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AGENDA ITEM #1: Agenda Committee Business

(Professor Robert Eno)

ENO: I’d like to adjourn our meeting. I do have a couple of things I’d like to mention. First of all, I’d like to mention a memorial celebration that’s being held for a former colleague who was very important to the BFC. Julie Nilson of the Libraries who was a member of this body for many years, was a member of the Agenda Committee, was a key part of faculty governance for a long time, died earlier this year. And there’s going to be a memorial celebration of her life. It’s going to be held on Saturday March 8th from 3-6pm in the Century Suites, which is at the intersection of Rt. 46 and 446 off to the east of town. And for those of you who know Julie, I think you may want to be there. She was somebody who was very important to all of us involved in governance. And the note that I have on this makes a point of saying that the place where the celebration will be in the Century Suites is the place where you’ll see the balloons, which is very much in tone with Julie. So I’m passing this on to all of her friends on the Council.
A couple of other announcements. One is the last time we met I asked for volunteers for a committee on parking and to my astonishment there is still a little room on the committee. We’ve had three volunteers for the committee, and we can go with three people, they are very fine colleagues, but if you wanted to enlarge the committee we have room for a couple more. Wait a couple of days, and if anybody among you wants to, once again, volunteer on email, just send me an email saying that you want to be on the committee and you’ll be on the committee. Remember this is in order to have a faculty, a BFC group that can screen the proposals that a Task Force that faculty, staff, and students are putting together. It’s an iterative process to screen them, give feedback a couple of times, try to get parking a little bit more right than it’s been in the past. And I’m sure that will happen. I’m sure it will be a tremendous success and our problems will be solved.

MARSH: I’ll do it.

ENO: We now have four. We’re close to the max. Thanks, Joss. One other thing I want to note, as you’re all aware I’m sure of the University of Michigan case on diversity, the affirmative action case that’s now before the Supreme Court for review. Today is the last day for amicus briefs, friends of the court briefs, to be files in that case and IU is filing a brief as a friend of the court in that case. I went to the U of M site where all of the information about this is compiled and they have a list of amicus briefs that have already been filed prior to today or prior to the last time they posted this and I went through today to examine to see how many other public universities had filed amicus briefs. Certainly many public universities participate in organizations that are filing briefs, such as the AAU, but as far as I can tell, right now, there are no other public universities that have filed amicus briefs in this case. And, I think it’s distinctive that IUs decided, elected to make this decision. Of course, the amicus brief is filed on behalf of the University of Michigan’s position in the case. So I thought I’d note that for you.

That’s Agenda Committee business for today.

AGENDA ITEM #2: Presiding Officer's Business

(Chancellor Sharon Brehm)

BREHM: OK. I’ll also keep my remarks brief. The reason I, actually I didn’t have to commandeer a plane, the plane took off as it did normally, just three hours later than it was expected to take off, but I was in DC for the 6th largest snow storm in Washington, DC in its entire history. So it was a quite interesting thing. Fortunately we were in a very nice hotel, this was the meeting of the American Council on Education and it is particularly noteworthy for this campus because that was where we received the award, the Hesburgh Award, for faculty development programs in undergraduate education and the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning won that award. I think many of you in this room have participated in SOTL, can you raise your hands just to see? And I’d like to give special thanks to Moya Andrews for her leadership in actually creating, present at the creation as they say, of this program. It was a very nice program at ACE and we also, you may have read the paper, received a check for $30,000, actually I gave it to Neil and Moya was trying to get it away from Neil as we were walking over to the building. But I won’t bore you with that. That will be dedicated to SOTL. And it’s a fine program and I think it’s wonderful that it received this recognition.
The other thing that was on the agenda at ACE was the Michigan case. Mary Sue Coleman was supposed to be at the meeting and she could not get there so she was videoconferencing from Michigan. And there were several other very interesting and very impassioned speeches. What is perhaps particularly interesting in terms of the supporting briefs that are being filed, besides from educational institutions and associations, is there are two others that President Coleman particularly emphasized. One is that a large number of very major corporations are filing a supporting brief. Microsoft is for example, I think General Motors, I think IBM…I might be making these up but there’s a list and you can find that in the newspapers are all covering this now. But this is a very interesting thing to see corporate America stepping up to the plate on this issue. The other that I have, that doesn’t surprise me by the way that corporate America would do that, I’m just pleased that they have. But the other that I had not heard of and was very pleased to hear was that there are a group of retired military people who have also joined together and submitting a brief and President Coleman made a quite emphasized that the officer corps is about roughly 50/50 made up of academy graduates and graduates from other institutions. And the Academy uses a very similar approach to diversity as the University of Michigan does. So that, and she then described the history, which we all know has been really quite dramatic in the Armed Forces, particularly the Army, of integrating that organization and how important it is to have a officer corp that bears some resemblance to the enlisted. The figure she used, which I had not heard before, were 40% of military enlisted personnel are from minority groups and 20% of the officers’ corps—that’s much better than it was even 20 years ago. So I think it’s going to be the most fascinating episode politically that we will have seen in a very long time. They’re all expecting Sandra Day O’Connor to make the decision—people are just saying that publicly. They think that it’s going to be her call because everybody else is going to split and they think it will be done fairly quickly. I think they hear it in April and they’re expecting a decision sometime this summer. So this is a historic moment and the Council, ACE, was very, found the speeches very enlightening and inspiring. 

The other issue that kept coming up throughout the meeting in various ways, it was not a formal topic of the meeting, but it kept coming up over and over again, and that of course is the international situation. And there was a great concern there for many reasons, but it seems to be a time of great uncertainty and I don’t think any of us can predict what will in fact happen, particularly after the protest on Saturday I think it’s become even less clear what’s going to happen. It’s important for us—I don’t think by the way if there is an invasion I believe that will occur within a month, I mean everything I read says late February or early March—so if that does happen I’m hoping that as a campus that we can encourage free speech debates, discussion, that we can be respectful and listen to different points of views, that we can have forums, that we can try to sustain a very high level of intellectual activity on the campus should there be a major military engagement. We will see.

AGENDA ITEM #3: Question / Comment Period*   (10 minutes)

(Chancellor Sharon Brehm and Professor Robert Eno)

BREHM: Questions? Comments?
ENO: That was the question comment period.
BREHM: Richard.

NASH: I’m not sure that you got the HT in Washington 

BREHM: I read some of it.

NASH: What I got a chance to read was that, and it’s just the first item of this, was that outgoing President Brand is getting a six year leave of absence. And one of the things that occurred to me immediately when I read about that and read about the money in that deferred compensation package was that as I recall one of the unmet objectives of the Brand administration had to do with faculty salary on the Bloomington campus and achieving the level of, I believe it was fourth in the Big Ten. It seems to me that there would be better ways for IU to deal with the funds that went into that deferred compensation account than to give a six year leave of absence. And in part I’m curious to know has this university ever given anyone a six year leave of absence?

BREHM: I did read that article. I got an email about it so I read it when I came in. I knew that there was a leave of absence because that’s public record. That was at the Board of Trustees, actually that was the first that I did know about it, it was when I was reading the personnel actions. That’s listed in the personnel actions that were on the agenda for the business meeting. I did not know about the deferred compensation so what I read in the newspaper in terms of the details of how much money and the association with the leave of absence was news to me, just as it was to you. 

Obviously I was not part of making that decision. And so I don’t, I’m sorry I’m unable to provide you with other information about it.

ANDREWS: In response to Richard’s question is there anyone else who’s ever had that length? Normally the policy is that people are not given leaves without pay for longer than 2 years. But there are a few cases on record where people, because it was considered a benefit to the university, people have been put on longer leaves without pay. One example is John Seffrin, who was in the School of HPER, and was made President of the American Cancer Association and the school determined that it was in the school’s best interest to be able to say that he was still connected with the school, since it was such a high profile, health related job. So he’s one example of someone who was given a longer than usual leave without pay that I can think of. But it is very unusual. 

MACFARLANE: Of course, we’re not dealing here precisely with a leave of absence without pay are we? 

BREHM: Comments? Questions? More discussion?

MORGAN: Not a word.


BREHM: Not a word.

LION: Why?

MORGAN: Do you see the cloud?

LYNCH: I do have a question for Moya. In the case that you mention where somebody had taken a long term leave of absence you said that HPER decided to grant it? 

ANDREWS: HPER asked for permission to put the person on extended leave.

LYNCH: Since ex-President Brand would be coming back, if he did, as a professor of philosophy shouldn’t it had been up to the College of Arts and Sciences?

ANDREWS: It wasn’t something that came through our office. It was explained to me that it was cleared directly with the President of the Board of Trustees. But I heard that third hand, so I can’t vouch for the accuracy of the information but I do know that it didn’t follow through the regular procedures that are normally followed in the case of an application for a leave without pay. And the case in the HPER situation it went to HPER and then it came to the Dean of the Faculties, and it was decided in that way. I think it then went to the Chancellor, but in this particular case it wasn’t a normal case.

NASH: It didn’t seem a normal case.

BREHM: Other questions or comments? OK. 

AGENDA ITEM #4: PeopleSoft SIS and the Grade Context System

(Professor David Daleke, Educational Policies Committee) 
 (Circular B23‑2003)

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/BFC/circulars/02‑03/B23‑2003.pdf
BREHM: We now go to the, this is not an action item this is a discussion item on PeopleSoft, SIS, and the Grade Context and Professor David Daleke, who seems to be spending an often lot of time talking about this.
DALEKE: I didn’t intend to spend this year up at this podium this much, but I’ll keep this brief. As you all know the SIS Executive Committee has identified gaps in the PeopleSoft project and has been prioritizing those issues. The SES Academic Priorities Committee has identified a number of academic related issues and Circular B7, which we received back in September, or earlier on this year, identified some of those. The Educational Policies Committee has been going through that list and has been making recommendations. Last time I was here I mentioned that we would be coming to you with a recommendation on a Grade Context System. This was a matter of lively debate within the Educational Policies Committee and you have in front of you Circular B23 which outlines the resolutions that have come out of those deliberations. But in order to save us some time and to put before you the real expert in this issue I’d like to ask Bill Wheeler to give us some background on this decision. Bill is also a member of the SES Academic Priorities Committee and we had the pleasure of learning in great detail about the Grade Context System from Bill as he’s done a tremendous amount of research, which you should have in front of you also I believe titled, “Materials Concerning PeopleSoft and the Grade Context System. So at this moment I think I’ll have Bill give us some of the background for the resolutions. 

WHEELER: Thank you, David. I would like to take just a few minutes, hopefully no more than about 10 or 12 to say a few things. You have before you the resolutions and the circular and I believe you may have also received by email or had access on the web to a memo that I drafted on Sunday night laying out some of those rationales. It is on the second page of your packet. I’m going to speak primarily to the resolutions, but I do want to speak to one paragraph on page two of that memo that Bob Arnove, who is with us today, who chaired the EPC in 1994. I sent him a copy of this resolution, of my note, and he responded that he would like to add something to the second to the last paragraph on page two. In that paragraph I mention that the discussions in 1994 were sometimes polarized and acrimonious. And I was trying to indicate that some of this polarization and acrimony was not on matters that were directly related to the issue at hand, grade indexing. Bob said he would prefer that I characterize it as somewhat polarized and acrimonious but essentially substantive. And I responded to him by email this afternoon that I wished that I had thought of that felicitous expression. I certainly did not mean to imply that the discussion were not essentially substantive. And so I would like for you to note somewhere in that paragraph that the discussions in 1994 were essentially substantive.
ENO: Bill, I want to interrupt you a second to make sure that everybody knows there is a very thick packet of papers that you have on your place. It includes the memo Bill is referring to as the first item on white paper, so the second page of that is where his reference is.

WHEELER: You have before you two resolutions. I would like to say, I assume that you’ve taken time to read them. I won’t take time to read them at this point in time, but I do want to speak to them in addition to what’s in that memo of which you have a copy. The first resolution is concerned with the campus grade distribution reports. These reports have been produced sine 1976 pursuant to a resolution adopted by the BFC in 1976. In large departments, such as mine, Mathematics, this is really an essential component of self-assessment and departmental reviews of teaching. Every semester I look at these reports to see how my grading practices compare with those of my colleagues to see if I’m more or less about where everyone else is. Or have I tended to, or have I diverged to one way or the other. And if I have diverged can I justify that divergence. And for me, this is a very important part of my self-assessment of teaching. Also these reviews have, at least in my department, now become a significant component of the departmental reviews of faculty and teachers for salary review, for tenure and promotion reviews. And, in my note, I note that since student evaluations of instructors became common during the 1980s and 1990s that these reports provide a nice counter-weight to a temptation that might be associated with student evaluations. Now I want to merely say at this point in time that I view these things as primarily for departmental purposes on this type of thing. This is not something where members of one department may be undertaking to say something about some other department or some other school. That in my view, these reports are useful inside a particular unit for its own internal purposes.


Resolution two by contrast is concerned with how we communicate to our students the meaning of their grades and how the students, if they so choose at their option, may communicate the meaning of those grades to their prospective graduate schools, professional schools, or prospective employers. At our last meeting one of the student members spoke eloquently to this point of how important the grade context transcript was, from his perspective, in demonstrating the quality of his work to schools and prospective employers. I think this is a very important thing. 
In his email message, Eric Rasmusen mentioned that perhaps you’ve never seen one of these grade context reports before, and he gave you a URL for this. I would like for a moment to direct your attention to the last page of this packet where you can see, which is what is the most common output of the grade context system, namely the semester grade report. Let me mention that this is a printout from a PDF file, from a web site, and I apologize that the quality is not as good as it might be. And this is for a hypothetical student, not for a real student. This is what the grade report that the student receives now gets. Now the traditional grade report is pretty much like what I got. All it would say is, well you’re taking American Social Welfare Policy and you got an A. Capital Punishment A+, Vietnam War B-. I’d like for you to look for a moment at that course the Vietnam War, taught by A Fohlen, which is the third course listed there. If you go over to the grades column you see what appears there is a B-. In a traditional grade report that’s all one would have had. And if you look at the other grades the student has, an A, an A+, and an A, a B- looks like a fairly weak grade. This by the way, if you look at the total number of credit hours, this is apparently a first semester freshman who is presumably considering what he might major in. And getting a B- in history might look…
MORGAN: B+ Bill

WHEELER: Mine is such a bad reproduction, I should take out the good copy I have here. Yes, it’s a B+ here. But still that’s not as good as the other grades. In a traditional report, that’s all the person would have. But here if you move over two columns you see the index. And the index is 56 out of 321. This immediately provides us some meaningful context because it says the student, although it says a B+ was actually in the top 20% of the class. And that actually, if you look and there were 29 B+s it’s in the top 20% of the class, but that group of B+s is actually approximately almost 10% of the class. So only about 10% of the class performed better, and he was in the second 20% of the class. So this person, then, actually was doing fairly well in history, even though the grade was not an A. 

If you go on, and that was the index. And that was the subject of the 1994 discussions. Well we have gone far beyond that index, as you can see there’s much more information out there. In fact, I’ve already used the grade distribution information to determine that only about 10% of the class had a grade higher than a B+. So, that grade distribution information does provide a much greater context for interpreting an index, which as Bob Arnove, in his comments in 1994 indicated once you get down into the B range a simple index may not tell you a whole lot because it does not tell you how things are distributed at the higher level.


There’s also more interesting information there. If you look in the second line for that course and the column says course number, which is A300 or something I cant quite tell. You see a 12%. Only 12% of that class are majors. Now if it turned out that 60% of that class are majors, then a B+ for a non-major would actually be a pretty good grade regardless of what else was going on in the class. So if I were the student, I would be looking at that percentage majors because that gives me a lot of information about the nature of my fellow students. There’s more information in there. 
If you’ll look up at the top line you see that this students’ grade gpa for the semester was a 3.83. If you compare that, now this is actually in the first column in the right hand side where it says average student gpa, the average gpa of all the students that were taking the class was a 2.85. This student had a 3.85 so this student was actually much better than average because his GPA, his/her GPA, I can’t tell the gender, was significantly higher than that. So that gives the student the option of comparing herself or himself to the other students in the class. And then another comparison that one might do is to compare the class gpa—the class gpa occurs in the second column, it’s that 2.36 I believe it is, there’s the 2.36, compare that to the number just to its left the 2.85, which is the average student GPA, and what that shows is that the GPA in the class was a 2.36 as compared to a 2.85 for all the students. And so this class was graded on a harder than average basis. There’s a lot of information in this report. While I would like my students to draw all these inferences, I doubt that they do. Perhaps the EPC might have to undertake to write a list of instructions about how the students should interpret these things. But I do believe that ever student who gets one of these reports does look at some of this information and come away from that with a better understand of his/her grade than would have been the case with just a simple index. 

I did not look at these things prior to this year and was fairly neutral on the matter. After studying these things I really have been convinced that this really is an outstanding product that while the grade index by itself is perhaps just questionable, that the result of the deliberations of the EPC after the 1994 resolution, in fact has led to a product which is really outstanding in terms of the information it gives to the student.

I do have just a couple more remarks I would like to make. First, the resolutions direct, indicate that the Office of Enrollment Services and the Office of the Registrar in Bloomington should take responsibility for these things and that the Chief Administrators of those units should report on the steps that are taken. Let me indicate things that this does not say. This does say that these units will have to do these things entirely out of their own resources. It says that steps would be taken—were I in Don Hossler’s position I might go to the SIS Executive Committee and say well that heavy handed Faculty Council has tied my hands, I’m going to be held responsible for this, we really need to do something about this, please at least for my sake do this, you really owe it to me to take care of something like this—and that a similar type of thing might apply to the Registrar in the context of all the registrar and the SES portion of the project. So, in these resolutions we’re not saying these resources are necessarily resources they have in hand. They might be resources they ask for at budget conferences with Neil. They might be leverage to go back to the SES.

Finally, I want to turn to Bob Eno in a memo to me on Monday indicated that he had not yet had an opportunity to go back and re-read all of those notes so that he himself felt that this memo should come from me to the EPC rather than from the EPC to you because members of the EPC were not having, that is not the resolutions were adopted by the EPC but this particular memo that’s in your packet because members of the EPC had not had the opportunity to read those things. I do want to address one of those things. But first, backing up two meetings ago Barry Rubin asked of the SIS project, well what are we going to get out of this for all this work? If we’re putting all this…and the SIS project has prepared and put on the web now a long printout of the things we will get from SIS. Perhaps you’ve looked through it. There’s not a whole lot, I’m not going to ask for a show of hands for the number of people who’ve read this and came away saying Great, Wonderful! As you read this you will see that most of the things in here are of a technical nature. I did notice in the side that in the self-service it will be possible now for me as an instructor to print my teaching schedule—although I do have to observe that in the 30 years I’ve been here I have every semester known what I was going to teach, where I was going to teach, and when I was going to teach—although sometimes I wouldn’t know exactly where the room was if you’ve ever looked for Swain West 007 in Ben’s building, Swain West, or if you’ve ever looked at the Library 033, in Julie’s building. You’ll know that knowing where it’s supposed to be is not the same as actually, what room you’re in is not the same as knowing where it is but PeopleSoft is not going to be drawing maps for us. But there is, the things that aren’t in here are things that are of great academic interest to us. In particular, the course catalog is not discussed in any length in this and that’s because the course catalog is actually going to be the responsibility of academic units. And Ted Miller has the responsibility of creating the course catalog and I hope at some point in time I hope we’ll be able to hear more about that, for instance about how the course catalog will enable us to implement through the course…what was the name you worked on for so many years? This thing about making courses compatible across all campuses?

ENO: The Master Course Inventory.

WHEELER: The Master Course Inventory has always been the weakest link in the student records system. And, what PeopleSoft is going to offer us the opportunity to do is to meet the last outstanding objection, at least the outstanding objective in my view, from the 1994 discussions. As we look on that report, as I took you through that report, what you saw is that we have an expanded context, but that context consists entirely of numbers there is nothing there but numbers in the context. And certainly one of the points that was raised in 1994 was the issue that the pivotal, if not the most pivotal influence on the overall level of grades, in a particular section, is the nature of the instruction in that section. 
In M118 we’re primarily doing lectures, there may be other courses where the mode of instruction is different. For example, maybe it’s a lab. Maybe it’s a cooperative learning environment. Maybe it’s a mastery approach. In a true mastery section anyone who does the work should be making an A so you would expect to have almost all As; anyone who doesn’t get an A in a mastery approach section is just not doing the work. In might be a studio course and no where in that data do we see anything about the nature of the instruction, the mode of instruction. And although it’s not in the course catalog and it’s not in fit-gap analysis it will in fact be possible in PeopleSoft to put into the course catalog as a course attribute the nature of the mode of instruction. We will be able to put in this is a lecture course, this is a studio course. And once it’s in PeopleSoft we will be able to put that onto a context grade report. And onto a context grade transcript. 

And so then we will be able to meet the objections, and I think there were substantive objections to the fact that merely an index, which certainly doesn’t indicate the nature of instruction, the vast of amount of context data we have in terms of statistics, but none of that presents the context of instruction. But one thing that PeopleSoft will be able for us to do is when we reinvent the context grade system in PeopleSoft we will be able to put in more contextual information that people feel is vital to it. So I feel, in looking back at this and reading those discussions, I do feel that essentially all of the substantive objections of 1994 have been met. There are people here today who were parties to that discussion and who voted against it at that time. They may well wish to express opposing views to that. But I do feel that what we have now is outstanding, that in PeopleSoft we can make it better. And it certainly would be my hope that when the roll is called that we will have a strong if not nearly unanimous vote in favor of this better way of communicating to our students and giving them the option of communicating to their external constituencies the nature of their work and learning.

DALEKE: I’d like to thank Bill for his hard work. I can tell you that dealing with a complicated issue like this, and one in which we didn’t have full information at hand and the work that he’s done helped us tremendously in understanding what some of the ramifications might be and also the benefit of the grade context system and as a result he convinced the EPC and the resolutions before you essentially state that we’d like to see this continue. Officially Bill thank you very much for your hard work.


BREHM: There’s an amendment.

ENO: We might want to. Everybody has Eric’s proposed amended language.

DALEKE: You also have before you an amendment that’s been proposed by Eric Rasmusen who is also a member of the EPC, thank you. So the small page you have before you gives you the text of that amendment. This amendment is for resolution number two, not resolution number one, I didn’t notice that was noted on the paper you have in front of you. 

ENO: I had promised Eric that we would have this in writing at everybody’s desk and I forgot to do it and so what we’ve got here is Eric’s email suddenly mass produced. And it is a, Eric is proposing to amend one sentence within the last part of resolution number two. The distinction being that instead of saying that the grade context system should be re-implemented as soon as feasible, if it cannot be implemented on the initial PeopleSoft implementation, Eric’s resolution would say that we want the Grade Context System implemented, we want it continued entirely without any interruption.

BREHM: Eric, do you want to speak to your amendment?

RASMUSEN: OK. Sure. Bill gave an excellent exposition of what everyone in the committee thought. Grade Context looked better than we thought, going into the discussions even. And we came out with these two resolutions. The first one was uncontroversial. I will say that the grade distribution reports for the courses ought to be continued without any interruption. And we agreed kind of in the spirit of the second resolution, which is that the grade context reports should also be continued, but the majority position was for a gentler phrasing than, a more indirect phrasing than I wanted. It says now that the Registrar should arrange for the reinstatement of the entire grade context system as soon as feasible after the implementation of PeopleSoft SIS. I think that gives a little more wiggle room than I want to give; we don’t give that wiggle room in resolution one. So I think instead we should just say that we should take steps to arrange for the continuation of the entire grade context system. Now it may be that come October we’ll hear that it’s too expensive or can’t be done or there’s been a terrorist attack and it’s not possible or something but I think that’s the point to consider excuses rather than to make them in advance. I can make the formal motion now or we can wait on that. 
BREHM: I noticed that Roland Cote is with us, Roland do you wish to speak to either of these resolutions?

COTE: I was at the EPC meeting when the resolutions were presented and discussed and the only difficulty with the proposed amendment to the second resolution is basically a question of where the resources will come from. I think that at this point now, Don couldn’t be here today because he’s in an SIS Executive Committee meeting, where they are actually going over all of the proposed changes and modifications that need to be made to PeopleSoft and they are right now making decisions on how much money, well they know how much money will be available. And they are making decisions on which modifications will need to take place. If this modification doesn’t make it through the Executive Committee for project, for implementation, at the same time while PeopleSoft is implemented by December 2004 then we’re dealing with very much a significant funding issue and a resource and money are not necessarily always the same thing. 

But in order to bring it up at the same time as PeopleSoft is implemented we’re going to have to make some decisions as to where the experienced people who will have to work on this will be coming from as well. You can have the money to pay the programmers, but you have to train the programmers to understand the environment in order to get the job done. That’s about as much as I can say to it at this point. We can’t guarantee that it can be done in time. Resolution one is certainly a simpler resolution, getting the grade distribution report. That’s also a resource issue. And it’s a resource issue not simply in terms of dollars expended but also in terms of available resources that are being dedicated to the project to bringing up PeopleSoft period. That’s where the resources that would be working up this first resolution are right now. So we’ll still have to figure out how we’re going to get those resources, but that’s certainly a more doable and a more understandable, that’s a project we can get our hands on and kind of see our way through.

The second one is larger because it will involve, not simply OES resources, we can advocate and the Bloomington Registrar will advocate for the Context Transcript, for the Context Grade System, there’s no doubt about that. I mean we all understand the value of it and it is academic policy and we will advocate for it. The question is there will have to be some resources to go with it. Some money to go with it and some of the resources will be expended at UITS as well because we’ll be dealing with production systems and making modifications to certain production systems. So, we’ll advocate, we will certainly advocate. And we will know more in October as to how successful we would have been. But I can’t make the commitment at this point. Sorry it’s not that definitive.

BREHM: So we have two resolutions that have been brought to us by the committee and we have an amendment of the second one. Perhaps we should, are there questions or comments on resolution number one. I’m trying to focus us now as we move towards a vote. Hearing none. Now remember last time. I believe that the motion is moved by the committee bringing it forward therefore we do not need a moving of the motion so we can…
RUBIN: I have a question then if this is the appropriate time. I am having difficulty understanding, and maybe Bill or Roland can address this, why this seems to be such a major expense given that the production costs for the original system, according to the documents we received, 1,275 hours of development time across the different units. That’s about 60% of one of the system’s developers in UITS, which seems to me a very minor cost, you know about $25,000 or $20,000. Where did we get the impression that this is a huge expenditure? And my impression is that with the fourth generation languages that we now have available through PeopleSoft working with the underlying Oracle database, it should be less expensive to do this than it was to develop the original system.

DALEKE: The estimates that the EPC was given came from the SIS Executive Committee I believe and they estimated to implement the grade indexing it would be 500-800 hours of programming, which comes to between $32,500 to $54,000. And those are the numbers we’ve been given.

RUBIN: That’s the total cost of the programming.

DALEKE: In order to program in the grade indexing, yes.

RUBIN: And does that include the departmental cost, say for the Registrar’s Office personnel and whatever?

DALEKE: No, that’s just the grade indexing for the SIS.

RUBIN: I’m just curious as to why with the more advanced systems we have that we have a higher cost in terms of the programming then was needed for developing from scratch, which seems to me counter intuitive.

ENO: It sounds like it’s half as many hours, Barry.

BREHM: Roland.


COTE: Again, we should split up…in order to assess that we need to split up the two resolutions because Bill did a wonderful job of separating the grade distribution from grade context. Grade distribution really requires, most of the development for grade distribution information came out of the Registrar’s Office. It’s a general report that we developed back in the late 1970s and the resources going into that were not terribly significant. That’s just a query basically, or a number of queries that were developed. That’s not where the expense is. The expense lies in resolution two, the context part, and tying everything to the transcript. And how do you tie into the transcript? And how do you tie into the grade report? That’s where, and there were expenses, I think those 1200 that was in the 

RUBIN: Yeah, 1275.

COTE: Right. And today’s rate that’s $75,000 or so. And I think that the estimate that came from the Executive Committee was actually less than that coming out of PeopleSoft. So I didn’t have, I don’t have a hand, and I don’t have that kind of knowledge to specify, to tell you why it’s still so expensive. But it’s actually less expensive than it was when we did it seven or eight years ago. 

RUBIN: I just want to be fair that this is not a huge expenditure. It’s not the $250,000 or $500,000 that we were cautioned about on some of the system’s development when we started looking at this earlier in the year. 

COTE: Right.

RUBIN: OK.

BREHM: Are there any more comments or questions about resolution, yes, Elyce?

ROTELLA: I’m not clear on some things. Is the first resolution about this website that shows everybody who wants to know the grade distribution in every class?

DALEKE: Yes. Essentially Yes.

ROTELLA: I’m comparison shopping website. So if I want that to continue I vote for resolution one.

DALEKE: Yes, that first resolution is to continue the grade distribution reports.

ROTELLA: And making it publicly available to everybody.

BREHM: Roland is shaking his head.

DALEKE: This is what the Registrar’s Office has been doing even before grade indexing came about.

ROTELLA: Resolution two is about if I want this information available to students about the courses that they took.

DALEKE: On their grade reports and transcripts.

ROTELLA: OK.


DALEKE: Or perhaps Bill can address it as well.

COTE: Grade distribution reports are available on the web and you can see them for time going all the way back. 

ROTELLA: And my students tell me that.

COTE: They are sorted by department and course and are available to anybody with an Indiana.edu address. The website you’re talking about, however, is really part of the grade context system, it’s resolution two. That’s where the student can go in, plug in the instructor name, and come up with, this is what the instructor has taught and let’s see how his grading is, or her grading is. Or plug in a course and let’s see all of the Math 118, I’m sorry Bill, but let’s see all the Math 118s and see who did, how the different instructors are grading. That actually comes out of the grade context system. That is a web site. The development of that lies somewhere in between resolution one and resolution two. It’s more complicated than resolution one, but it’s definitely incorporated into resolution two. Is that Bill?

DALEKE: I think Bill has also done a good job of digging through the archives and there is a, in the large packet you have, about the fifth yellow page back there is Circular B36 from 1996 addressing the disclosure of grade distribution information. [end of Tape 1, Side A, some words lost]. 


WHEELER: The first time I looked at that website I thought gee, is that much information about me really on the web? And I had reservations about that. And of course we’ve heard that the number of hits on that…so there are these two different websites where one can look at grade distribution information. One of them is the one I believe you were originally referring to which is at registrar.indiana.edu/gradedistribution and that’s a huge, it looks like a printout from an old line printer. It’s huge and I think that’s what you were referring to and that’s what we were using since 1976. The other site which was developed as part of the grade context system is the wwreg.gradedistribution and that’s the one where you have a query so you can’t see the entire thing but you immediately get just one value. Certainly I think the Council in 1994 had reservations about whether or not this grade distribution information was publicly available. It turned out that some of those grade distribution reports were distributed at the Council meetings in 1994; the media got copies of this and apparently it was published apparently in the local newspaper and in the Indianapolis Star and this led the Registrar coming back to the Council saying how should I proceed, I’m starting to get requests both externally and internally because prior to 1994 you could only see the things in your own department. Math could see math, but math couldn’t see physics, and likewise physics could see physics but physics couldn’t see math. And so this was referred to the EPC and the EPC looked into this matter and took it to the University Counsel. The University Counsel looked at it and came to the decision that if IU computes academic statistical information, grade distributions, and keep records of that then those are public records. It is not something that we as a Council can say that the public cannot have access to, our students can not have access to, academic advisors cannot have access to. If we are going to compute grade distribution information for internal purposes then that is a public record. And that’s what the results of this Circular B36-1996 happens to be, which is about item #5 in your packet. There you see the memo to the Bloomington Faculty Council from the EPC in 1985 when this issue. They note that Michael Klein, Associate University Counsel examined the issue and determined that aggregate grade distributions are public records and are subject to mandatory disclosure under the Indiana’s Access to Public Records Law. The EPC then drafted a resolution for the BFC to consider on exactly that matter and this was submitted to the BFC and in the fall and this was submitted in October and the following spring, let’s see, no, in fact on December 5, 1996 this resolution, B36-1996 was adopted vote 37 yes, 0 no, and 3 abstain. So it is state law and BFC policy that grade distribution reports are publicly available. My own view of that, at least from anecdotal information is that some of those hits during registration periods are actually done by advisors and that the advisors feel that this information is vital to them in their advising process and I myself can imagine a context in which I think these things could be used legitimately in the advising process. We might all think that there are things that we might consider non-legitimate uses of it, and it might well be that the Council would like the EPC to investigate this particular issue at some length, but the bottom line there is that if we compute grade distributions then they are public information.
BASU: One can also get to the same site through Insite and I think there is some very useful information there where in addition to grade distribution the number of withdrawals are also listed. So if I advertised my course so well that 100 students take the course but 80 students drop in the first week and of the 20 students remaining 18 students get an A, in the grade context report you get 18/20, but not the fact that 80 students dropped it. And it’s very important to the advisors because they can say this course doesn’t say so but requires so much of math or chemistry or physics or whatever. Don’t take this course if you are doubtful about your chemistry, mathematics, etc. So I think, I personally think it should be in the system.


BREHM: We’re down to about 4:30. I wonder if the group is ready to consider resolution number one and vote on it. Alright? So all those in favor of resolution number one please signify by saying aye [aye]. Opposed? [none]. Carries unanimously.

Now we move to resolution two. Are there further comments or questions to resolution two. We have an amendment to resolution two. I believe we vote on the amendment first do we not? Are there questions or comments? OK. The amendment has been moved, as Bob reminded me, by one person, we need a second for the amendment.

BASU: yes.

BREHM: Basu gives a second. So we will vote on the amendment first. All those in favor of the amendment please signify by saying…yes Bob?

ENO: I think we need to discuss the amendment. 

BREHM: We can discuss the amendment. Yes, Michael.
MORGAN: Eric, if we include the amendment then given the conditional clause at the beginning do I take the meaning of this to be that first we’re recommending to the SIS Executive Committee that they participate in the funding of this but if they choose not to then your proposal is that we charge the Vice Chancellor for Enrollment Services to do it nonetheless and to find funding for it. Whereas the alternative, the way it’s phrased here is that we charge the Vice Chancellor with doing the best he can to drum up some funding for it. And if he can’t to tell us that he’s failed.

RASMUSEN: I think in terms of what you’re talking about both the resolution and the amendment have the same spirit certainly which is, first of all PeopleSoft project probably will pay for it, if they refuse then the Bloomington campus should come up with the money. Mine simply says more bluntly they should come up with the money; the original version says they should try to come up with the money. To paraphrase.

BREHM: Yes, Bob.


ENO: I have a comment on Eric’s amendment. As a member of the EPC we’ve been through this several times so Eric already knows what I’m going to say. My feeling is that in this case we’re dealing with an assessment that has to do with priorities. We are looking at a priority that’s very important to us, we’re not looking at all the other competing priorities where this might fall the fundable line. Some of the information Don Hossler made available, actually the SIS team made available and Don Hossler communicated to us over the weekend, gives a broader picture of the types of things that are competing priorities. And there are a number of them which I think are very important to understand. There are mandates we have to spend money to alter PeopleSoft so that we can conform to Indiana regulations specific things that we’re charged to do that PeopleSoft isn’t engineered to do because it’s not produced in Indiana. There are a variety of features that we have to alter because otherwise PeopleSoft won’t interface correctly on our campus, won’t bring our systems together. I totaled up the amount of cost that were on that sort of item that we’re required and can’t get around them and 60% of the money that was set to be available is already gone in those costs, if those costs are available. So there are about $400,000 left. I went through the types of other priorities, I don’t know all these issues at all. I saw priorities in the area of academic advising. I know that our campus advisors feel that PeopleSoft advising is a far inferior system to what they’ve been using under DARS, the previous system, and they’re desperate to get some alterations to the PeopleSoft system that will make their advising tasks better; and I think advising is one of the key academic areas on this campus. For me, I think that’s a tremendously important area, I don’t know if it’s as important as the grade context system anymore because Bill has gotten me so whipped up positively about it that I now think it’s a very good system, but I know it’s a legitimate question to ask. And the amount of money in the advising category is very substantial, it’s about one third of the remaining money, it’s a little more than one third of the remaining money. There are important features of student financial bursar collection, the way that students interface, pay their bills and so forth, I can’t evaluate those things, I’m not an expert but I recognize that these are important services provided to students. I don’t know whether I’d rank them as more important than the grade context report, but one thing I do know is that we worked out a procedure, a governance procedure that was supposed to ensure that we had a good participation in these discussions, and that was when we adopted the structure of the Academic Priorities Committee. I thought the Academic Priorities Committee, which was a proposal which came from the SES office, came from Don Hossler. He came and said how are we going to solve this so that all the faculties on the different campuses really feel that they’ve had appropriately strong input into the process to represent their interests. We designed this committee on the system level, representing all campuses, and as you know, I’ve said before, I think we have appointed to that committee the three ideal people to represent our interests and to make the best judgments about priorities. I think we should stick with that process and tell our three representatives that we agree that the grade context system is an excellent system, they should advocate hard for it, but they should do so within the full context of knowing what the competing priorities are. If in fact we fall below the line and we’re not funded on the first implementation and we now have a system in here that is set that will bring this back to institutional memory right away where the Registrar, Roland Cote, and Don Hossler are charged to come back in October to say how are we doing on getting this up as soon as we can. The next Council, our successor Council can say come back in March, come back next October, they can do it as often as they want to track this and keep this in institutional memory. I think that’s a good process. I think that’s the way shared governance ought to work. So I think in principle this is actually a fairly important decision we make whether we insist on our priority because we believe this grade context system is good or whether we insist on making the strongest possible representation of that belief in a context that’s broader than just faculty governance, that’s shared governance.

MORGAN: Who are our three representatives?

ENO: Bill Wheeler, Ted Miller, Chris Haynes.

BREHM: Ted Miller is here, Ted do you want to comment on it?

MILLER: I don’t’ really have a great deal to say. The Academic Priorities Committee is going to meet again very shortly. It’s going to meet on Thursday of this week and I would imagine that there will be some discussion now that the information Bob mentioned has been, sort of made available to people. We have a broader sense of what this project is all about and I suspect that the issues are going to be joined in that committee very shortly. And we’ll probably know well before October what the deal is going to be and by October perhaps the Registrar and the Office of Enrollment Services can tell us what they’re prepared to do.

BREHM: Chris.

HAYNES: About Bob’s remark. I’m somewhat uncomfortable about this second proposal and quite uncomfortable about the amendment for exactly those reasons. I’m quite sensitive to the issues that Bob brought up about the advising support is very much needed desperately and I can add from a system standpoint that sometimes even throwing more money in a project doesn’t solve the problem. The new people you hire have to be trained by the people who already know the system, who are the most critical link in getting the most critical functionality up. I very much want to see this done but it just may be that it’s not reasonable to do so without an interruption of service, and we don’t know that until we have seen all of the priorities and can evaluate in that context. 
BREHM: Yes, Eric.

RASMUSEN: Actually the whole purpose of the amendment is to make you feel uncomfortable. The report that Bill mentioned that’s up on the web with all the benefits of PeopleSoft has for example a lot of advising benefits, in fact you’d think advisors would be much better under PeopleSoft. It’s because of things like that I don’t really go with a trust me to make the right decision kind of argument. I don’t know if I trust Bob even, but I’m not trusting Bob, and I’m not trusting our three representatives, it’s a committee who are being told to trust. And we’re being told to trust that when we say something’s important and we think it’s worth a whole $50,000 bucks, $20,000 more than the prize Sharon got the other day, that we trust them to make the right decision. Now $50,000 bucks would be, let me see how can I work this out, would be 50 BFC members times $100/hour for 20 hours of discussion. I think over the years on the grade context report we’ve spent that much time so if we think it’s worth that much of our time then we also think it’s worth that much money and we should put a lot of pressure on people to come up with that money. Even if something else has to be dropped. And they can come back later and say we’ll have to drop whatever it is that gets dropped.

BREHM: Yes, Michael.

HAMBURGER: Is there a way we can use some of the deferred compensation for President Brand? 

[Laughter]

HAMBURGER: I wanted to make a serious remark on that note. It’s not clear that it’s our responsibility to work out all of the decisions about where the resources are to come from to implement academic priorities that we’re discussing here. I think it’s our job to identify academic priorities that are important to let us do the job that we’re supposed to do here and it’s essentially turned over to the administration to figure out ways to implement those priorities. So I think making a strong statement here simply turns over to the committee and to the administration the responsibility of finding a way to implement this as expeditiously as they can.


BREHM: The other thing that I might say because we are still walking down the road on this project for some time to come. I think that, and it would be for this particular issue but for any issue, I think if we came to a point where the BFC has expressed its will that a certain thing should be done and we’re looking at the machine and it’s horrendously expensive that it be done, than I think we come back to the BFC and say it’s horrendously expensive, let me tell you what we’re not going to do in order to do this and what’s your choice? So I don’t think that we ever cut off the dialogue is what I’m saying.

MORGAN: Yeah, I’d just like to underline that and the last couple of comments. I think our job is to say what’s really important to us and we certainly are not, I would think, we are as united to think that just because we say it it’s going to happen. But if we don’t say it strongly enough then frankly no one will come back to tell us about it. I mean, or they may come back and just pass it off in the midst of some other discussion as something relatively insignificant that just had to be compromised for various other reasons. So, I think that in general principle the stronger position is always the better one for us to make if we want to be in control of the academic destiny and character of the institution. That’s our responsibility.
BREHM: Yes, Malcolm you were going to raise your hand. Didn’t. Anymore questions or comments? Alright so shall we vote on the amendment? All of those in favor of the amendment, and I’m going to assume this will not necessarily be unanimous please raise your hands those in favor? 

BOBAY: 27.

BREHM: All those opposed please raise your hand.

BOBAY: 12

BREHM: And all of those abstaining?

BOBAY: 1

BREHM: So the amendment passes. Now we go to the amended resolution. Number Two. I’ll also, because the vote on the amendment was not unanimous I’ll also do a showing of hands for this. For resolution number two, we can discuss resolution two now because we’ve discussed the amendment and amended it, I don’t think we should go back and discuss the amendment. But if there are other things in resolution two that people want to raise a question or discuss? Yes, Bob.


ENO: I just like, I’m not quite sure how to vote on this, the way that I read this allows what we are charging both the Enrollment Services Office and the Registrar’s Office to do is to find funds, it looks to me like this opens the door to demand that we find Bloomington funds rather than SES system funds. I’m not sure that that’s a wise thing to vote for; essentially it says that we are so committed to this that we will put up our own campus money. I’m not sure where the monies going to come from. Mike has something to say.

MORGAN: Bob, it says they should take steps to arrange for and to report to us and I take it that what Sharon said would occur, that is if the funds are so difficult to come by and there are all kinds of other countervailing issues that it would be returned to us for discussion and we would be informed about what the situation is. But it puts pressure, I think, in just the right place because I’ve just too often have I heard indirectly that various things, that people have been informed about things that are not complete and actually you’ve been encouraging them to constantly return to us over issues that are relevant to us. And I think that’s all this asks and that’s all it says. Do not keep us in the dark.

ENO: I’m happy with that interpretation.

BREHM: The interpretation should go in the minutes. Any other comments or questions? Alright. So all of those in favor of the amended version of resolution two please signify by raising your hand.

BOBAY: 36.

BREHM: And all those opposed?

BOBAY: 3

BREHM: And abstentions?

BOBAY: 1

BREHM: Then the amended resolution number two passes. Thank you very much David.

AGENDA ITEM #5: Recommendations to Departments on AI Grievances

(Professor Richard Nash, AI Affairs Committee)   (Circular B21‑2003)

http://www.iub.edu/~bfc/BFC/circulars/02‑03/B21.2003.htm

BREHM: Now we move on to Richard Nash who will talk to us about recommendations to departments on AI Grievances. 

NASH: Richard is going to speak to you as little as possible. Hopefully you’ll remember our last meeting where we were with this. Last year we passed policies on how to handle AI Grievances once they moved beyond the unit. One of the jobs that that left undone was the fact that most units do not have internal policies at the moment for how to handle AI grievances. Our attempt to address that was to draw a set of recommendations to departments who are interested in establishing internal procedures. I’ll just go through this very quickly. The first item is that these procedures should insure a timely response to complaints. I’m going to skip down quickly. The last item indicates that if the grievance is found to be without merit the student is advised as to what avenues of appeal exist. Intervening between those two, the three substantive suggestions are that AIs should receive a written copy of procedures at the time of their appointment so that they know what the procedures are, that those procedures should aim to protect the confidentiality and protect the rights of everyone involved, and that whenever anything is placed in the personnel file relevant to the complaint that the AIs are notified. Those are the five items that we’re recommending and obviously we hope that you will take this, we hope that you will pass this, and then we hope that you will take it back to your department and say you know if we don’t have these procedures we should think about setting them up and do that before too long.

BREHM: Yes, Joss.


MARSH: Just a tiny question. In item four and item one we have the word complaint and elsewhere we have the word grievance. Are these synonyms in this document? Because where it says in four, where graduate student instructors be notified whenever information regarding a complaint, I think it alters the meaning slightly because you’re using the word complaint. Should that not be grievance?

NASH: I’m not imagining from our discussion. So you want to change complaint to grievance in one and five, or one and four?

MARSH: Yes.

NASH: I’m not eager to do that and I’m thinking particularly about four depending on the status on how that grievance is, of how that’s interpreted in the process. There was some discussion early on that we inherited from the discussion that had come before and Malcolm may be speaking to that I’m not sure, is that 

MACFARLANE: We talked at some length about that. The basic idea is this, the student feels picked upon, they complain, they sign a complaint. If the department is open and has some way of listening to complaints perhaps it can be handed off fast and settled in some civilized fashion. If it doesn’t work to the satisfaction of the student then they submit the grievance. There’s a distinction.

BREHM: Laura

GINGER: I hate to say this but I think this needs a lot of work because generally, usage would be that if an AI grievance would be a grievance the AI files where the AI is complaining about something, perhaps about the way they’re being treated. A complaint is something filed against an AI by usually one of his/her students. So this whole thing is completely confused.


NASH: Well

GINGER: In my opinion you can’t just change grievance and complaint to one thing throughout and have it mean what it should be saying, or what I suspect you meant it to say. So it’s not ready for prime time.

NASH: The difficulty with the grievance/complaint issue, particularly in four, was over the issue that AI grievances are being imagined as arising out of, or implicated with, complaints originating against AIs and it’s in that nexus.

GINGER: That may be, but that’s not necessarily always the case, and you can’t write this in here for all complaints.

NASH: Exactly, but the…


GINGER: But you need some separate language for grievances and for complaints, and also some separate language about what happens when they meet and when one comes out of the other because not all complaints are going to lead to grievances and not all grievances are going to arise from a complaint. 

NASH: Right. And what I’m wondering right now and was I was thinking through with Joss, you were just saying that substitution is not going to get it done. But I am wondering about in terms of what we’re saying here and establishing procedures. The idea for this is we’re offering recommendations to departments in how they’re going to establish their procedures for handling.

GINGER: they need something about both.

NASH: Right.

GINGER: Not where we’re pretending they’re the same thing or where everything’s muddled. In other words if you’re going to send them something useful it ought to be clear. Right?

NASH: I certainly agree with that and I’m thinking 

GINGER: What I’m saying is that this is so confused and confusing, no offense to anyone intended because I’m not on the committee and don’t know who is but it’s just, I mean, this is a real important thing because I would like to take something back to my own unit but you know, this isn’t really helpful because they can weasel around the wording and it’s not really clear. There are separate issues about how to handle complaints against instructors and how to handle grievances by instructors.

NASH: Let me turn this back to you in terms of.

GINGER: I think Bob’s trying to intervene.

ENO: I don’t think we have to go here Laura. The framework of this guidelines as constrained by the opening paragraph which specifies that these are being recommended to the departments that they establish and maintain procedures for reviewing graduate student grievances related to the terms and conditions of their teaching assignments.

GINGER: But Bob I’m sorry, but not everybody’s going to read that carefully and if you give this to the units a lot of them are going to say this is so worthless, trash it. If we’re going to do something we ought to write something clear. I understand what the first paragraph says but if that’s the case than this other language shouldn’t appear later in the document.

ENO: If it’s a problem, I don’t think there’s any difficulty in changing the first instance of complaints to AI complaint and the second instance of complaint to grievance.

MACFARLANE: Why wouldn’t you assume that that was what this whole business is dealing about?

GINGER: But it’s not the point. If it’s not clear to people outside of the little circle that’s been thinking about it it’s not useful to anybody outside that circle.

ENO: I can’t see how you can get around the first paragraph. What you’re saying is that people don’t read carefully.

GINGER: I’m saying as a practical matter I think it’s best to have the best document you can produce and this is not even close and I don’t think it’s very useful the way it currently is phrased and I don’t know what I would say if I took this and they said well ok what does this mean number whatever. I think the whole thing, not just the first paragraph needs to be clearer, but then all the subsequent points need to be clearer as well.


BREHM: Let’s see if we can get some other reactions to this?

GINGER: I don’t think we have time to rewrite this.

BREHM: Are there other reactions to the documents, yes Dennis?

SENCHUK: I would have to agree with Laura on this that certainly the practice of the Board of Review is that, uses the language the way she is suggesting.
NASH: I want to…you’re talking about the Board of Review…

SENCHUK: The Faculty Board of Review.

NASH: Which is, it does seem to me that we’re several steps short of where you’re moving to in the Board of Review.

GINGER: But we need to recognize the normal use of these terms and use them consistently throughout is what we’re saying.

BREHM: Mary

WENNERSTROM: Well, I’m in charge of, supposedly, the AIs in the School of Music and I wouldn’t have any idea what to do with this in terms of writing policy, not even step 5 down here about they should be informed of avenues of appeal beyond the department or unit level—I don’t even know what those are. 

NASH: Those are the avenues that we passed last year.

WENNERSTROM: Which are though…if we’re going to send this back to somebody to have them write a policy you need to give people as much information as possible and I mean you can’t expect people to go and look up something that you passed last year. And I wouldn’t know, like Laura says whether we’re talking about AIs complaining about their work conditions or their salaries or their supervisors or whatever, or students complaining about AIs, and those are two different things. I think we’ve got to get something clearer to people who are supposed to then produce a written copy of procedures to put in with the AI contract. I mean I’d like to do that, but I’d like to know exactly what I’m putting in.

NASH: One of the difficulties that we’re facing here, and I do understand the reservations that are being expressed, but I want to come back to the point that the difficulty that we’re facing in trying to draft this is we’re trying not to dictate to each individual unit what you are going to establish as your internal procedures, but rather each individual unit is going to establish its own procedures and it’s going to be your determination, not our determination, how you want to define those procedures. What we’re trying to do is establish a general framework really that identifies these five items that your policy should articulate. And the idea that we’re trying to establish is not here’s what those procedures should say, we don’t want to presume that. We want to leave that to the discretion of the unit framing the proposal.

BREHM: Yes, Matt.

HOTTELL: The concern that I have is that when I first read this I thought that number four was a complaint against the student, I mean if we can specify exactly what is a complaint to the department, what is a complaint by the student, what is a grievance? If we can specify what exactly those three things are I’ll be happy.

MACFARLANE: The problem, it seems to me is not the wording, which I find perfectly acceptable, it’s lack of context in what Ms. Wennerstrom said it made it quite clear that that was the problem. Perhaps the problem is mostly mine for not getting the whole thing finished last year in one package because many of these discussions we had last year. The song has ended but the melody lingers on. 

BREHM: Yes, Joss.

MARSH: I’m wholeheartedly in support of the spirit of this and don’t want to be in any way obstructive, it seems like we have two issues. One of which is a small matter of wording and the other of which is the directing of people to where they should seek information. Which both seem to me to be quite small things. Could we not alter line one of item one to read Procedures to ensure a timely response to complaints by AIs. In item four Regarding a complaint by any AI is placed in their personnel file and at the end of five could we have a bracketed item [for information on these see x, y, z]. Then would we convince you of sufficient clarity.
GINGER: This illustrates my point, four is not intended I think to be talking about grievances or complaints by AIs but things that have been filed against them which they should be notified about. So that’s why I’m saying this whole thing is so confusing, confusing. And it’s not a small matter and it’s not a matter of just a framework. In other words if we’re trying to give units guidance to off and do their own thing, but this is so unclear and confusing that even if they were trying to behave in good faith and do something I don’t…

BREHM: We’ll move to Deidre.

LYNCH: I’m going to sound like an English professor but I think that the problem comes from using nouns as adjectives. The problem starts with graduate student grievances, which can both mean grievances filed by a graduate students and grievances files against a graduate student. And so the ambiguity, it’s set up in the very first paragraph. 

BREHM: I think it’s very good to be an English professor. Barry?

RUBIN: I question the assumption of not dictating procedure. Frankly, having served in a position where I was responsible for this for a number of years I would like procedure to be dictated to me so that it was an equitable procedure and that the same procedures that occurred for AIs across any unit. I don’t understand why we’re interested in giving units so much latitude when AIs should be treated in an equitable fashion all the way across the university. So what is that rationale for giving that latitude as opposed to equitable treatment for AIs in every unit?

BREHM: OK, I’ve got Michael and then Barb.

NASH: I thought Barry was asking a question.

RUBIN: Yes.

NASH: It does have an answer. One of the astounding features of working on the AI affairs committee is to develop an appreciation for how widely varied what being an AI means on this campus. Trying to draft even a definition of an AI, much less prescribe a set of procedures that described the duties and responsibilities of AIs across this campus would be a huge undertaking and one that would not be greeted nearly as appreciatively as you’ve suggested in your comments. It is, and it may be, that having gone this far through the package that Malcolm was describing, we’ve been working on, that we now want to stop and go back and work out a set of a clear description of duties, responsibilities, and procedures governing AIs across campus. But that’s going to be a rather tortuous exercise. That’s my answer.

BREHM: OK, we have Michael, we have Barb, and now we have Ben.

MORGAN: I do think that we probably are not going to be able to craft this properly as a committee of the whole. However, in listening to the comments I think that the one distinction that needs to be made in that first sentence is between complaints against graduate students and graduate student grievances with regard to the conditions of their employment. And I think that if in line 4 after the word reviewing we inserted “complaints against graduate students and graduate student grievances related to the terms and conditions of their employment” and then if the document kept that terminology of both complaints and grievances throughout with a couple of other tiny little modifications the document would fall in place. It would make it rather good. I think frankly in every case where the word grievances or complaints occurs if we just made it complaints and grievances it would work except in one clause a little bit later on in three or five I can’t remember. I don’t know if that would make everybody happy but it would certainly clarify the primary ambiguity and basically include both, which isn’t a bad thing.

BREHM: Barb.

HAWKINS: I was going to suggest that this needs some reworking and I was going to move to table at this time.

BREHM: It’s been moved to table and seconded. OK. I think there’s no discussion of a motion to table. All of those in favor of tabling this motion for right now please raise your hand. 

BOBAY: 35

BREHM: Opposed raise your hands? Abstentions? 3. It’s tabled. Thank you very much.

AGENDA ITEM #6: Policy on Use of Email for Administrative Mass Communications

(Professor Barry Rubin, Technology Policies Committee)   (Circular B18‑2003)

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/BFC/circulars/02‑03/B18‑2003.htm

BREHM: Now we move on to the final item on the agenda and this will be the use of email for administrative mass communications. [end of tape 1, side b]
RUBIN: At last, the mass email proposal makes it to the light of day. Having been postponed several times, I am pleased to bring this forward from the Technology Policy Committee. The history of this document, for those of you who have come to IU since 1988 or 1989 I can’t remember which year it occurred, is based on an email that was sent to the university community by Ellen Ehrlich appealing to the faculty for the United Way campaign in the community. And this was in 1988 or 1989, at which point there was a large cry about the misuse of email for non-academic use. At that point, the Academic Computing Policy Committee, which I chaired at the time, was charged with the responsibility of coming up with a policy on mass emails, which we do, and then re-endorsed that policy in 1991 or 1992, one of those years. 

That has actually been the operational document that the university, in particular the campus, has been utilizing for mass emails over the course of the last decade. However, as a variety of instances have come up where greater flexibility has been needed, the Office of Information Technology Policy has instituted some procedures that have allowed that flexibility to be utilized whenever the need arose. And, in my opinion, the policy really wasn’t violated at any point. But about a year ago when we started dealing with this, Don Hossler I believe it was, brought it to Bob’s attention that in order to send email to the students that he was interested in communicating with there really wasn’t any procedure in place with respect to that policy and we really should take a look at that and see what we could do to revise the policy—and that made sense given that it had been written prior to the time when email was utilized by virtually everyone and when we were also receiving emails from outside sources that didn’t have anything to do with our academic mission. Is that an appropriate? So Bob agrees that that’s somewhat in the right spirit.

So, last year the committee undertook a revision of this policy and what we did was take the existing policy from the Academic Computing Policy Committee’s deliberations as well as the procedures that UITS was using in the Office of Information Technology Policy and tried to put those together in a document that captured the spirit of both. And what you have before you as Circular B18-2003 is the result of that compromise between the various documents and procedures. 

We discovered, as some of you may remember, back in November when we tried to introduce this that there were some concerns that faculty members outside the Council had before we even brought it up for vote, and that had to do with First Amendment rights. In order to address those I took the document that we had to the University Counsel and met with both Beth Cate and Michael Klein and the result was that they agreed that there were some potential First Amendment right violations if the policy applied to individuals. However, if the policy was written so it applied just to administrative office use of emails that was not a concern. So we rewrote the policy, because the biggest concern to us as faculty really was administrative use of email and we rewrote the policy to address those issues and insured that there were both some restrictions on how mass emails could be used by administrative units and also some procedures for making exceptions to those restrictions. 

Those are embedded in the document that you have in front of you. Now, that does not address the case where a student might decide that he/she wants to send 18,000 mass emails out to advertise a party they are having sometime in the next week and as of right now this policy does nothing to stop that. Indeed the committee plans on revisiting that issue and seeing if there is a way that we can address that. The problem occurs when, if you try to limit content, then you may also limit the student or faculty member who is asking for a political rally—which is a clear violation of First Amendment rights. So, we’re in that conundrum on personal mass email; at least this addresses the administrative mass email issue. And again it provide the flexibility that we believe is needed. So with that I present this to you on behalf of the committee and I’m prepared to answer any questions.
BREHM: Moya?

ANDREWS: Since our office has a lot of mailings I brought a list which I’m going to circulate so you’ll get an idea of the kinds of things that the Faculty Council’s policies mandate be sent out administratively. This is the summary of things that we have to send out related to policies and at the moment we are sending most of them out by paper and we also have now consolidated a lot of them so that more goes out in each mailing to reduce postage. We do have a lot up on the website, things like the religious holiday information, all of the forms to use to apply for all the competitions, etc. We’ve reduced a lot of mailings by doing more and more on the website, but these are the things that currently go out. In our estimate by sending these out electronically we could reduce our costs for mailing significantly. The down side is, of course, is just as faculty when they see the printed copies in their mailbox often toss them unopened into the trash, the number that we send out they probably would just, many people may just delete them unread.
Anyway I thought that by comparing this list of what we do mail out you would get a sense for what they are. 

RUBIN: And this policy in no way would limit your ability to do that.

ANDREWS: No.

RUBIN: In fact it gives you the authority to do that.

ANDREWS: I understand that’s why I wanted to use these as illustrative examples. 

RUBIN: Yes.

BREHM: Eric.

RASMUSEN: I wanted to address the problem of replies going to everybody on the list, which I know you’ve thought about and we see it on here. And you’ve taken care of that with formal distribution lists, but maybe not on page 2 point four for these other lists of specific addresses. You’ve said there that the list shouldn’t be revealed so the receiver can’t just copy them off and send his own messages to a long list of people. Is there any way also to prevent his reply-all from going to everybody on the list? 


RUBIN: Yes. That is why where there is also where possible the reply-to address should be an organizational rather than a personal address. That has some of the ability to limit it as I understand it. But yes there is that ability and from what I understand UITS was going to make these formal distribution list ones where you could not do the reply-to-all. So that was discussed in the committee and I believe it was Mark Wagner who indicated that we could do that. We needed verification of some mechanism by which we could maintain that. It was a concern.


BREHM: Barry I have two quick questions, they are just small things. On the third page, midway down where it says requests for exceptions to this policy under section one it’s a roman numeral one and I was having a hard time finding which section that referred to. 


RUBIN: That’s probably due to roman numeral one doesn’t exist anymore in the various edits that this went through. So I think we could take as a friendly amendment that request for exceptions to this policy under the section above, would be perfectly fine.

BREHM: Under which section?

RUBIN: Under the preceding section, the procedure reference. So under the preceding section I think would be good.

BREHM: And if I want more, other…the one about officers and offices designated by this policy as having the authority to review and approve are expected to maintain updated addresses for the recipients. I guess…do we, Moya, do we do that? I mean you have your faculty list. I don’t, I’m used to actually going to UITS and asking their assistance with this and I’m curious about whether you mean for us to do anything differently from that?

RUBIN: No. This is standard policy right now. 


BREHM: OK. So, Michael we rely on you to have the addresses. The other I’d just like to ask Michael, since he’s here. Is this policy something that you feel comfortable with?

MCROBBIE: I think it’s excellent.

BREHM: Good.


RUBIN: Yeah we did work this out from Mark Bruhn who is the UITS Security Officer and Mark is still concerned about the personal mass email situation. 


BREHM: I have to say, actually I’ve been thinking about mass emails a little bit when I mentioned the concern that I think everyone in this room feels about the international situation. If you’ll remember 9/11 there were a couple of emails that I sent out, I remember those in particular, that I thought were very, very important for the campus to have and to have quickly. And I think we were very careful to not overuse the email during that period, but to try to use it in a way that was helpful to the campus. So, I think it’s really terrific to have this policy.

RUBIN: Sharon, that was one of the examples that was pointed out by the committee of the times when it’s critical to have the ability to do mass email. 

BREHM: Yes, Gary.

WIGGINS: Barry, on page three right above the section you just modified with the preceding section phrase, the last bulleted item there talks about a substantial subset thereof for the entire staff of the campus. Can you give us an example of what constitutes a substantial subset?

RUBIN: At one time we had actual numbers in the document and felt that was inappropriate so we are on purpose leaving that somewhat a gray area. But, in my opinion, it would be a significant percentage, 25, 30% or beyond. That’s, I would say that that’s what we were talking about. But, again, the committee was very reluctant to put any specific percentages or numbers on this.


WIGGINS: I can imagine some larger units on campus though that might satisfy that requirement and they just are a message from the unit head to the people that work there. 


RUBIN: Well, they have every right to communicate, under this policy, with members of their domain so to speak. So, you know, for let us say the Law School, can communicate with law students, law faculty, law staff, and they don’t come under this policy per se. It’s really when you go beyond the confines of a unit.

WIGGINS: So it’s really between units.

RUBIN: Right. The violations are of the type where a unit might decide that they want to blanket all students with email inviting them to a recruiting event, for example. Or, and that would be what the committee would think of as inappropriate use. Whereas if the Registrar’s Office needs to notify all students about something that’s a very appropriate use. So depending on what the intent would be in those kinds of mailings then the policy would be appropriate to make exceptions from, or inappropriate. And we’ve, with that list of procedure references we’ve designated specific individuals who can evaluate how important it is to reach this larger group of individuals.
WIGGINS: I have one other line of question. Are there any lists that we automatically get on for distribution when a new faculty member comes let’s say—like the Monitor for UITS is that automatically? Is a person on there before they have to take an action to subscribe to it? 

RUBIN: I think the only one I’m aware of is BFAC. Moya’s. Can you think of anything else? The Bloomington Faculty list.


ENO: Yeah, also the Bloomington Faculty Council list. All faculty get on that as soon as they are reported by the Faculty Records office.

BREHM: Yes, Eric.

RASMUSEN: Last line on page three, can you explain why that’s there? It says that recipients must have valid university email addresses. And maybe that’s there so people can’t use their America Online address instead of a university one or something like that?

RUBIN: Yes, it’s intended to, if I recall correctly, and this is one of the things that we brought over from the Office of Information Technology Policy version. But in discussing that with Mark Bruhn I think that’s intended so that the list can include university emails and not AOL or Hotmail or whatever. It’s inappropriate to ask various units to maintain lists of faculty or students that are not university addresses. And I think that’s what we were, and if you’ve been in any class where you use a listserv it’s amazing how many students will start to request that you put their AOL or Hotmail address on there. I just refuse to do that at this point.

RASMUSEN: OK. So you want the Chancellor’s hands bound so she can’t do it even if she wants them to, or she has a great excuse. 


RUBIN: Basically it will go to university addresses only.

BREHM: More questions, comments. Since the committee has brought it forward to us it has already been, a motion has been made and seconded. So we can move directly to vote. Will all of those in favor of this policy please indicate by saying AYE [AYE]. Opposed? [none]. Sustaining [none]. Abstaining, sorry. Sustaining, abstaining it’s late. Barry I think we all owe you and the committee a great vote of thanks because this is a remarkably clear policy for a very complicated issue. Thank you so much. And I would hear a motion to adjourn. It’s been moved and seconded, hearing no objection we are adjourned.
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