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AGENDA ITEM #1: Agenda Committee Business

(Professor Robert Eno)

BREHM:  We will then call the meeting of the Bloomington Faculty Council to order, and I’ll call on Bob Eno to present the Agenda Committee business.

ENO:  We don’t have much Agenda Committee business today.  I just want to draw your attention to the fact that it is time for us to embark on electing a new faculty council for next year.  If you will remember, it is a fairly long process.  It has two stages: nominations and elections.  The nominations ballot should soon be reaching faculty.  I’ve got a copy here of what went to the printer, and I hope that all BFC members will encourage colleagues in your units to take the nomination process seriously.  Look around and see who might be a good person to get involved in faculty governance.  As most of you are well aware, one of the things that most characterizes faculty governance is the great familiarity of the faces that we see in faculty governance from year to year.  After a while, those faces will disappear, and we will need replacements.  If you would think of younger colleagues, they could complement the fine young colleagues we have currently serving on the council.  We’ve go to keep this process going; we’ve got to have enough sharing of the burden so that we can have effective faculty governance by not counting on the same people to keep shouldering a great deal of the burden year after year.  That’s my pitch, and I think that’s all the Agenda Committee business I have for today.

AGENDA ITEM #2:  Presiding Officer’s Business

(Chancellor Sharon Brehm)

BREHM:  I would like to make a few comments on the budget process.  As you may have read in today’s paper, we do have a budget cut that we are working on, in terms of what the Governor’s recommendation is.  Obviously, the Governor’s recommendation is just that: a recommendation.  It is not necessarily the final word.  What we are doing is contingency planning and saving money according to the cuts indicated by the Governor, because that is the only plan on the table now.  Our campus share is 1.853 million dollars.  That is out of a total of about 57 million, so I though that though our campus has a burden to shoulder, it is a relatively manageable one.  Our first priority is to preserve the excellence of the academic mission.  I have met with many people about this, and was recently at a meeting where the Deans as a whole expressed that they could manage this.  Right now, Maynard Thompson and I are taking that number and trying to see how much of it we can cover from campus resources, and trying to find a way to cover the balance of what the campus cannot cover, possibly by asking the units to contribute.  You can think of it as a savings account that we are trying to build up this year in order to have those funds available next year.  We won’t spend any of these funds until next year, meaning that we will have time to adjust to what the legislature finally approves.  I think we are proceeding in an orderly way, and that everyone is on the same page.  We are being prudent and responsible.  Faculty hires are going forward.  I’ve told the Deans to not discontinue hires if they in fact have the money to fund those positions at this time.  The two biggest hits came in Information Technology and Physical Plant.  Maynard, Terry Clapacs, Swami, and myself have worked together to ensure that laboratory facilities promised to new faculty will be funded and completed as scheduled.  That’s where we are on the budget situation right now.  The units are very eager for us to get back to them quickly with their target number, and we are hoping to do that no later than Monday.
AGENDA ITEM #3:  Question / Comment Period*

(Chancellor Sharon Brehm and Professor Robert Eno)

(10 Minutes)

BREHM:  We would be happy to entertain questions.
CARR:  Just a clarification.  What are the units supposed to give back?

BREHM:  Money.  (laughter)

CARR:  Yes, of course.  Where are they to get that money?

BREHM:  We would expect to be literally building a savings account.  I’ll give you a rosier example than I expect, but if for example the economy suddenly picked up and there were no such budget cut, those funds would simply be returned to their owners.  Secondly, the managers have asked to have as much flexibility as possible.  The guidelines that we are following are basically the ones that President Brand articulated a couple of weeks ago and have been consistently stated since then.  You’re going to look at things such as vacant positions, such as administrative positions, whose filling you can delay for eight weeks or so.  Travel would be another area prime for savings.  Travel is down nationwide, so I would think that some units would have a natural savings in that area.  You might delay the purchasing of some equipment that you would like to have but can do without for a while.  We are dealing with cash, not base cuts.  Within the 57 million, there is about a 12 million dollar base cut to FY03.  We think we can patch through that base cut, and we are hopeful that the economy will perk up and that those monies will be restored.  We are treating this as a cash situation at the moment.

CARR:  I hope you’re a good gambler.

BREHM:  I’m a very good budget manager in times of financial crisis, unfortunately - a skill necessitated by times past.

WUSLICH:  I don’t know if you’ve seen recently the news about the pompom squad losing some of its funding for Nationals.  We’ve gotten a lot of calls from parents in the IUSA office, and it has caused us to want to seek more information about their status.  We would like to know what is happening in that arena.

BREHM:  I have not been following the pompom squad, I must confess.

WUSLICH:  If there is anyone that could redirect, it would be appreciated.

MORGAN:  Chuck Crabb is the sponsor; just ask him.
WUSLICH:  I thought that, with Director McNeely in the room, he might be able to answer some of those questions.

BREHM:  Michael, do you know about the pompom squad?

MCNEELY:  As a point of information, there was no budget cut, first of all.  Second of all, the cheerleaders and pompom squad had a pretty generous budget.  They also had the opportunity to raise money on the side through their Foundation account.  Essentially, they spent all their money.  Part of the squad wanted to go to Orlando for their competition, but they have blown through their budget.  There was no cut.

WUSLICH:  Would there be any way to support them from another funding source, possibly at the campus level, given that they are all Bloomington students?

BREHM:  I don’t know; I haven’t received a request.

MORGAN:  A couple comments.  I have a recommendation on how to make up about a third of a million dollars: we could withhold from central administration the cost of the consulting for Christopher Simpson, which I consider an out-and-out boondoggle, and the pay for John Walda and his manufactured, unadvertised position.  That comes to about a third of a million dollars.  We could use that money in the units instead of sending it on to central administration.  I’m not being facetious.  I may be being glib, but certainly not facetious.  I understand that we are caught in a very difficult situation regarding inter-campus transfers.  Basically, any course taken on a statewide system campus will transfer to Bloomington without any adjudication of content or evaluation of level of material, and that units are being put in the position where if a student enters this campus at the end of their career, taking only elective classes, they could get a degree from a Bloomington department where they never took a course.
BREHM:  Can I refer your question to Bob Eno?

ENO:  We wrote a new policy at the UFC level a couple of years ago because there was tremendous pressure from the Trustees to take over this issue and we wanted to preserve as much faculty initiative as possible.  What you say is true within certain limits: courses that are identically numbered and titled will be automatically transferred.  We have a two year window for people to change those numbers and titles as necessary.  We are putting in place procedures by which campuses will be barred from adding future courses without checking with other campuses to see if other campuses are offering them, and having a remonstrance process that ensures that we have rough comparability that satisfies the faculty on the campuses that this is a valid thing to do.  If it is not a valid thing to do, courses are renumbered such that they are no longer identical, which takes them out of the stream that you are talking about.  In terms of the late arriving juniors or seniors, the residency requirements may be adjusted to suit the major department, and we are considering steps to limit students in their campus hopping without advisors’ approval.  There are two parts of this that aren’t in place yet: residency in the major, and limits on moving from campus to campus while a resident at a single campus.  We are working on getting these issues in line.  We were under a mandate to solve the problem very quickly, and we are in a three or four year process of trying to get it straightened out.  We have a 20 or 30 year history of having a common university curriculum, which has introduced a great many problems.  It’s called the Master Course Inventory.  Unfortunately, all this is happening at a time when we have enormous transitions in our data systems.  It’s probably going to be three or four years before we can get the data systems sufficiently configured to be able to handle the new requirements we are dictating.  Ultimately, it will be easier to move courses from campus to campus, but if it happens as we have designed it, all courses that move from campus to campus will have been subject to initial faculty review and to periodic faculty review as necessary.  It’s a tough thing to do with 30,000 courses.

MORGAN:  It seems that it would have been easier to explain to the Trustees that it’s not a very feasible process to begin with.  When I came here, any course above the 100 level was sent to the department to adjudicate whether the content was similar.  There was no easy slipping back and forth.  I think we should return to the earlier method.

WATT:  To pick up on what Mike said, and I don’t mean to cast aspersions, but I think it would be irresponsible of me as a department chair not to report the potential morale damage that is going to occur if there are a number of layoffs in physical plant workers, clericals, and secretaries.  First, there really is a potential for significant embarrassment for the university and significant morale damage for lower paid workers.  Secondly, I’m thinking that Physical Plant is only able to empty garbage from faculty offices in Ballantine Hall one day a week as it already exists.  If layoffs are effected to the Physical Plant and anything like that should be exacerbated, the morale problem will spread not only from lower paid clerical staff, who are mostly single women in my department, but also to the faculty.  That makes it a faculty concern in my frame of reference.  The points Mike made about who will suffer the disproportionate amount of burden in making these cuts is a very big concern of my colleagues and my clerical staff.
BREHM:  Let me address that briefly.  First of all, one of the guidelines that will go out to our units is that continuing employees are in fact not to be laid off.  There will be no RIFs for these sorts of budgetary reasons, excepting the two units mentioned earlier.  Physical Plant and UITS are more vulnerable because the Governor structured the budget cut to deeply affect both of those units.  There is a possibility that a technology fee might be used to offset some of the costs to UITS.  That has not been formally discussed at this time.  For Physical Plant, this is a very difficult situation.  I really agree with you.  One of the things that means for me is that we will look very carefully at the Physical Plant situation and we will require very few if any cuts in their budget.
AGENDA ITEM #4:  Double-Sided Printing and Paper Conservation

(Ms. Katherine Metzo, Mr. Peter Kaczmarczyk,

Council for Environmental Stewardship)

BREHM:  Now we will go on to the subject of double-sided printing and paper conservation with Katherine Metzo and Peter Kaczmarczyk.  
METZO:  I want to thank everyone for your time today.  There are also a couple of other members of the Council for Environmental Stewardship in the room today.  We’ll give a brief presentation and then open the floor to any questions.  I’d like to start with a statistic that is familiar to most of you, yet bears repeating.  The United States holds only five percent of the world’s population, yet people in America consume more than 30% of the world’s paper supply.  You’ll notice I have a fact sheet in front of you that has some of these statistics on it.  In terms of per capita paper consumption, in the U.S., the average person consumes about 737 pounds of paper per year.  This is a staggering amount when compared with the paper consumption in developing countries.  The average person in a developing country consumes only 39.6 pounds of paper per year.  A report by the United Nations Environmental Program states that only 66 to 88 pounds (30 to 40 kg) are needed per person per year in order to meet basic literary needs.  That means we only need to use 12% of what we are currently using in the United States in order to cover basic literary needs.  Where does Indiana University fit into this picture?  During the 2000-01 academic year, 35,000 undergraduate and graduate students printed out almost 4 million documents consisting of almost 19 million pages in Student and Resident Technology Centers.  This is an estimated 22% increase over the same period in 1999-2000.  This figure does not include documents printed on personal printers.  These 19 million sheets of paper cost Indiana University 95,000 dollars.  If all 4 million documents had been duplexed, we would have save 7.5 million pages, or 15,000 reams of paper, at a cost of 37,500 dollars.
Paper, however, is the cheapest component of the printing process, and many people have rightly argued that the costs of paper are undervalued.  What are the real costs of paper used by IU students?  Those 19 million pages of paper are the equivalent of 100.7 tons, or 159.6 acres of temperate forest: the equivalent of a 3.2% decrease in the overall tree cover in Bloomington.  That’s the same decrease that happened over the period from 1992-1998.  The amount of water needed to produce that amount of paper is 5.5 million gallons of water, approximately one third of the daily water use in the city of Bloomington.  This is not to mention the 100 tons of coal, 5 tons of sulfur, and 15 tons of lime and clay, all of which contribute to air pollution and acid rain.  There are direct costs related to transportation and labor, and distribution costs on campus.  A reduction in paper use would significantly reduce university spending on paper for Student Technology Centers, not to mention the paper used by individual departments and offices.  In Student Technology Centers alone, there would be a savings of $37,500.  Reduced paper use would also contribute to reducing the hidden costs of paper production by decreasing demands on natural resources and by decreasing the harmful outputs that cause pollution.  Less paper also means less gas and less labor to distribute boxes of paper.
What can we do and why are we here?  In the Council’s effort to see paper consumption at Indiana University reduced, we have identified you, the faculty, as our key partners and allies.  You have a prominent role in the university, and you serve as examples and role models for your students, as well as your departments.  By reducing your own paper consumption and encouraging your students to do the same, you can help us on the council with one of our goals for the academic year, to increase the use of duplex printing and copying in all areas of campus.  Many of you already copy syllabi, exams, and other items in duplex through MAXI.  Here, we know that Chancellor Brehm uses double-sided printing for personal use.  Both of these efforts are efforts that we applaud.  In helping us reduce paper usage and increase duplex printing, you will again be leading by example. Quickly, I’d like to remind you that one of the major ways to reduce paper use is to integrate technology-based alternatives into the classroom.  I’ve listed a few things here.  Some of these are suggestions you’ve already heard; some of you are already incorporating them into your classroom.  One is printing a single copy of your syllabus for each enrolled student in your class, double sided of course.  You can have students get updates or duplicate copies through Oncourse or through a course webpage.  I fact, if it’s on Oncourse or on a webpage, they don’t really need to print it out at all.  You might also consider the option of not handing out a full syllabus on the first day of class, but rather a course description and a list of books to be obtained from the bookstore.  You may wish to not include weekly readings in that preliminary handout.  We also encourage you to have your students submit assignments electronically through email, Oncourse, or through a shared CFS directory.  The Common File System method is the most recent, and so you may want to use Oncourse instead.  For more information on that, you can go to the Knowledge Base website, kb.indiana.edu.  Use the facts above to discourage students from printing emails, drafts, or materials from the web.  If possible, use online testing or discussion forums for your class.

Even with all the technological innovations, we realize that some assignments still need to be handed in.  There are a number of very easy things you can do to help reduce paper use, especially through duplex printing.  We encourage you to accept and even require students to turn in duplex printed assignments.   The Student Environmental Action Coalition has been very active in spreading the message about duplex printing among students, but a lot of students are timid and hesitate to ask professors about handing papers in duplexed.  By having you encourage them as well as having SEAC encourage them to duplex print, it opens a door and gives them permission to do the socially responsible thing, something many of them already wish to do.  You can also post instructions on how to duplex print on your website or include it on syllabi or assignments.  You can also use the card we provided, which has the instructions on it.  You can use the card to produce more cards that students can carry with them as a reminder.  We’ll also be posting a master version of this on our website for you to use.  You can also encourage staff members in your office or other faculty in your department to do likewise.  It’s a good thing for the environment, but it’s also a good thing for you.

One of the most obvious things to you and your AIs is a much lighter physical load to carry on the way back to the office.  This will help alleviate some other hidden costs, especially for those of you who need massage therapy or chiropractic therapy.  Another benefit is reduced clutter in your office, as assignments take up less space, particularly those left behind by students at the end of the semester.  A third benefit, one for which we would be happy to provide more information, is using duplex printing as a pedagogical example in the classroom.  The statistics we provided and the information we provided can easily be translated into a lesson in variability in global consumption rates among developing and industrialized nations, an ecology lesson on how reduced paper use helps the environment, or a class on changes and improvements in technology over the last 50 years, shifting from typewriters to laser printers, or in Economics, pointing to the difference between market costs and real costs, including the hidden costs of air and water pollution, transportation, and et cetera.  With that, we would like to close.  Thank you again for your time and your attention.  This is an ongoing project on which we will be collaborating with the Student Environmental Action Coalition, UITS, faculty, and other campus groups.  We hope to touch base with you again in the spring to talk about progress to date and about possibilities for the future.  We hope the information we presented today was useful to you and we would be happy to answer any other questions.
BREHM:  Thank you, Katherine.  Are there any questions?

RUBIN:  Have you talked to UITS about making duplex the default in the STCs and making single-sided an option if they need it?

METZO:  Yes, we have.  Mark Wagner is our representative to UITS and could address that question more accurately.
WAGNER:  We have seen a growing interest in making duplex printing the default.  Our major concern is that UITS is a demand driven organization, and right now we don’t see enough demand on the part of our users, and we are concerned that if we made a unilateral decision to make duplex printing the default, it would not be well received.  Certainly, without a massive faculty buy-in, students are going to be concerned that faculty won’t accept their assignments that way.  The other issue of which we don’t have a good understanding is how duplex printing affects printer reliability.  We know there will be maintenance issues, simply because there are more moving parts in play.  We don’t know how the scope of that will affect other maintenance costs of printing devices.  We hesitate to make that kind of decision until there is a critical mass of demand for it.
BUCY:  What is the least expensive duplexing printer you can buy?  [Inaudible] recently took over the printing in our department and gave us some Lexmark printers.  I see you mention the HP 8000 series, but the Lexmark is nothing like that.

METZO:  The HP 8000 series are the models found in the Student Technology Centers.  I don’t know if you can address the question of cost, Mark?
WAGNER:  We buy a large portion of our printers from Pomeroy Computer Resources, the people we go to for technical advice.  We have two sizes of printers that we use in the STCs and RTCs.  The Residential Technology Centers right now use the 4000 series of Hewlett-Packard printer.  That device, depending on the options you get with it, is in the neighborhood of $1500.  A duplexer for that device is around $200-300.  For low to moderate volumes, in a departmental setting, that is probably the device I would recommend.  In our own setting, we chose not to invest in duplexing on our 4000 series simply because of the maintenance issues.  The duplexer on that device is an external entity, as opposed to an internal, built-in device found in a larger printer.  For the kind of volume we do in the Student Technology Centers, we have to have the larger printers, which are between $2600-2700.  Those are the 8000 series models.
BREHM:  If you are interested in doing this for single use, it’s very simple.  It’s not so if you do lots of printing.  The reason that people know I do double sided printing is because I save one side and print on the other, which can sometimes be embarrassing.  Sometimes the old stuff just doesn’t need to be seen.  Actually, if you have a standard printer, you can save the single-sided stuff and stick it right back in there.  That’s another simple solution.
METZO:  If you want to get in touch with the Council for Environmental Stewardship, you can communicate with our new coordinator, Janel Anderson, a graduate student.  She would be the person to contact if you’re interested in this initiative.  Again, all of our information is on the website.
AGENDA ITEM #5:  Resolution on Intercollegiate Athletics

(Professor Robert Eno, Agenda Committee)

(Circular B16-2002)

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/BFC/circulats/01-02/B16-2002.htm
BREHM:  We are now going to move to the resolution on Intercollegiate Athletics and Bob Eno will begin our discussion.  Let me just say that I need to catch a plane fairly shortly in order to attend the CIC meeting in Chicago.  I am carrying Bob Eno’s proposal on tuition benefits among institutions with me, so I will need to leave at five.  I don’t know if we’ll be finished with this item or not, but please don’t make any interpretation when I leave the room; it’s purely to catch a plane.
ENO:  We talked about Athletics a month or so ago; I don’t think we need to cover the same ground as when we last visited the topic surrounding the Athletics Committee’s report.  I talked about this briefly last time we met to let you know that the CIC faculty leaders had met in Chicago and endorsed a resolution, which you have on a yellow sheet in front of you.  That resolution, B16-2002, is presented by the Agenda Committee for discussion and possibly endorsement today.  We are most concerned with the main body of the resolution, and then we will move to see if there are any endorsements of the additional items that appear on the flip side and third page of the resolution.  We also ask that for those items which we wish to endorse, we ask the CIC faculty leaders, who may draft an expanded resolution incorporating these items based on the voting of the various faculty senates, to work the prose into the text without trying to craft it independently for each of the various faculty senates.


Let me just note a few things before we begin discussion.  As you know, the main body of the resolution builds on a resolution that was passed by the PAC-10 faculty leaders this past summer.  It has since been endorsed by all but one of the PAC-10 faculty senates.  This resolution reads quite differently, but is very similar in substance.  The three points that are numbered and indented are the essence of the PAC-10 resolution.  I think it would be helpful to bear in mind that from the start, this resolution was aimed at a national effort to reform intercollegiate athletics.  It’s not meant to be an implicit critique of any institution’s practices or policies.  It is certainly not meant to be a critique of IU, nor is it directed at IU or any of the other Big Ten institutions particularly.  A number of the items that are built into the addenda which we may consider today are items that already represent Big Ten policy or a policy direction in which the Big Ten is moving.  In certain respects, this item would have no particular effect on Big Ten practices, but would recommend Big Ten practices as a national model.  In other cases, the recommendations would have an impact on Big Ten practices.  
It’s good to bear in mind also that this is a resolution.  The faculty don’t have the power to enact these policies; these are resolutions passed in support of university presidents and others involved in athletics who do have the leverage to bring about these policies.  The idea is to provide some very visible faculty support for those presidents and those involved in athletics that are inclined towards reform but find the political obstacles overwhelming at present.  The picture is of a very long process.  Nothing will change dramatically today if we pass this; nothing will change dramatically if all of the Big Ten senates pass this.  Nothing will change dramatically if only the Big Ten faculty presidents decide to follow these policies and advocate for them on the NCAA level.  Hopefully, with the PAC-10, the Big Ten, and perhaps other conferences joining in, we can build some national faculty momentum which will result in a gradual overall change.  We will shift the momentum away from gradual expansion and a raising of the stakes for intercollegiate athletics and back to a contraction of those stakes, a gradual exercise of caution in the way that we conduct intercollegiate athletics, and hopefully long-term reform.  In that regard, this is a pretty modest proposal to start out with.  The idea is not so much to build all of the content into the proposal as it is to make the movement more visible by gaining visible faculty support at a wide variety of institutions and conferences.  I think I’ll leave the discussion for the points that are in the resolution and the proposal itself, and open the floor.
MACFARLANE:  A matter of clarification, if you will.  You said that this resolution has been passed by all but one of the Big Ten faculty senates?

ENO:  I’m sorry; I was unclear.  PAC-10.  The PAC-10 resolution, in substance similar to the main body of this but in prose different, has been passed by all but one member institution.

MACFARLANE:  Who then has passed it in the Big Ten?

ENO:  Minnesota has endorsed the main body of the resolution and will be considering the addenda soon.  Northwestern is due to consider the proposal tomorrow.  Those are the only two from whom I have heard.

VIOLA:  I think that these are important steps.  I think it is also worth our recognition that the Faculty Athletics Committee at Indiana University has been responsible for maintaining among the highest of standards in the country among public institutions for the last three decades.  We have avoided NCAA probation, we have graduated our athletes, and I think they deserve a great deal of credit for bringing us this far.  The second item is that a recently departed member of our community would be quite happy to see these recommendations, because they are ones that Coach Knight had been advocating for years, and it is nice to see that faculty are now getting the message.  Lastly, I support the gist of this resolution.  The prologue which you have seems, well,overstated.  There is no need to say in the first sentence anything beyond “athletics is important for campus life”.  The rest of that can go.  The third paragraph, “the rapid growth of commercial influences” summarizes the bottom line of the whole document; I don’t think you need to explain that to anybody that is involved around this or any other faculty governance body.  Finally, I think we can skip ahead and say “we endorse the following principles”.  I think you would be more effective to be concise and get right to the meat of your arguments.  
The first question I have refers to your first recommendation.  “Academic support structures for athletes must be fully integrated into university-wide programs”.  I don’t fully understand the meaning of that, because this is another area where IU has had an outstanding history of providing guidance for student athletes.  When the University of Maryland was in trouble a few years ago with the Lenny Bias incident, my former colleagues there called me and said they checked around the country to find the best academic guidance and counseling service in the country.  They told me the best service in the country was at Indiana University.  Are you suggesting that we alter that somehow?  Given that this falls on the Athletics budget and not the academics budget, how are you expecting to change that system?  Finally, in the addenda, you say the term of athletic scholarships should be extended beyond one year of grants and aid, with which I agree wholeheartedly.  I would like to suggest that the term be four years of academic participation so that we stop this business of recruiting NFL and NBA first round draft choices and instead go after student athletes, with the proper provisions for junior college transfers, people transferring in, and then letting the program off the hook for people who transfer into another program with an academic scholarship.  I suggest that you consider it.
ENO:  Let me just respond to the one information point regarding the full integration of athletics advising.  As I said, this isn’t directed in any way as an implicit criticism of IU, nor does in necessarily imply in my mind that this has to be a matter where the budgets are fully integrated.  The understanding among CIC faculty leaders was that in many cases it is important to have advisors who understand the special pressures student athletes are under, and there may well be a need for student athlete advising in various locations, separate from the main advisor services.  It’s important that the advisors who advise athletes and those who advise the rest of the student body not be separated into two distinct groups, and that there not be a lack of communication.  The athletic advising unity should not be broken out into an area not subject to the review of the normal academic advisors.  The academic content of student athlete advising is reviewed by an academic official who is associated with the academic side of the mission.

BREHM:  More questions or comments?

MORGAN:  I take it that part of the purpose of a resolution like this is to find something upon which a lot of people can agree.  In a certain sense, fussing about particular words or phrasing is counterproductive unless you felt that the rest of the CIC was willing to modify it before we voted on it, independent of the PAC-10.  I suppose we can continue with it, if everybody is pretty happy the overall proposal and wants to buy into it, even if that means swallowing a phrase we might not like.  That said, I have one phrase that seems rather anomalous to me, in number two.  I understand the concerns about the time of day in which a game is played.  I understand the type and prevalence of advertising in the stadiums and the use of logos and so forth.  These are big things over which the universities have a large amount of control.  The one thing I don’t understand is the phrase which refers to the number of breaks in the games.  That really strikes me as micromanagement.  Frankly, I don’t even know what the point of that is.  So a game runs two hours and ten minutes rather than two hours.  Maybe a game gets stopped at the wrong place, but now everybody knows where there is a commercial break so they plan it into the number of timeouts they take.  I just couldn’t figure out what this meant.  The rest seemed fairly innocuous; this seemed gratuitous.  

ENO:  I don’t have a specific response apart from the obvious: some of us may think that the intrusion of commercial breaks are growing in these events, and this is an attempt to stop the growth from getting out of hand.

MACFARLANE:  It’s not about the difference between two hours and two hours and ten minutes, but rather about the difference between two hours and three and a half hours.  If it’s that much, it does interact with and affect controlling the times during which games are played.  I don’t know what the numbers are, but if it is a big expansion of the time, it makes the earlier points in this paragraph harder to deal with.

MORGAN:  It’s relatively insignificant.

VIOLA:  It’s a business, but it’s a nuisance.

CARR:  Are you taking questions on the addenda as well?

ENO:  Yes.
CARR:  In the first section under part one, you list the word “report” with reference to intercollegiate athletics.  What are you after?  That word seems rather vague.  It doesn’t suggest anything to me in the way of content.
ENO:  It is well established at IU that we have our Athletics Committee report every year.  It is not established at every university that the Athletics Committee report on a yearly basis.

CARR:  I understand.  Thank you.

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

WATT:  For the most part, the others concern the student athletes.  This concerns a certain ethos of commercialization which runs well beyond the athletic department.  It runs to the sale of credit cards in university buildings, the encouragement of student debt, and a host of other similar endeavors.  I guess I’m all for making ethical comments about commercialization, but I would guess that the entanglement of business and athletics is so incredibly intense and complicated that this seems more a fantasy, a hope.  The others strike me as realistic goals we can obtain.  This strikes me as being overly complicated.  I would also wonder if you were not picking on athletics more than other wings of the university in terms of their commercialization.  Also, would we be putting some of our athletes at risk if we take the logos off and cease to be able to afford the type and range of equipment that our athletes need?  I’m going to support this resolution, but number two strikes me as being deeply problematic for IU.
HUMPHREY:  We’ve heard everything that Bob has said in favor of this.  I would like to hear the Athletic Department address the problems that they are going to face if something like this does go through.

ENO:  Michael, would you be able to contribute some information to us on that score?  Is this a resolution that will create a good many problems for the Athletics Department, or is this something that many athletics departments could live with?

MCNEELY:  I think on the whole, the Big Ten is very progressive and a lot of these things have already been accomplished.  We are now preparing a model of how our academic support works for our students, and I would venture to say that we are very integrated into the academic advising of the university in total.  When our student athletes come in, there are certain things required of them that are not necessarily true for other students that are not student athletes.  There are eligibility issues, financial aid issues, and a host of other issues, all of which are regulated by the NCAA.  We need a different orientation to come in.  Once the students have decided which direction they are going, they are advised by the advisors in their chosen field of study.  We act as a support system to that.  The other point of that is not problematic either.  Commercialization does get a little tougher.  If you look across at the university, you’ll see a number of business relationships in a great number of areas.  We may be more visible, especially if you go to a football game and look out and see a sign.  That’s what we normally think of as commercialization.  There are some business relationships that do make sense.  I don’t easily want to put logos out there that will promote Nike unless there is clearly the right kind of relationship between us and that company.  This varies from place to place.  Again, I’m talking globally in terms of the problem.  I would like to know specifically what kinds of issues people have with this.  If you go and it looks like AA baseball, that can be offensive.  If you drive along the streets of campus and there are billboards on all of the academic buildings, there might be some problem with that.  Please understand: we want to be consistent with the university’s philosophy.  That is where we try to end up.

Let me speak to the “arms race” and the quest for championships for a moment.  We are very proud of the rankings of this university, and are naturally proud of the tradition of excellence we have built as an institution.  We enjoy the rankings that our schools have among our peer institutions.  We share the word all the time.  We talk about how our Business or Music or Public and Environmental Affairs schools are ranked.  There are a great number of excellent programs here.  We’re very proud of that, and it is a major emphasis of ours in recruiting new student athletes.  It helps us recruit top student athletes to Indiana University.  My expectation is that if you head up a school here, you are doing everything you can to have that be as best it possibly can with your resources.  Hopefully, that includes some national rankings.  The part about championships is this: we are not win at all costs players.  We are about being successful.  Our goal is not to be in the middle of the pack.  We want to have it all.  We abide by the rules, we push our students to graduate on time, we encourage them to be a part of the larger university and to have a great time while they are here.  At the same time, we want you to come out on a Saturday night and be really proud of your university.  I’ll throw that into the ring.  
As far as the addenda, we will be providing annual reports as we have in the past, and they will now be comprehensive about everything we do.  Pie charts and duplexed and everything.  (laughter)  Most of you are aware that we have requirements through the NCAA and the Big Ten that young people who are not academically qualified first may not even get in the school.  All of this is covered in the first bullet point.  The only thing I would give a little more though to is the scholarship issue, where you say that it should be extended beyond one year.  The way an athletic scholarship works is this: we have head-count sports and we have equivalency sports.  Head-count would be football or basketball.  There are a finite number of scholarships in that sport.  If I give Maynard one dollar of one scholarship, that counts as one whole scholarship.  Women’s basketball receives 15 scholarships.  Each of those can be for any amount up to the maximum allotted.  You have equivalency scholarships, such as in baseball, which has 10.9 scholarships.  They can divide those scholarships up among a number of people.  When we talk about a one-year grant, we are talking primarily about head-count sports.  If the student comes to Indiana University as a top academic student and they are awarded an academic scholarship and after their first year they decide that partying is more fun than studying, what happens?  Do they get to keep their scholarship for the next year?  I’m just guessing, but they might go on some kind of probation, they may not.  The same thing applies for our student athletes.  If they are awarded a scholarship to come here, we expect them to perform in the classroom and we expect them to perform in the field.  This is not an exact science.  You may make a mistake in recruiting.  You do have people who come here and decide that it’s simply not worth their effort.  To put the burden on a student, which in some cases exceeds $20,000 per year, seems rather unjust when the alternative exists.
On the subject of scheduling of seasons, we need to look at what the real issue is.  I can understand if you say we have too many baseball games, or that the team travels too much and misses too much class.  We have a policy with the faculty Athletics Committee that sets a certain number of away competitions.  If you go over that number, you must have it reviewed by the faculty Athletics Committee.  We do have that mechanism in place.  Regarding the sharing of revenues, this is essentially the policy now in effect in the Big Ten.  Some of these have more specific application to us, but for the most part it is consistent with how the Big Ten and Indiana University operate.  Hopefully that is helpful.
BREHM:  Any comments or questions?

SPERBER:  Bob Eno asked me to come and comment upon the resolution.  I obviously endorse the body and the addenda.  From my perspective, it’s like endorsing motherhood and apple pie.  The devil is always in the details, and I think Bob is very correct in terms of what a long process this will be.  We had a perfect example just now on the subject of athletic scholarships.  Of course, Mr. McNeely presented his point of view, but the justification is the “clarification of the basic justification of athletic scholarships”.  These awards, unlike merit performance awards in fields such as music, are made for areas we do not identify as academic.  Again, I think that many people of my generation remember guaranteed four year scholarships and that was the NCAA procedure up until the early 1970s.  Coaches couldn’t stand the four-year scholarships because players didn’t work out and they felt burdened by these players and they came up with various ways to run them off before they convinced the NCAA go to one year scholarships, which are essentially a contract between the athlete and the athletic department of the university.  They are renewed every July by the athletic department at the behest of the coach.  There were a number of instances, such as when coach Tommy Tubberville went from Ole Miss to Auburn a few years ago, looked at the tapes of Auburn, and cut 22 athletic scholarships.  Not for any academic reason, but because he didn’t feel that those players could play with him.  The Big Ten is better about this, but you can see from where the opposition to this proposal and some of the others such as its predecessor regarding academic profiles come.  Just to give you a sort of instance, you’ve got to deal with the NCAA, as Bob pointed out.  You have to get the Division I Management Council to approve this.  These are athletic administrators and conference commissioners.  Of course, the Collegiate Commissioners’ Association would have to approve it.  These are people like Jim Delaney, the Commissioner of the Big Ten, and Roy Kramer of the SEC, who have brought us the BCS Bowls and other wonderful commercializations of college sports.  Their whole mandate has been to go in that direction.  It would take the approval of the Board of Directors, the Presidents of Universities.  I hope that most would be for it.  You see where this could be a very long process.  I cannot imagine coaches agreeing to this.  If you look at the NCAA over recent years, one of the things they tried to reform was summer basketball camps, really a cesspool of corruption as everybody agrees.  They had some very good reforms, but they have been pared down excessively after pressure by coaches.  This resolution is quite wonderful on paper.  It’s really the first of hundreds and hundreds of steps and so when I see things like the IDS article today about how it is going to change college sports, I hope they are correct.  Come back in five years and let us know just how successful we’ve been.  This will be a very long process and we have a very good example before us.
BREHM:  Questions or comments?

JAFFEE:  Let me just add from the point of view of the Athletics Committee.  I think Bob’s opening remarks are extremely important.  If any change is going to be made, and I agree with Murray that it’s going to be a long and difficult process, we need university presidents behind this effort and up front to support their respective faculty senates in the public forum.  The faculty Athletics Committee is strongly focusing on the academic side of the operation at this point.  Steve’s comment about commercialization is of supreme concern for the committee, but we don’t have any special expertise there.  We know why people succeed academically in the classroom, but I don’t know if a ten foot by ten foot sign is better than a six foot by six foot sign.  We can react to that, but the focus on the academics is the key thing for us.  The president, our athletics director, and the committee are all focused very much in this area.  I think support for this resolution must come at all levels, and I support it fully.  The general thrust of the movement is a very positive step.
RUESINK:  Bruce chairs the committee that represents us as faculty in the management of athletics.  Are there things that we could do on a continuing basis that would help you represent us better, Bruce?  We don’t want to isolate you out there.

JAFFEE:  That’s a good question.  I hadn’t really thought of that.  I think the presentation we had a few weeks ago, as in years past, has been a good indicator of where the committee is headed and is comprehensive in describing the things the committee has done.  It was useful for us this year to focus on the academic side.  We need to get from the BFC Agenda Committee or the BFC President what the issues are that concern you.  Michael’s key goal, as is President Brand’s, is to bring the Athletics Department into the life of the university.  I think it is important to have the Athletics Committee very closely integrated into what are important issues in the BFC.  This has been a great year because Bob is the first president since I began chairing the committee who has paid much attention to athletics.  Continue to ask questions, bring them to Bob, and we will seek answers where they may be found.

BREHM:  I would point out that it is 4:40 and there is one more item on the agenda.  It looks to me to be a pretty complicated and important item.  I don’t want to discourage debate on this.  Bob has not yet responded in full to what has been said, so if you have questions or comments I think we need to get them on the floor fairly quickly.  

PERKINS:  Just a few specific comments, and then one general one.  These are more an explanation of where I believe the resolution would take us.  One issue was raised on addenda item number two, “wherever possible, a sport’s season should be confined within a single academic term”.  In my discussions with Bob, we have taken this to mean the growing trend in additional season sports.  That is, a softball team plays a few games in the fall when their traditional season is the spring.  Tennis and golf have a primary season in the spring, but they do have some matches in the fall as well.  I think the intent is to scale that back.  Extensive travel in your non-traditional season seems unnecessary to me, and I think that a scaling back of that is necessary.  A year ago, the University of Michigan proposed that such competition be limited to within your own state.  I thought that might be a reasonable way to do it.  The second comment is with regards to number two, “facing strong challenges should not be eligible for varsity competition during their freshman year” is part and parcel of a motion now in consideration at the NCAA level.  The idea is to change the initial and continuing eligibility rules.  From my standpoint, I would welcome the support of this group to say that we do need to have the fine line, this distinction between students that are eligible their freshman year and those that are not and perhaps in pushing the line higher than what it already is.  The line does exist, but perhaps a body such as this one could help push it higher.  The last general statement I would make is simply to echo what Bruce indicated: I particularly welcome this kind of a resolution and this kind of a discussion.  This is what we, as faculty, have to do to put a bit more pressure on our presidents to carry through with reform actions.  They are the ones who are going to have to administer this.  
Murray correctly referred to the death of basketball reform, and that is about what happened.  There are some reforms that passed, though not nearly as many as we could have hoped for.  They have been essentially deleted or watered down so much that they mean nothing at this time.  That is primarily because the basketball coaches in this country are extremely good at lobbying.  Most recently, they were incredibly successful in lobbying our presidents.  Our presidents are the ones who eventually reversed these decisions, despite the fact that lower levels of the NCAA food chain wanted to keep these rules in tact, such as the infamous 5 – 8 rule and the reduction in summer recruiting.  We need to lots of things like this to put pressure on our own presidents, in the Big Ten and also across the country.  We need them to carry forward some of these reforms.  I’m all in favor of this in general.

BREHM:  We are heading towards a quarter of five.  I would like to hear from Bob, if there are no other questions.

VIOLA:  Actually, I would like to like to inquire as to a corollary to your statement that we must empower the presidents.  What about empowering the faculty?  Exactly whose responsibility is this?

ENO:  I’m not as well versed on the history of intercollegiate athletics as I wish I were at this point, Vic.  Of course, the faculty used to be charged with the principle role of governing intercollegiate athletics.  That slipped out of faculty control about a decade ago.  Part of the reason seems to be that at many institutions, though not necessarily this one, faculty were not exercising control, and the hope was that the presidents would.  Presidents would appear to have performed little or no better that the faculty governors that preceded them.  I would hope that in the future, both the presidents and the faculty would perform better nationally, and then we can have an argument over which group would be better suited to hold the reins of governance in intercollegiate athletics.  You know that I like faculty to keep control of things.  I think that they anchor the academic mission and they can monitor the institution better than anyone else.  I’m in an Indiana University context.  I’m not sure I would say the same thing if I were at other universities in other parts of the country, with other athletic histories behind them.  It’s a tough question.

I want to add a note.  As Vic noted about Coach Knight and in reference to Bill’s comment on the lobbying clout of coaches, Coach Knight was very forceful in the way that he spoke for academics and the importance of a balanced academics and athletics experience for athletes.  Mike Davis, his successor, was quoted in the IDS this morning as being supportive of this proposal.  I think we’ve been very lucky in this respect, that IU has this philosophy in its Athletics Department.  There is one point I’d like to check on.  Mike, when you were talking about the middle addenda item in number two, the athletic scholarships, you noted something that raised an issue I had never thought of before.  That was in reference to a student whose academic eligibility expires because they are partying instead of going to class and that this resolution might seem to endorse the notion that a person such as that should continue to be on an academic scholarship.  Is that what you were suggesting?

MCNEELY:  If you have an academic scholarship, you aren’t a student athlete.  There are standards by which you must conduct yourself academically in order to preserve that financial award.  In all honesty, the person who is receiving the scholarship is expected to be a good student, but that is not why they are receiving it.  They are receiving it because they have certain proficiencies, a gift, or they have been trained in an area that would warrant a merit-based award.  To guarantee student athletes a full scholarship for four years could be a bit onerous, not because it would lead coaches to run people off, but because of financial reasons.  These are just practicalities.  In the marketplace, in basketball or football for instance, if you are running people off consistently, that scares recruits away.  I don’t disagree with what Murray has said.  There are examples of that behavior.  As a practical matter, if we were to regularly run players off in basketball, other kids may look elsewhere to matriculate based simply on the nature of the program.

ENO:  This specific resolution, or at least the addendum section, is the middle position between the notion of the four, or as the Knight Commission found, five year scholarship, and the retention of the one year option.  The Knight Commission found that student athletes, because of their non-academic obligations, take on average an extra year to complete their studies.  As Michael has pointed out, in certain cases, the multi-year scholarship makes a great deal of sense.  In others, it is subject to the type of abuses that Murray detailed for us.  This is a moderate position, trying to find a balance and more importantly raise the issue to higher prominence.
VIOLA:  The point is that the scholarship would be tied up for four years, not necessarily the money if a person didn’t perform academically.  In other words, this will raise the standards in recruiting athletes.  We are going to have athletes who make it in the university and not simply get people who get through one season then jump ship for higher stakes competition.

BREHM:  Do you want to have a vote on this?

ENO:  I think we need to straighten out what the vote would be on.  My sense is that it would be sensible to take two votes: one on the main body of the resolution, and then to discuss in further detail the addenda and vote on it separately.  I would like to see if there is a desire to detach any of the addenda items.  There are six of them altogether.  If there is not a strong sentiment for that, we might just have a separate vote on the six items in aggregate.  

BREHM:  Are we ready to vote, then?  We will call for a vote on the main body of the resolution.  Julie will conduct the roll call vote.


[roll call vote: 45 yes, 0 no, 0 abstain, 10 not present]

I believe the motion passes.  (laughter)
We will move then to the addenda items.  I presume if one has suggestions for deletion, they should present them now and we will open the floor for discussion.  Pursuant to that decision, we will vote the revised addenda items up or down as a package.  Does anyone want to make a motion to delete an item from the addendum?
ENO:  Or would someone alternatively want to make a motion to pass the addendum in its entirety?

RUBIN:  I would like to make that motion.  (laughter)

MORGAN:  Second.

BREHM:  I saw no hands to delete anything.  In the absence of a deletion, we are to the whole.

MORGAN:  One it has been seconded, we can at least discuss it.  Most of our discussion was on item number two, and the fact that it wasn’t clear enough about its intent.  Is there a way of suggesting, before we ratify this, how to make it more precise?  For example, it was clarified what the issue about sports seasons was all about.  Is there a way to add a phrase to show that this is what we’re talking about?  Similarly, on the issue of grants and aid, is there some way of making this more precise so that we can disseminate it broadly without confusing our colleagues with unspecific terms?  None of us give fellowships or scholarships in anything that don’t require certain standards to be met in the area of virtue in which the person got the scholarship or fellowship.  It just seems improper of us not to appreciate that athletes, like skillful musicians, are here on their talent and expertise; not because they are outstanding academically.  If they meet minimum academic standards but nonetheless fail to do what they were awarded the scholarship for, why they should be kept is beyond me.  If there are abuses, we want to protect against them in this document as well.
ENO:  Let me try to refuge a bit.  Your points are very good, but there is a lot of complexity behind most of these provisions, and particularly behind those two.  The refuge is that this is a resolution, rather than policy.  It is subject to interpretation, and it is going to be very subject to public interpretation.  A lot of the dialogue that has gone on around this resolution is captured in the document that I circulated to BFC members, summarizing points of discussion that have come up, with regard to these issues.  There was a long discussion about that particular point, concerning the complexities involved.  It seems to me unlikely that we could arrive at a Big Ten or CIC consensus on policy, given the complexity of the issue and the divergent views of faculty senates that cannot be in immediate communication.  I think that if we take this as a resolution that expresses general intent, which is how it will serve politically, I think we can expect that it will move in the direction that we want it to.  It is very unlikely that it will result in the type of scenario that you are picturing, where athletes who don’t perform, be it athletically or academically, have multi-year scholarships regardless of performance.
BREHM:  If in fact there is no motion to delete an item, that means that everyone is in agreement to vote on the whole thing.  I’m not hearing a motion to delete an item.  If you wish to make the motion, Michael, you can do that.

MORGAN: I would like to move that we delete, in its entirety, item number two.  

BREHM:  The motion has been made to delete number two.  Is there a second?  Yes.  Now the motion can be discussed and voted upon by roll call vote.

LEVINSON:  As far as I can tell, we just voted on the resolution.  What we are voting on now is to agree that the items in the addendum would be considered for possible inclusion in an expanded version of the resolution.  There’s a rather different status of the item on which we are voting now and the one on which we just voted.  Am I correct?

ENO:  The proposal from the agenda committee is that we vote to include these items in the resolution, and allow the CIC faculty leaders leeway to incorporate them into the resolution.
BREHM:  More questions or comments on the motion to delete number two?  Yes?

SPERBER:  Though I pointed out flaws in it, I think the whole point of the resolution is symbolic, and if you exclude the one part that I think the public will grasp most readily, the item which potentially has the most teeth in it, it seems that though we like motherhood and apple pie and the reform of college sports, we want our apple pie warm and right here and without any problems.  I think deleting it will look terrible symbolically.  

WATT:  I tend to agree with Murray on that point.  If you look at number one, we want more reports and increasing amounts of information.  Who’s going to vote no for that?  (laughter)  The paper people would vote no for that, I’m sure.  (laughter)  On number three, the sharing of revenue, there is nothing left to discuss.  It’s very innocuous.  Michael, I grant you that number two is problematic, but the idea of saying that we are going to minimize athletic scheduling that requires the prolonged efforts of our student athletes over two terms actually means something, it seems to me.  That means something pretty important.  However controversial, the clause about one-year grants and aid is at least a statement of substance.  I admit, I can see both sides and am torn in my decision making.  The others seem to me to be almost gratuitous, compared to this.

MORGAN:  If you look at the resolution, each one starts with a general statement and then gets more specific.  There are a few specifics shown in the resolution that we already passed that are a little bit awkward, but are livable.  With these addenda, they don’t start them the same way.  Had they started with a general statement, we could accept it for number two, and leave off the specifics, and still come out looking like we are for greater attention to academic standards and progress.  These don’t give us any leeway to do that.  It is all dumped into the specifics.  If this is just a symbolic sort of thing, then I don’t want anybody ever coming back and saying “you voted for this”.  They’re going to do that.  When they start looking at these specifics, they are going to say “this is exactly what you voted for”.  I’m not particularly happy with that.  I don’t like to say I propose X when X is so ambiguous that we could be proposing three, or four, or five different things.
WATT:  The first bulletin point under number two seems remarkably unambiguous to me.  I like that someone would sit down with an athlete who was barely admitted to the university and saying “I don’t think competing your freshman year is a good idea, and I don’t think you should do it.”  I think that is a good idea, and I don’t see anything unambiguous about it.  Nor do I see anything problematic about what I take to be its content.  The third item, about minimizing conflicts of schedule, doesn’t seem overly conflicted either.  Michael, I don’t want to read your mind, but I think you’re talking pretty explicitly about the second term of item two, which we already covered.  The first and third seem not to be problematic.  

MORGAN:  Regarding the third one, I all along wondered why they were picking at basketball, and it turns out that the objective of number three is totally unrelated to the game, but intended for split seasons for non revenue producing sports.  I don’t know if others were similarly confused.
MERSCH:  I don’t actually have a problem with the content of addendum item number two.  I have a really big problem with and would therefore never vote for the wording of the second bullet point here.  The way that this was explained in the discussion today was that it was an attempt to increase academic standards for athletes.  I’m all for that.  However, to say that you want to give athletes four-year scholarships so that their academic opportunities are not contingent upon their non-academic effort offends me.  Unless you are on a really good fellowship or the child of a very wealth family, you have to provide for your education somehow.  Setting up student athletes as a special class where you don’t have to work to provide for your education seems wrong to me.  While I support the intent here, I don’t think the intent that was raised in the discussion is contained in this language.  

MACFARLANE:  I intend to vote against deleting item number two in its entirety because I agree entirely with the first point, and the third point, as Steve pointed out, is not particularly problematic.  Would this work?  If in fact we vote to not delete this, I would propose putting a period after grants and aid, such that the clause would read as follows:  “the term of athletic scholarships should be extended beyond one year grants and aid.”  
ENO:  Can you explain your reasoning a little bit, Malcolm?

MACFARLANE:  It seems to me that admitting students because they are outstanding athletes in some way but then pretending that their standing in the College has nothing to do with their performance in that area is just silly.  Anything silly shall not stand.  (laughter)

OAKMAN:  I have a parliamentary question.  Are we allowed to call for a division of the question into three separate questions and vote on the whether or not to eliminate the bullet points individually?

SPIRO:  Bob, when you first proposed this, you said there were six points.

ENO:  Did I count wrong?  (laughter)

SPIRO:  I think you were counting each bullet point individually.  It seems to me that we can do it that way, because that is the way you proposed we do it.  I’ll defer to Ann, of course.

GELLIS:  I think the person who made the motion would have to agree to it.

MORGAN:  I definitely do.

BASU:  With respect to the second and third parts, if an athlete has a four year scholarship and is doing well academically but not so well in the particular athletic program, then we are saying in two that the scholarship should continue.  Where does that money come from?

ENO:  First of all, this item does not describe four year scholarships.

BASU:  Okay then.  Beyond one year.

ENO:  It is directed toward the notion that students may be dismissed by coaches, as sometimes in other conferences they are, because the coach decides they can do better with another athlete, despite the fact that the student may be doing acceptably athletically, and may be performing to their best abilities on the field.  The upshot of that is to place pressure on students to make sure that they can continue their eligibility to stay in school and compete by focusing only on athletics and doing as little for academics.  That is the intent that comes behind this.  In this discussion, other readings of this section have come out; other implications of this section have come out.  That exemplifies the fact that there may be cases of students who decide they don’t want to exercise the terms of their athletic scholarship in athletics and instead want to move away from athletics and pursue academics.  The upshot of this proposal is to shift the balance where the presumption moves from the current presumption that coaches hold the prerogative to make those judgments to one that says the prerogative to make those judgments will be associated with at least one years’ grace on the athletic scholarship, because of the pattern of abuse that coaches have generated in the past.  We could go into more detail so that Mike’s very reasonable objections could be described in a complete policy.  My sense is that you will never have a case of universities allowing students to abuse their academic scholarships by not participating in sports.  You are very likely to have continuation of the case where students are pressured to devote undue attention to athletics and where students are dismissed because of lower than expected athletic performance quality, despite their best efforts.  I think that is where the problem lies.  I agree that we could do better, but I think that the thrust of the reform we are talking about is pretty much served by including this admittedly flawed provision.  It is not going to play out in the way the negative scenario suggests.  It’s just not politically feasible that something of that nature would happen.
GELLIS:  Are we ready to vote, then?

ENO:  Jake’s motion, given Michael’s acceptance, is then a friendly amendment and we will vote on each of the three bullet points under item three separately and then vote on the remainder of the five sections.
End of tape 1.  Some conversation was lost.

OAKMAN:  I don’t particularly want to vote on all of the bullet points, just those from item number two.  My intention was to have three separate votes.

VIOLA:  Can we do that with a show of hands?

ENO:  We need to get to the AIAC proposals.  We can do that, unless there is an objection to a voice or hand vote.  We will then follow Jake’s suggestion to break down number two into three sections and then we will vote on the aggregate of the six, five, four, or three that remain.

BOBAY:  For the first bullet point in number two, we will have a hand vote and I will count the hands.  This is for acceptance of the first bullet point in number two of the addenda.


[hand vote: 40 yes, 2 no, 0 abstain]

Acceptance for bullet point number two:


[hand vote: 30 yes, 12 no, 0 abstain]

Third bullet point under item two:


[hand vote: 37 yes, 5 no, 0 abstain]

Should we vote on numbers one and three of the addendum?

ENO:  Let’s vote on the entire addendum.

MACFARLANE:  I would like to do what I said I would do.  Given that the second bullet point has survived, I would like to propose that it should be amended such that the sentence ends at “the terms of a flat scholarship should be extended beyond one years’ grants and aid”.

BOBAY:  We still have a motion on the floor to vote for the other points.  We will then vote for parts one and three.


[voice vote: passed]

The results of the earlier vote on part two were as follows: point one passes, 40 to two.  Point two passes, 30 to 12.  Point three passes, 37-5.  

ENO:  I think we’ve adopted the resolution and all of the addenda.  What I will do with that is let the CIC Institutions know that this evening. I will also make the points that there were reservations about the second group, particularly about the exclusion of basketball and the possibility of the clarification of the third one.  I would ask your assent to one other item, if there is no objection.  We just agreed to let the CIC leaders move these items into the prose of the enlarged resolution if that is the way the other faculty senates vote.  I would contact you by email to get your final assent, but I would also like some leeway to try to incorporate some of the objections that I felt were very well grounded into the specific proposals; particularly that we try to correct number three by pointing more specifically to basketball as an exception and to introduce the term “non-traditional seasons,” and also with number two, to try to bring some clarity to the intent behind number two to avoid arbitrary action by coaches that puts too much pressure on students to ignore academics in favor of athletics.  If we can get agreement of that with the CIC leaders, I will ask your permission by email, but my hope is that we can then make some adjustments to answer those valid objections.  With all that, we’d better move on to the AIAC issues.
AGENDA ITEM #6:  AI Grievance and Appointment Procedures

(Professor Malcolm MacFarlane, AI Affairs Committee)

(Circulars B7-2002 and B8-2002)

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/BFC/circulars/01-02/B7-2002.htm
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MACFARLANE:  Two years ago, there was a particularly animated dispute involving an Associate Instructor which made it clear that our procedures for dealing with AI grievances were totally inadequate.  Last year’s AI Affairs Committee, chaired by Eva Cherniavsky, addressed this gap.  They produced the proposed grievance procedure for AIs, patterned explicitly on the analogous procedures for the faculty.  The result of all this is the four documents before you, B6-2002 through B9-2002.  B8-2002 still has its old labeling, B44-2001.  We are only going to deal with two of those documents today, the ones which specifically set up the procedures.  I should say that the documents in question are almost entirely by Eva’s committee.  When we met, it became quite clear that they had been crafted very cleverly indeed.  Here, then, we have the two documents.  The first sets up a Bloomington Associate Instructor Grievance Committee.  That’s something that we haven’t had before.  Its membership will be the same as that of the AI Affairs Committee.  In the words of the Lord Birkenhead figure in Chariots of Fire, “we are the committee.”  The second document deals with the clarification of the role of a Board of Review for AI Grievances.  That is a committee that has existed in vestigial form since 1970, but the form has been so vestigial and the role and procedures so unclear that it has hardly functioned at all.  The second document consists of clarifications designed to put flesh on the bones of this vestigial committee.  
It’s crucial to realize that the grievance committee and the board of review are both disjoint and different.  The grievance committee has as its aim diplomacy.  Its purpose is to bring the disputing parties together and try to get them to agree.  The board of review is much more formal; quasi-legal.  The two are unconnected, disjoint in the sense that while we hold the hope that AIs with grievances would come to the grievance committee, they can go straight to the board of review if they wish.  The grievance committee will have totally informal procedures.  No records will be kept.  Attempts will be made to mediate disputes.  At the end of the procedure, whether we fail or succeed, we will give a written report of our view of the situation to both parties in the dispute.  If asked to do so, we will advise the grievant whether or not it seems wise to go to the board of review.  They don’t have to listen to that; they can ignore us.  If they do ignore us, then they can ask us for help in preparing their case.  The help is totally informal.  We will not be in any way party to the board of review’s procedures.  What we have said will not be on the table in that forum, and we will not be able to represent the grievant.  The board of review, on the other hand, is a quasi-legal group that will have witnesses, hearings, and stenographic reports.  The whole thing will be entirely more informal.  Since you will no doubt want to say things, I should come to a halt.  I will ask you to view these documents in the light that Mr. Morgan proposed: as a whole.  Of course, you have to look at the individual wordings to be sure that there are not legal pitfalls into which we are dropping headfirst.  I think that’s been done very carefully.  I feel that the way we view documents like this is a strict analogy to viewing a Pointillist painting.  If you stand within two inches of a Seurat canvas, you see brushstrokes.  It’s only by standing back a bit that you see the ducks, the pond, the flowers, the children, and the ladies with summer hats.  
ENO:  I think that these are two of the most carefully and well-drafted pieces of legislation I have seen.  This came before last year’s BFC in its penultimate business meeting, along with two other proposals.  The two other proposals drew some comments, criticism, and consideration; these two proposals were read as complete, well done, and well crafted.  Having re-read them, now in their very slightly altered form, which only improves them in my mind, I think what we have here are two very extremely well written documents that are well worth passing.  They are very carefully modeled on the procedures used for faculty grievances and faculty hearings.  We’ve done a great deal of work over the years to perfect those.  I think we have a good set of procedures and I think it would be good if we adopted these.
BASU:  For parallel structure, should we call this the “Associate Instructor Mediation Committee”?  It doesn’t make any difference to me.

MACFARLANE:  It would probably be a precise description, but I don’t know that it would catch the attention of AIs in the same way that the word “grievance” would.  We’re dealing with a morale problem.  These kids are vulnerable to the whims of their supervisors, and feel exposed to the slings and arrows of outrageous fortune.  We want to clearly give the impression that we are trying to give them more recourse if they feel they are being stamped out.  I would say no to making that change.
BUCY:  I have question.  On the second page of B7, it says “no faculty member serving on the Board of Review can serve concurrently on the Grievance Committee.”  Is that the same for graduate students?

MACFARLANE:  For anybody.  The aim is to have the two bodies be disjoint.  That’s one way of doing it.

BUCY:  Should we say “no one”, rather than “no faculty member?”

MACFARLANE:  That is a good point.  I see what you mean.  We would agree with using “no one” as that is what we wish to convey.

ENO:  We would then achieve that by striking the word faculty and replacing it with “no one”.

MACFARLANE:  Let us then present the document with that amendment.  I think that’s a good idea.

FRAPWELL:  One thing that I picked up when I read this yesterday is that you have a 30 day time limit for the Grievance Committee.  You have no time limit for the Board of Review.  I think that you probably need some time limit on your Board of Review so that you don’t have people bringing grievances two years after the fact.  It may be referenced in another document; I just didn’t see a time limit for that particular committee.

MACFARLANE: It does say in the first item on the Board of Review that “if the case falls within the Board’s area of jurisdiction, the hearing shall be scheduled no sooner than 10 days and no longer than 30 days after the respondent has received notice of the complaint.

FRAPWELL:  My question is in regards to a time limit on bringing a grievance to the board; a statute of limitations.  In the Grievance Committee document, within 30 days of notice of some action by the department, they can bring it to the attention of the committee.  
ENO:  That time frame parallels the one listed on the faculty document, and other time constraints follow suit.

MERSCH:  I would have to check, but this document does not create the AI Board of Review.  This is not a creation of the Board of Review; this is a formalization of the procedures that reconstituted board decided to adopt two years ago.  I believe the time limit to which you are referring is mentioned in the main document, although I myself would need to check also.
FRAPWELL:  I worked on the draft, and I’m uncertain too.  In viewing this document independently, it was not clear enough to me.  It has occurred the past that we have had people bring grievances years after the fact.  I would just like to have some clarification provided in this document.
MACFARLANE:  I think there is something in the original document.

ENO:  It is not in the handbook; it must be in the Academic Guide.  

MACFARLANE:  Would it be wise to continue, then?

ENO:  We could postpone a vote on B8-2002, and take a vote on B7-2002.

MACFARLANE: I think that’s a good idea.

ENO: It is interesting, I think, that our Faculty Board of Review does not have a time provision.

LEVINSON:  I’m interested in how one interprets the phrase “notice of a claim”.  Does that refer to the time at which the grievance is passed from the Grievance Committee to the Board of Review?

ENO:  People could go directly to the Board of Review, thus bypassing that step.  It’s another issue we probably should think about more.

MACFARANE:  As I understand it, there is no problem with the Grievance Committee document.  Let’s deal with that and go back to the drawing board for the other.

CARR:  There’s something that bothered me a little bit in the first document in Section B, line 4.  You talked about the sound knowledge of university policy, but I would recommend an insertion there, to include “and departmental policy as appropriate”.  The department may indeed follow university policy with regard to AIs, but may have further rules of which the AIs should be made aware.  There is a complexity in this that becomes very real when you get down to it on the level of individual grievances.  The reasons you are listing, with regard to the failure to achieve reappointment, are largely due to departmental regulations.  My department in particular has very stringent AI policies.  It seems to me a necessary addendum.  The council can judge appropriately.
OAKMAN:  I would like to call the question. (laughter)

NASH:  Actually, I do have one more question.  On line 12 of section B, where you say “on request, the committee shall assist the grievant in drafting a statement of the grievance,” it occurs to me that there could be a frivolous grievance.  This document doesn’t say anything about this committee assisting the faculty member against who the grievance was lodged.  Was that considered by the committee?  It specifies that it may help the grievant, but neglects the professor.
MACFARLANE:  I think that was deliberately written that way.  We are simply there to help the student; the Board of Review can rule on the frivolity of the grievance.

ENO:  If there is no objection, we can vote by a show of hands.

BOBAY:  We are voting on Circular B8-2002, with a friendly amendment to strike the word “faculty” from the top of page two.  All of those in favor of this circular raise your hand.  Opposed?


[hand vote: motion passes]

ENO:  We are then adjourned.
Adjournment 5:30 PM

Julie Bobay, BFC Secretary
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