State.

ENO:  I should note, in background to something that Steve said, that because of the events of today, the Trustees’ retreat, which was planned as an event which would be taking place preparatory to their meeting this coming Friday, has been cancelled.  Part of our anticipated schedule for this proposal was to take it to the Trustees at their Friday business meeting, having had chance to discuss it with them during the retreat.  It appears we won’t be able to present it on Friday, having had no opportunity to discuss it in advance.  It is unclear right now just when the proposal will come up before the Trustees.  These are events which are just a few hours old.

FRAPWELL:  It is currently on the Agenda for the Friday Trustees’ meeting.  Many of the Trustees have seen material on this before and have had discussions on this.  It is not a surprise.

ENO:  I’d like to add one other element to what Al pointed out and what Elyce mentioned, concerning the IUPUI faculty council passing this.  Not only did the IUPUI faculty council pass this unanimously on the recommendation of their Fringe Benefits Committee, but the IUPUI faculty leadership and the IU Bloomington faculty leadership have been in touch with faculty leadership groups and faculty councils on every campus of the IU system.  Rather than going ahead with just a two campus strategy for this, since this is a university-wide proposal, we wanted to get responses from every campus.  At all of the campuses we have gotten very strong responses from faculty leadership to move forward with this and move forward with this on the two campus strategy that we are pursuing.

ANDREWS:  I just wanted to add my support to this proposal.  I think it will make a tremendous difference in the recruitment of new faculty.  This is something that comes up frequently during our interviews with faculty candidates.  I think it will be a tremendous advantage for us to be able to say that this is a benefit the Indiana University offers.  I also want to report that Jean Robinson from the Office of Women’s Affairs asked me to tell you that her office strongly supports this proposal and also believes that it will also be wonderful for the recruitment and retention of faculty.

PINNEY:  I’d also like to say that my partner of 14 years, Scott Jones, has been by my side through thick and thin at this university.  He has made thousands of cookies, he’s been to all the receptions, and although I’m glib about that, the success of my work on this campus and that of my students is half Scott Jones.  He has been my sounding board, he has inspired me, he has always been there, even when I was ready to quit.  He has always been there.  It would be such a wonderful thing that this university will recognize Scott Jones as an equal human being.  Beyond the benefits, he really wants that.  He wants to be recognized as an equal human being.

ENO:  I might note that George is a member of the Fringe Benefits Committee who has contributed to this proposal and I want to thank him also for making us an Emmy award winning council.  (laughter)

MORGAN:  I wasn’t a member of the committee; I had no knowledge of previous deliberations.  I have a few comments in response to a few things that were said.  First of all, I think it is a great opportunity.  Frankly, I would have been happier if nobody else in the state were seriously considering it and we could be first.  It depresses me to think that we have to wait to see that the others are on our side when there is an obvious benefit we can give our people.  Secondly, I think that the question of cost really is an insignificant question.  Just to reiterate, the state is more than $120 million in the hole.  I doubt that a couple hundred thousand is going to bother anybody.  All we need to say is that if we are going to be that far in the hole and we are going to have to pay the piper later, why don’t we do something to protect retention of faculty and the possible recruitment of faculty at this stage for a minimal cost rather than to have to worry about big bucks later on, which we are not going to have.  Finally, I think that being able to be a participant in all of the benefits we have here is a great thing and it would be wonderful to be able to distribute those even more widely than within these parameters, especially as such a minimal cost.  I’d be happy to give them away to lots more people.  I would argue for extending the boundaries as far as we can get away with.  Certainly, I would go for the maximum.  I would be very suspicious of anyone who suggests that we only go halfway on this.

MACFARLANE:  If we pass this resolution and support this initiative, we will do it not because it seems like a good way to recruit faculty, not because we want to keep up with the Jones’, not because the financial omens seem favorable, but because we think it is right.  I believe it is, and I would like to call the question.

ENO:  Would it be out of order for me to make a statement before we call question and vote on this?  I’d like to note a few people before we vote, since we are going to adjourn shortly thereafter.

GELLIS:  The Parliamentarian didn’t think about that.

ENO:  Then I’ll go ahead.  (laughter)  First of all, I do want to note that the Fringe Benefits Committees of both last and this year, headed by Elyce and Moira respectively, have put a lot of effort into this proposal.  Steve has put an enormous amount of effort into recruiting a very substantive committee representing viewpoints from all over the system and producing a report which I think is the most tremendous tool I think we’ve had to try to put forward a proposal like this in the past.  It makes all the difference in trying to make the argument.  I really appreciate what he and all of his fellow committee members have done.  We’ve had remarkable support from all elements of the university and this includes the administration.  I’d like to note that Dan Dalton of the Business School has been a very active supporter of this proposal.  He’s done more than simply support it; he’s worked for it and worked quite hard.  I think he comes in for special mention on that.  Also, I hope I’m going to have the privilege of being the BFC President when this BFC resolution passes and I am optimistic that this resolution will be approved by the Trustees once we pass it.  However, I’m along for the end of the ride.  The way was really paved by my predecessor, Jim Sherman.  I think he deserves great credit.  Jim can’t be with us today because he has to be in Italy.  (laughter)  I know that his best wishes are with us. 

I’d like to make one other comment concerning the discussions that went on over a period of time of whether this proposal should cover same sex only or same sex and opposite sex.  Malcolm said that if we pass this proposal it is because we think it is the right thing to do.  I think that is a very important basis and that is why we are animated by this proposal.  The proposal does include two different categories of people, same sex and opposite sex.  The arguments in support of these two different categories are somewhat different.  Mike has pointed out that it would be good to provide coverage as broadly as we can, and I’m sure he may be right.  When we look at the different categories, we’ll see that the arguments are stronger on the same sex only side.  While I certainly will vote with enthusiasm for this proposal as it is written, I do want to note that when the Trustees face this proposal, they are going to be looking at both sides, and they are going to be considering the arguments for both same and opposite sex.  They will find that the economic arguments for recruitment and retention apply equally to both sides, but the argument that it is the right thing to do is clearest when it comes to same sex, on the grounds of non-discrimination and values that share and deeply hold at this university.  We have been in tension with our Trustees for a very long time.  A good part of the reason is because of their reaction to the 1994 proposal.  I am hopeful that when this proposal passes the Trustees, a good deal of that tension will be removed and a productive relationship will ensue.  I want to be sure that we focus on the fact that when the Trustees make their final decision, the bottom line is whether they do what we think is right.  Again, the core arguments on that ground apply most to the same sex proposal.  Having noted that, we should move on to a roll call vote on this.

GELLIS:  We first need a call to question.

ENO:  To we have unanimous consent to move the question and call a vote?  [unanimous yes]  Julie, would you conduct a roll call vote?

[roll call vote: 51 yes, 0 no, 0 abstain, 5 not present]

It is unanimous; thank you very much for voting on this.  I want to make one final announcement, which is that we have what may be a difficult night before us.  I have heard some stories about what has been going on campus in addition to what Chancellor Brehm alluded to which causes me to urge you, if you can manage it, to perhaps spend some time on campus.  If you spot student groups, interact with them.  If you have an opportunity to go to the open discussion at Alumni Hall at 8, you would be very welcome and we would appreciate having a faculty presence.  Also, there are other meetings on the handout Dick McKaig passed out.  I think it is really important in times like this that faculty are visible and present on campus.  Last year, when the situation arose surrounding Bobby Knight, one of the things I found is that there were very few faculty actually on campus that night, which made things very difficult for Dick McKaig, who was effectively the only faculty representative amongst large groups of students.  I don’t anticipate that same sort of situation tonight.  I think we have great students and all we are thinking about is the potential for isolated incidents.  I think is would be great if our presence on campus were registered by the students to know that we care about them and the issues that concern them.  We are going to bring the meeting to an early close because of these events.  I thank everyone for coming and I welcome you to a new year.  We will get back to regular business and a regular atmosphere a month from now when we next meet.  The final vote on the proposal was 51 yes, 0 no, 0 abstain, 5 not present.  We are adjourned.

Meeting adjourned 4:54 PM

Julie Bobay, Secretary
