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Alternates Present: (none) 

Members Absent without Alternates: George Walker, George Hegeman, Lawrence Hurst, Thomas Mathiesen, Martha Nyikos, Charles Watson, Kurt Zorn. 

Visitors: Mike Wright (H-T), Norma Holland, James Perin, Don Hossler, Jean Sinor 

 

Agenda 

1. Memorial Resolution for Distinguished Professor Emeritus Robert F. Byrnes  (Circular B6-99)
2. Approval of Minutes: 

     January 20, February 17, March 3, March 24, April 7, April 21 

3. Agenda Committee Business 

     (Professor Theodore Miller) 

4. Presiding Officer's Business 

     (Chancellor Kenneth Gros Louis) 

5. Question/Comment Period 

     (Chancellor Gros Louis and Professor Miller) 

6. Annual Report on the Budget 

     (Chancellor Kenneth Gros Louis) 

7. Annual Report of Budgetary Affairs Committee 

     (Professor David Zaret, Budgetary Affairs Committee) (Circular B5-99) 

8. By 4:00: Student Information System Project 

     (James Perin, Assistant Vice President for Finance) 

     (Norma Holland, Associate Vice President, University Information Systems) 

9. By 4:45: Enrollment Services Report 

     (Professor Don Hossler, Vice Chancellor for Enrollment Services) 

10. Proposal to Amend the Admissions Policy for Undergraduate Transfer Students 

     (Professor Don Hossler, Vice Chancellor for Enrollment Services) (Circular B7-99) 

Summary of Actions Taken 
1. Salary minima and cost of living adjustment were announced. See Circular B5-99. 

2. Admissions Policy for Undergraduate Transfer Students was amended. See Circular B7-99. Amended policy will not be implemented until University Faculty Council considers it. 



AGENDA ITEM #1: MEMORIAL RESOLUTION FOR DISTINGUISHED PROFESSOR EMERITUS ROBERT F. BYRNES 

KENNETH GROS LOUIS: Welcome to the first meeting of the Faculty Council for the 98-99 academic year. First, if I could ask members of the council and guests to stand for a moment of silence for the resolution for the distinguished Professor Emeritus Robert F. Byrnes. Thank you. 

AGENDA ITEM #2: APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

GROS LOUIS: There are a series of minutes to be approved listed on your agenda, as you see, from January 20 through April 21. Are there any comments or suggestions for improvements? Do you want to change what you said? Is there a motion to accept the minutes, then? Thank you. Second? Okay. I'll take it then that the minutes have been approved as distributed. Now turn to Ted Miller for the business of the Agenda Committee. 

AGENDA ITEM #3: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS 

T. MILLER: Thank you, Ken. I would first of all like to make sure that you noticed the last item on our agenda. The minutes for these meetings actually do exist. They are available to you. We are going to strive to maintain that record as we go forward. 

One of the things that I'm supposed to do at the first Faculty Council meeting of the year is to report on actions that the council took last year and to report on their current status. You have in front of you, in your pile, two documents, one yellow and one blue, circular B3-99 and circular U3-99. Circular B3-99 reports on the items that the Faculty Council took some formal action on last year. Some of these items required action by the University Faculty Council. Some of those required action by the Trustees. And this document reports on the fate of these proposals and policies. I'd encourage you to look at the corresponding UFC document, because it gives a little bit of information beyond that which is on the BFC document. In particular, it indicates that in certain instances, the Trustees themselves amended the proposals that were forwarded to them by the UFC. Most of these amendments by the Trustees, I think, actually improved the situation-- clarifications. In one case, there was a fairly substantial change made by the Trustees. This was in the case of the Partially Paid Family Leave Policy (Circular U20-98). Many of you will remember that the Faculty Council has been trying to advance a partially paid family leave policy for a number of years, closing in on ten years, if I understand the history correctly. Finally, last year, through the efforts of Bill Schneider, I think we need to give Bill Schneider who was the IUPUI Faculty Council President last year, due credit for persistence in the face of reluctance of the Trustees to act in this area, he really pressed them heavily last year, and finally they agreed to a partially paid family leave policy. But in the details of the policy it is somewhat different from the policy that was sent to them by the UFC. It's less generous, for example, by and large. So I make a point of this because many of you may have lost track of just what that policy says, what benefits are now available to you because of this policy. And the web page citation here has the final version of the policy, as approved by the Trustees. So I'd encourage you to make sure you look at that if it's of interest of to you. 

I think I should also tell you that the Trustees have been very interested in the post-tenure review issue. We spent a large amount of our time last year trying to develop policies that could fall under that general heading. Now, of course, as you also recall, we're not quite finished with this work yet. But I can report to you that the Trustees were very positively inclined toward the approach that was developed here in the BFC. This is supposed to bring smiles to our faces. [Laughter]. They were positively inclined toward it. They liked it quite a bit, and so we'll see where this goes from here. But it seems to me that if you think about the audience at least we've made some progress in doing something that we think makes sense and which they appear willing to accept. 

I also am compelled to tell you one other thing about these policies and the Trustees action. As I said, most of the changes, most of the amendments made by the Trustees, seem to me to be things that actually improved the language that we sent to them. There's one exception to that which is kind of on my mind because I went to the football game on Saturday and found that my seat, which I have had for 20 years now or so, more or less the same seat, had been moved. 

GROS LOUIS: Are you still in the stadium? [Laughter] 

T. MILLER: Yes. I'm pleased that I was there for this particular game. But the faculty section in total, it looked to me, was moved. And it was moved, I think it's fair to say, although maybe the difference isn't that great, but the seats are not as good as they were last year. [Laughter]. Now, I say this only because we passed, you'll recall last year, something called the Intercollegiate Athletics Policy, and the UFC considered that, made a few amendments, and it went off to the Trustees. And at the last meeting of the Trustees, sort of out of the blue, this was introduced in the business meeting. And there were actually two amendments proposed, but there's only one that's of any significance. There was an amendment proposed which struck the phrase "ticket distribution policy" from the clause which is under the purview of the Athletics Committee. Ticket distribution policy was removed as something that the Campus Athletics Committee has any purview over at all. Now I'm not sure if these two things are connected at all, but I really would be curious, Ken, in regard to questions. Let me ask you if it would be possible for you to find out what the ticket distribution policy actually is. Since our Athletics Committee now really is not in the loop of that anymore, I think it would be useful to know what the ticket distribution policy actually is. 

Just one other item, I want to prepare you for our next meeting, October 6. One of the items on our agenda then will be the 18-20 financing plan. The report, if I understand it correctly, should be available to us prior to the meeting. I'm expecting that we'll be able to mail you a copy of this report at some point, hopefully well prior to that meeting. If you recall the constitution of the faculty with regard to matters like this, this is not an item over which the faculty has legislative authority. Compensation of benefits is a matter that the administration consults the faculty over. So our role in this will be essentially to discuss the proposal and to provide whatever advice we think we want to the Trustees as they consider what to do with this report. 

I want to call your attention to one other of the documents in the list here. This is circular B4-99 titled Bloomington Campus Faculty Policies. I'm calling this to your attention because I see Maynard sitting at the other end of the room. This document is a substitute for what previously was a seventy-eight page document. It is my intention to e-mail this particular circular to the entire faculty of Bloomington campus to ensure that they have it. I'm hoping that they all have access to the web. But this is going to be a way of getting the fundamental policies of the Bloomington campus faculty in their hands. And I hope that it will prove to be a satisfactory way of doing that. 

AGENDA ITEMS #4 and #6: PRESIDING OFFICER'S BUSINESS AND ANNUAL REPORT ON BUDGET 

GROS LOUIS: I'm going to combine items 4 and 6 in case there are any questions you want to ask about on my comments on the budget. First, before commenting on the budget, just to let you know that there are two review committees underway. A review of George Walker. That committee met for the first time yesterday. Fred Cate, from the law school, is the chair. And a review of Debbie Freund. That committee meets for the first time tomorrow, and the chair for that is Mohammad Torabi from HPER. There is one search committee, Donald Warren, because of the administrative requirement that administrators retire at age 65 as administrators, not from faculty. Don is stepping down as Dean of Education, and, therefore, a search committee for his successor has already met. That is chaired by Jerry Harste from the School of Education. There may be, as I've indicated to the Agenda Committee, other searches as a result of the report that will come out. That is not finalized yet, but hopefully later this month from Charlie Nelms and his consultants, you'll recall that they spent some time here in April and May and then worked over the summer and are preparing a series of recommendations dealing with minority programs and services as well as the organization for the best results for the recruitment, retention, and graduation of Hispanics, African-Americans, and other under represented groups. But for the moment, those are the two reviews and one search. And all committees, by tomorrow afternoon, will have been started. 

Now, as I do every year, I'm going to give you a report on the budget. And as it states here there is also a report coming from the Budget Affairs Committee. Each fall I get comments on the processes and outcome of the current year's budget. I did give a more detailed report to the Budgetary Affairs Committee during the summer, and members of that committee who are here may wish to comment or add to these remarks. 

This was the second year of the biennium, and thus the campus knew well in advance the level of its state appropriation. It could also, fairly early in the second semester, estimate indirect cost income, incidental fee and interest income, and so on, but could not until later develop good estimates for income from tuition. Despite the fact that the funding from the general assembly was relatively good, for reasons that I commented on last year and will explain in more detail today, the incremental resources available for campus allocation and were only slightly more than 2 percent over last year's budget. Thus, as has been true for a number of years, it turned out to be a difficult budget year after all. 

Perhaps it would be clearer to identify the total new income available to the campus from all sources, then describe the unavoidable expenditures, as well as what was needed to meet the salary guidelines established by the Board of Trustees. This will give you an overall sense in rounded dollars of the reallocation burden that the instructional and noninstructional units on the campus had to bear. The new income to the campus, including the increment on the state appropriation, the tuition increase, indirect cost and other income, totaled approximately 18.1 million dollars. The unavoidable expenditures, and by that I mean increases in system service and Foundation charges, (these are assessments that each campus pays for the Central Administration and the support of the IU Foundation), energy and insurance, debt service, financial aid, both new costs and costs that had been funded with one-time money last year and that had to be moved into the base, such as bank charges, the new 18-20 sinking fund, totaled 8.4 million dollars. 

Let me explain two of these terms. Bank service charges are what the campus pays to such entities as MasterCard and Visa as students use credit cards to pay tuition and other expenses. These charges have increased considerably in recent years and are likely to reach approximately 1.5 million dollars this year. Secondly, for the information of those who have come to campus since 1989, 18/20 is the pre-age-70 supplemental retirement fund available to those hired before January 1, 1989 and for which the university will see an escalating cost between now and the year 2011, followed by a decrease for the 20 years after that. That is, the last person who will be eligible for 18/20 and receiving 18/20 benefits ?that ends in the year 1231, I'm sorry, 2031. [Laughter]. And that, of course, is what Ted was referring to earlier, there has been a committee looking at ways of trying to spread out the cost of 18/20. There is no intention to change the 18/20 (inaudible). Those of you on the committee can explain it better than I can, Maynard's on that committee for example, but basically the cost of 18/20 to the university rises precipitously between now and 2011. And then decreases until it's 0 in 2031. And what the committee is intending to do is figure out a way to amortize that cost over the next 33 years, rather than have it go up sharply and then decline sharply. 

In any case, for the campus budget, this meant that the new available resources to the campus were about 9.7 million dollars. Salary increases alone required about 6.6 million dollars, so there remained about 3 million dollars to fund increases in supplies and general expenses, financial aid for continuing programs, campus priorities, and the Chancellor's discretionary fund. It turned out that the combination of the salary policy, which encouraged increments ranging from 3 percent to 4 percent on average, and other expenditures that I'll detail in a moment, left the campus with a reallocation burden of approximately 6.1 million dollars -- that is, the campus was short 6.1 million dollars of meeting all of its obligations, and all units had to reallocate in order to balance their budgets. 

A particular problem arose during the second semester that constrained the 1998-99 budget and may constrain it for the next several years. In recent years, the campus has used its own reserves, the campus reserves as opposed to the school reserves, to help all units with the costs of 18/20, which has been in some years in double digits, various new financial aid programs, and the growing bank charges I went through a moment ago. For these three purposes alone, the campus allocated over 5 million dollars of its reserves even as it was using reserves to meet other essential campus needs. As a result of such allocations, by June 30, 1997, the campus had moved very close to falling below the Trustee-mandated guideline of 3 percent of the operating budget to be held in reserve in case of an emergency. All campuses, by Trustee guidelines, must have 3 percent of their operating budget in reserve for emergencies. The campus has contended, and President Brand has agreed to discuss it with the Board, that 3 percent is a larger dollar amount than is needed on a campus this size, which at any given time has numbers of funded vacancies as well as other sources of funds that would not be available to a smaller campus. At one point the budget office estimated that at any point in time on the Bloomington campus there was between 6 and 7 million dollars in funded staff and faculty vacancies. Though we may be reluctant to use such funds, we could do so in time of real fiscal emergency. Therefore, we believe that a reserve fund that approximates about 1 ?percent of our annual operating budget should be sufficient to meet nearly any emergency that we can imagine, and the President has agreed to discuss this with the Board of Trustees this fall. Not only is it 3 percent, but it grows every year, and so as our budget increases, then each year the amount in the reserve fund goes up between 600,000 and 800,000 dollars. So the total is now close to 13 million dollars that we were suppose to have in reserve on the campus, unlike Kokomo where there may be one funded vacancy and not large equipment funds and not large fellowship funds, etc. It's just too much, I think, to have out of circulation for a campus this size. At the same time that we're coming close to falling below our reserve guideline, university administration and the Board also took tighter measures with non-general fund accounts; in particular, they became concerned about deficits in research accounts, primarily but not exclusively in the College of Arts and Sciences. Last winter the Trustees and the President asked us to bring the campus into compliance with the general fund guidelines and also to eliminate deficits in the non-general fund accounts. To achieve these ends, the 1998-99 budget spends money to replenish the general fund reserves, partly from increased assessments to the instructional units and partly from the Chancellor's discretionary fund; requires the College to budget for debt reduction; limits access to reserves by all campus responsibility centers for this fiscal year. If the College and the campus as a whole meet certain operating benchmarks for financial performance, the President has authorized a transfer to the campus reserves of accumulated and current funds held for Strategic Directions initiatives. As you recall, the President has added 1 percent to the tuition in recent years for Strategic Directions. Those monies were given out but given out as one-time grants, and, therefore, they remain in the President's account. The need to meet the general fund reserve guidelines and to eliminate deficits in non-general fund accounts, created an additional responsibility through assessments, to the instructional units and placed an additional burden on campus discretionary funds. 

Nevertheless, the campus was able to respond favorably to many of the recommendations from the Budgetary Affairs Committee, although not necessarily at the level that they or we would have liked. In addition to making very helpful comments on the budgets and financial aspects of both the instructional and the non-instructional units -- in particular about the materials submitted as part of their individual budget conferences -- the Budgetary Affairs Committee recommended that the campus support many of the smaller requests and the following requests that exceeded $100,000, that is an additional new $100,000 plus for the following items: continue to phase in our commitment to the now-expired Lilly Grant, that is to pick up the funds that had been paid by Lilly before they expired; the Chancellor's Fellowships for the Graduate School; to pick up a portion of the Briscoe Academic Support Center that was initially funded by a Strategic Directions grant; replenish the Minority and Senior Women's Faculty Hiring Fund; add to funds available to provide matches for equipment grants; support the college's Post-doctoral Teaching Institute; upgrade and renovate technological infrastructure for the Instructional Systems Technology department in the School of Education; explore the development between Music and Theater of a new undergraduate program in Musical Theater; supplement library acquisitions (3 percent); begin the Library's retrospective conversion plan; add funding for the new Enrollment Services unit; pay Physical Plant permit costs, which continue to rise. As indicated, other smaller requests were also funded on the recommendation of the Budgetary Affairs Committee, with input from the Deans Advisory Committee and members of my immediate staff. In addition, the campus paid its share of costs associated with the Microsoft agreement. And then, given our budgeting expenses, individual schools are able to increment supplies and expenses, add support for undergraduate education initiatives, graduate and professional students, classroom technology, distance education, and faculty research support. Schools from their own reserves and their own funds add funds to those categories. 

The main uses of the Chancellors' Discretionary Fund, which, as some of you remember, is a new fund recommended by the review committee that reviewed RCM in 1995 as a means of addressing one of the concerns of RCM which is that it doesn't sufficiently reward quality. And therefore, a portion of the state appropriation is set aside each year as base money for the Chancellor's Discretionary Fund and then used on the recommendations and advice of the Budgetary Affairs and the Deans' Advisory committees. Use made of the fund this year, in addition to the $500,00 as a portion of the replenishment of campus reserves, went to the Minority and Senior Women's Hiring Fund, the Library retrospective conversion project, the Chancellor's Fellowships, and commitments resulting from recruitment and retention negotiations. Budget conferences themselves were unusually thorough and helpful to us and, I believe, to the Budgetary Affairs Committee. That committee, as it always has, worked conscientiously and carefully to provide thoughtful commentary as well as the budget recommendations I have noted. As always, I close by thanking members of that committee, which has been so essential for so many years in maintaining a strong faculty voice in the annual creation of the Bloomington campus budget. 

AGENDA ITEM #5: QUESTION / COMMENT PERIOD 

GROS LOUIS: We'll go now to the question and answer period. I received one question in advance. Not about the football ticket distribution policy. I've got that question. So two questions in advance. But let me summarize the background and then read the questions. An employee in the libraries received a call from an individual who is a clinical psychologist on contract with the IU libraries. The person who received the call was told that the person doing the interviewing of individuals in the libraries was interested in facilitating change and developing themes, etc. The individual contacted in the libraries was uncomfortable until he found out more information. He, therefore, asked me these questions which I don't know the answers to, so I'll have to ask the Dean of Libraries for a response. 

1. Why has Dr. Keller been retained by Indiana University? (And the person has been retained, not by the university, but by the libraries). 

2. What is the outcome of Dr. Keller interrogations and what is the purpose? 

3. What relationship exists between Dr. Keller and the faculty and staff he is interrogating? Is this a medical relationship with guarantees of confidentiality? Would information resulting from these interrogations be revealed to the individuals who contract with Dr. Keller services? What findings resulting from these interrogations would be revealed to the individuals who are the subjects of the interrogations? I believe there are extremely serious ethical questions involved in this kind of psychological intrusion of the faculty and staff of the university. 

4. Do you, as Chancellor, think it is appropriate to conduct a psychological investigation of the faculty and staff? 

Since I don't know what the actual terms of the arrangement is between the libraries and Dr. Keller, let me find that out and come back to the next meeting and respond to these questions. Those are the questions I received in advance. So the floor is open for any questions or comments. 

LICHTENBERG: First, on Bloomington Faculty Council, the list of membership goes up to M and then the back side is blank. Oh, so some copies have it on the back. Okay. Now I have a comment My comment is in the form of a shaggy dog story. On June 6, sunrise was at 6:19. I started running at 6:45 and there was bright sunshine. When I ran east the sun was in my eyes, so you know there was bright sunshine. I ran with pencil and paper. I found all the city streets had their lights out. That included South Fess, Atwater, 3rd, Indiana, Jordan, 10th. However, at 6:50, I passed the South Fess parking lot and the lights were on. And I must say, today, I passed the South Fess parking lot at 9:00 in the morning. It was cloudy and darker than it was at 10 minutes till 7:00 then. The lights were off. So it was not a question amounting to the amount of light. Then north of Swain West the lights were on, east of the Law Building the lights were off. By the way, a year ago when I did this, the lights north of Swain West were off, and the lights east of the Law Building were on. 

GROS LOUIS: Do you think someone is doing this to you, Don? [Laughter]. 

LICHTENBERG: The beautiful woods north of Swain West were off. The parking lot east of the Memorial Union -- the lights were on; north of Chemistry -- off; west of the Art Museum -- off; southwest and east of the Business School the lights were on; the Business School parking lot the lights were off; the School of Public and Environmental Affairs -- off; east of the Musical Arts Center -- off; south of the Musical Arts Center -- on; east of the Music Building at 3rd and Jordan -- off; west of Jordan Hall -- on; on the campus street, west of Music, the eastern part was on, the western part was off; the Ballantine parking lot the lights were off. By this time it was 7:30 a.m. The lights on north of Swain West were still on, but the South Fess parking lot, the lights were off. So all this runs for 40 minutes, and that was the result of it. Now, my question is, is that campus policy? Is that the way you want the lights to work on campus? If yes, please explain to me why you love this crazy quilt pattern. And if no, what are you going to do about it? 

GROS LOUIS: Let me try to find out from Gary Kent who is the director of the Physical Plant. He would probably know what the patterns are. I'll try to find out from Gary. Other questions or comments? If not, then we'll move to item 7, the annual report of the Budgetary Affairs Committee. 

AGENDA ITEM #7: ANNUAL REPORT OF THE BUDGETARY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

ZARET: You all should have a copy of our annual report in front of you. Following Ken's remarks would serve little purpose for me to read it. Instead, I will comment briefly on some specific issues, and for the benefit of the new members of the BFC, describe the general role of the Budgetary Affairs Committee in the budget process on this campus. As most of you know, at the beginning of each academic year the Budgetary Affairs Committee is asked to present a report on its activities for the preceding year. Unlike other Faculty Council committees many recommendations from our committee go directly to campus administration. In part, this is because we often discuss preliminary stages of many issues. In addition to the primary role of our committee, providing a faculty voice in campus budget decision-making involves us in discussions that are frank, confidential, and constrained by the very compressed time schedule in the budget construction process. For a good part of the spring semester our committee, as a whole, met twice weekly, while at the same time, members in teams of two attended 29 budget conferences and prepared written reports for discussion by the entire committee. In fulfilling its mission last year, members of the BAC, as in the past, worked hard. They read budget reports, and maintained the committee's tradition of not acting as advocates for their own units. Though members often are asked for their insider's perspective, they routinely adopt a campus-wide perspective in arriving at the decisions on resource allocation. Moreover, we are a large committee, 21 members, with a representative sent from the professional staff council, the IUSA, and the Graduate Student Organization. Last year, in response to interest from graduate students, we allowed the GSO to appoint two representatives instead of one. In retrospect, it was a wise decision, and I would like to express our appreciation to David Fredickson and Richard Hung for really spending the time to help us in our deliberations. 

As in the past, we achieved consensus, or near consensus, on nearly all of our recommendations. In the few cases where the committee was evenly or nearly evenly divided, this is noted in our recommendations. Overall, the BAC found that nearly all instructional and non-instructional units continue to cope well with the difficult fiscal environment that Ken just described in which our necessary new expenses exceed the resources. We specifically raise concerns about fiscal pressures on instructional units whose assessments now routinely increase faster than income from the state appropriation. And for non-instructional units we issued specific recommendations on many budgetary requests, both large and small. 

Other themes and concerns in last year's deliberations included the following: deficits in the operating budget of some instructional units, notably the college; opportunities for more coordination among non-instructional units; funding for the technological and research infrastructure of the campus; and the need to insure that the Chancellor's discretionary fund is used to achieve its goals and not to underwrite routine operating costs of units. Last year's tasks of reviewing budget proposals was far easier than in previous years due to the streamlined nature of the review process. Although it seems the budgetary process, like nature, abhors a vacuum, therefore many other tasks were presented to us, including the following: we responded to requests from the campus that we develop guidelines for the Chancellors' discretionary fund; a request by the Agenda Committee for an evaluation of a proposal to create an advocacy dean for Asian-American affairs; another request from the campus that we briefly evaluate suggestions on RCM in the accreditation report issued by the North Central Association; and yet another request from the campus to respond to preliminary recommendations from the Burnim commission. Our written report also explains how we arrived at our recommendations for 1998 and 1999 on the COLA (the Cost of Living Adjustment), and minima for faculty salaries and AI stipends. 

Finally, on behalf of our co-chair, Al Ruesink, and the entire committee, I want to thank Ken and Maynard. A strong faculty voice in Budgetary Affairs is one of the many positive legacies of Ken's leadership, and conducting our current activities would be impossible without the active support of Maynard and his very efficient staff. This year Al Ruesink and I will continue to co-chair the Budgetary Affairs Committee. And I'm pleased to report that following tradition most members of last year's committee have agreed to serve on it again. It should be a good committee. If any of you have any questions after you have had a chance to read the report and would like to send them to Al Ruesink or myself, we would be happy to answer them. Thank you. 

GROS LOUIS: Any questions for David? 

D罺ILA: In terms of the fourth paragraph dealing with the proposal for an Asian-American advocacy dean, you make reference to this master plan. I would like to ask Ken and you where we are in terms of the Charlie Nelms appointment and how this master plan would work in terms of a university-wide plan as opposed to a Bloomington campus plan. And secondly, I should like to ask what might be, if its possible, the several points that you mentioned in the last sentence of this paragraph that were raised by the 1997 NCA accrediting report. Forgive my ignorance, but I'm just curious as to what this means in terms of reiterating their importance. 

ZARET: Let me just narrowly answer that. The reference to a master plan does not refer to the Nelms' report, but rather to proposals in the past that a master plan for the diversity is needed on the campus. The reference to issues raised in the NCA reaccredidation report refers to several observations about duplication of activities, competition between units for resources for tutoring, mentoring, and so forth. Over more than a few years, the Budgetary Affairs Committee has raised similar concerns. So the reference here which was elaborated in greater detail in our recommendations cited the comments in the NCA report in our response to the proposal. 

GROS LOUIS: There was nothing of earth-shattering significance in the North Central report about RCM, just some observations. And it was not only budgetary affairs but where they made any kind of observations we collected responses from the appropriate committee, and or office, so when the accrediting team comes ten years from last year, we'll have information on what the response was to whatever they raised. They had very few concerns, and then they had a section called Observations, and this was in that section of observations. 

The first question -- Charlie Nelms has two responsibilities. His major responsibility is to serve as a special assistant to the President and do whatever assignments the President asks him to do. Secondarily, he was asked to form a team of individuals to review all diversity programs and services on the Bloomington campus and to make any recommendations that the team thought appropriate. That report is not final yet, but it should be final sometime this month. And then Charlie and I will release the report at the end of the month or somewhere around the end of the month. And the Agenda Committee has already indicated that it will ask the Affirmative Action Committee to take the lead in responding or commenting on the report to the council, but it will also ask the Budgetary Affairs Committee and Student Affairs, and perhaps others. But at least those committees as well. And my intention is, after you get the report, to invite faculty, staff, and students to comment on it during the semester, hopefully in conversations, come to some resolution about what we're going to do with the recommendations, whatever they are, and then try to implement what we think should be implemented beginning in the second semester. 

Move then to item 8, Student Information Systems Project, and Jim Perin and Norma Holland are both here. 

AGENDA ITEM #8: STUDENT INFORMATION SYSTEM PROJECT 

PERIN: First of all let me thank you for the opportunity to be here today. My colleague, Norma Holland, and I would like to spend a few minutes briefing you on what the Student Information System Project is all about. I regret we haven't had this opportunity earlier. We attempted to do this last spring but given the range of issues that you all had on your calendar there were pretty clear reasons why we postponed until this point in time. Fundamentally, the Student Information System Project concerns itself with student services pieces of the university. And there are a large number of reasons why we are taking a look at this area at this point in time. Some of those reasons are functional. We have some of the systems that are aging, some were involved in the (inaudible) systems that say they are broken, particularly financial aid. There is clearly some need to get admissions and contact systems up and running. On the other hand, we have demonstrated in the past, both on this campus and in Indianapolis, some real ability to create good functionality within context of global mainframe systems, witness the automated course exchange, a unique and really a good piece of work done by the registrar here on this campus. Some of the reasons we are looking at this are technical, the increasing costs of maintaining those outdated systems, the cost of maintaining a mainframe, and this era of increasing client-server, the need to develop an information system. I'll share that information right now. 

My own personal opinion that the weakest point in our student services is a lack of a shared information environment that student, faculty, and staff can have access to the kind of information they need in order to perform whatever in the time they have to do it. So what I would like to do today is spend a few moments going over some of the details of those items, give you a sense of what is happening so far, what the status is, who has been involved, invite participation. I think in this project more than in the financial information system which was run in the early 90s, and the human resources information system which is currently ongoing, this is a project where it's not going to be as easy to separate the boundaries between academic and administrative. While a big piece of this project is going to focus on the kind of core business functions and student services, it is also clear it is not going to be possible to jump into things that impact academic policy. So we will need support that relies on involvement of faculty from around the system. What I would like to do then is basically emphasize that what we're trying to do here is not only remedy current issues but also prepare somewhat for the future. The original question that I was asked was to do was an assessment of our current student system and to describe the kind of flexible approach to deliver student services in the future. 

[Tape break; some words were lost.] 

PERIN: To what extent will distributed education become a force within this university. As we consider all of those issues, the increasing consumerism on the part of students, which is so much talked about these days, would the student systems that we have, would we be able to conduct business in that environment. And the answer essentially was no. We can get by now, and we can keep patching the systems, but if we really want to compare, if we do not want the student systems to be an impediment for doing the kind of things the university will need to do in the future, then we need to address this issue. We have always looked at this project as a common partnership. It's going to require senior management support, it's going to require an involvement of a large number of groups on the campuses, not only at the campus level but at the schools and departments. We're going to need a big piece of technology support and all of this as well. Basically, if you look at the way student services have been done in the past, it has been a fairly distributed approach and it's going to be the old style of business, discrete functional offices providing a discrete kind of service. And it's been pretty much 8:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m., 5 days a week. And then this changing environment for what is clearly becoming a time when things need to be done is more like 7 days a week, 24 hours a day. A lot more reliance upon self service. One of the things that the gurus in this area talk about is in the area of student and parent self services, give them the rules and the let them get done what they need to get done. So what we're looking at is a way of not only redoing, of looking at core functionality, but also if there are opportunities here to transform the way that business operations themselves are conducted. In that regard, I think we have a head start on this campus in the creation of an enrollment services area which is merging with admissions and financial aid. If you're not aware of it, the kind of work that is done in Indianapolis in creating a loan center which was their attempt to do a kind of one-stop shopping kind of environment, running together registrar, bursar, financial aid, admissions, contact all of those things. In order to really kind of noodle through what it is that would be necessary to provide an environment that students get access to the kind of information they need. 

So why are we doing this? If you look at this slide, a lot of the systems really are coming to the end of their useful lives created in the early 80s. The kind of common (inaudible) technology world is that they are (inaudible). That means that when you try to make a change with one of these systems, they are very complex, very convoluted. They have been around so long that we patched functionality into it so many different times. When you go in and try to change something, you think you've got it down, but something breaks over here. It's so interconnected anymore, and as we become so complex, it's almost becoming impossible to maintain. 

And there is also, as I said, the issue of our inflexible data structures. It is my sense that one of the values of these kinds of efforts is to create a common information environment to ensure that people have access to the kind of information they need to do whatever it is they need to do. And right now, I think the student area is particularly weak in the ability to provide information in any kind of broad sense of the word. There are newer technologies available, and I would have to say that in this regard, in this area, while we have some sterling examples of great functionality created here, in terms of an overall information technology architecture for our student area, Indiana University is falling way behind peer institutions that we think are the best of our peers. We've done some interesting things in web services, the program, but that is where many of our peers were about three or four years ago, and they are truthfully about three or four years ahead of us in the development of those kinds of systems. 

The systems that we have are inflexible. Let me give an example. The state of Indiana created a reciprocity agreement with Kentucky that affected the campus at IU Southeast. A fairly simple kind of thing, treat those students that come across from Kentucky in certain programs as resident students. It sounds simple, but when we got to looking at what it was going to take to change the bursar and registration systems and financial aid systems to accommodate that situation, the cost of modifying the system far outweighed any kind of benefit of doing that kind of work manually. We're up to something in the neighborhood of 500 reciprocity students in the Southeast, and it's still more cost-effective to do it manually. But I have a feeling that's not cost effective. So we need a system that is going to allow us to do those kinds of things in a much more simple way, the kind of systems that allow us to add and change codes which we can't do in this current day. Given the range of things that might change in the future, our fear is that the student systems simply aren't going to be able to handle the kinds of changes that are going to be required of those systems. Things like increasing non-traditional students, flexible semesters. Our systems were created in a time where you registered on a certain day, the semester lasted for 16 weeks, and that was it. Now we increasingly see registrations occurring all through the semester. And in the background you may or may not understand the kind of workload that it is creating to make the systems we currently have to be able to do those kinds of things. It is not clear that they will scale up to the level of activity that is envisioned for the future. As I said, some areas really are finding it increasingly difficult to function. Admissions contacted financial aid back in 1996, recognized that systems needed immediate attention. And here we are two years later, simply now coming up with a plan on how to address those and other (inaudible). There is no information environment for the end users, and we need to encourage coordination and collaboration among the student services and the academic support areas. Moreover, I think what I see coming out of senior management is a desire that our administrative systems work more closely together in total, not only the student system and particular functions within it, but that they do operate in some kind of interactive way with the financial system, the HR system. We had a more integrated kind of cohesive approach to how the administrative systems support the administrative operations of the university. 

Very briefly, and I won't go through this much but we spent basically the last 18 months analyzing business requirements in each of the areas, looking at the kinds of critical functionality that needs to be accomplished, reviewing the old systems, while trying to plan what is necessary for the future. There was a steering group created jointly by Ken Gros Louis and by Michael McRobbie. I was asked to chair it. And we have spent basically the last year and a half analyzing the status of the current systems and looking at vendors, deciding whether or not it would be better for us to try to do these things in-house or go outside of the university and purchase software there. So what I would like to do now is basically turn this over to Norma who will talk a little bit about the kinds of recommendations that we made at this point, where are we going, and what the next steps are. 

HOLLAND: To iterate what Ken said, we are really recommending an integrated system that will glue all our administrative systems together and make them work seamlessly. When a student comes to campus that student should not have to know how the administrative units are organized to get through the student services hierarchy and bureaucracy that they do today. They really need to be able to do whatever they need to do to be admitted, get registered, get in class, anywhere and at any time. Students want to be able to do this over the web, and indeed other universities are certainly allowing that. Staff and faculty absolutely need that consistent, understandable data in order to be able to work through these student areas. And as Jim said, we want to address all functions. We 're going to start with admissions and recruitment, contact of prospective students, and then we're going to move on to records, registrations, grades, transcripts, and degrees. And financial aid is an area that is in very dire need of some assistance and the bursar area as well. What we want to be able to do as we put in this new system is just not keep doing things the way we've always done them, but to take a look at our processes, are there redundancies? are there things we could do better? are there better ways to serve the students with this new system? And Jim talked a lot about the information environment, so I'm not going to linger on that. We absolutely need that. And as Jim said, what we've done so far, we've spent a year and a half looking at business requirements. We've worked with staff and faculty on all the campuses. We've looked at vendors for these different areas from which we could purchase packaged software. We have done, and continue to do, changes for the year 2000 in the student area. If this group is interested in a more encompassing presentation for the year 2000, we did one for the Board of Trustees, we'd be glad to do that as well, because that is a big issue that I'm sure you've heard about. We're doing maintenances, we need to on the current systems, but we don't want to invest a lot in these systems that we're going to retire in a few years. 

So our strategy is to buy a student services system from a vendor called PeopleSoft. You might of heard of PeopleSoft. It's an integrated environment vendor. SAP is a vendor like that, (inaudible) is another vendor. (Inaudible) is another. These vendors are sweeping corporate America and higher education in offering software that will integrate all the systems that a company or institution is using. We want to, by a year from now, have admissions and contact systems up and a piece of financial aid and then start planning for the implementation of the other modules. Some of the software in the current release does not lend itself to all the functionality that we currently enjoy for the software that we customized for many years here at IU. So we will be doing initially some customization of the software, but we want to try and keep that to a minimum. And as I said, this software does enforce collaboration of all the different areas, and it helps enable transformation, doing things differently, eliminating redundancies. It gives us that sound information environment that Jim talks about. And in addition, every year we get, especially in the financial aids area and in payroll taxes from the federal government, new regulations. We have to decipher those regulations, we have to analyze them, we have to go into these old programs and recode those regulations, test them, and then put them into production . With a new system like PeopleSoft those types of federal regulation changes would come to us automatically with new upgrades. If you take a look at the other Big Ten universities, seven of the Big Ten universities have already purchased PeopleSoft. I'm going to a Big Ten conference in two weeks, and there are two others that I believe are also going to purchase PeopleSoft. Michigan is probably the furthest along of any. We could certainly implement a system like this more quickly than we can build it. And it will leverage an investment we've already made in the human resources system that we acquired from PeopleSoft about a year and a half ago. 

Recently, the information technology area has consolidated the responsibility for all systems development in this one area. We're working with the functional units as we always have. We have steering committees overseeing the major projects. And we feel like we are able to offer that synergy between the major projects that was not possible before. 

Just quickly, if you want to look at this organization chart, we did set up a new organization in my area to help leverage resources that are going to be required to these major enterprise-wide systems. Instead of having these separate functional units, we wanted to have this totally integrated. So I have one director in charge of these two major systems, one human resources and payroll and the other student information. And that person will make sure that this work is integrated, that the release is timed correctly, that the standards are the same and have leveraged the technology resources . I'll just point out that both of the project leaders for these two major projects have joint reports to the technology organization and the functional units, so it's not just all technology. The functional units are extremely involved and the steering committees as I mentioned before. Funding is an issue. We're working with vice presidents, we're working through budget scenarios, we're looking at reallocating existing resources. We'll need resources and we'll need help from all the eight campuses to do this. Because this is the future for the student services areas on all of the campuses. We want to commit to change to transform the way we do things. 

And our next step is to complete our student information system. We have that almost done. We are meeting with a vendor this week. We want to finalize those negotiations and get the best possible price we can. We are going to finalize our budget, our funding sources, our resource commitments, and put together our project teams. And we're working with the existing human resources area, as I said, the way I have this organized to make sure we're leveraging what we've done in that area. And Jim and I will be glad to address any questions you might have. 

GROS LOUIS: Thank you Norma and Jim. Are there any questions? 

BONDANELLA: I understand from what you've said you've already basically decided to go with PeopleSoft. And I'm curious as to whether or not this will affect the registrar system. You mentioned starting with admissions and then a piece of financial aid. I wonder if you did a gap analysis between the registrar's current system and PeopleSoft and the same for financial aid and admissions. And I'm curious about the development costs, because I understand from people on a number of other campuses that use PeopleSoft that the development costs after buying the system are significant. 

PERIN: If I may. Mark Bruhn, and in my opinion is one of the more knowledgeable functional experts that Indiana University has, did, in fact, a gap analysis based on early knowledge of the PeopleSoft system. And there are gaps. For instance, the automated course exchange is something that is unique to Indiana University. It's not just PeopleSoft that doesn't have it. Nobody has it except Indiana University. But that is also such a unique and well thought through piece of software, that not only PeopleSoft but other vendors have expressed interest in licensing. So given the time line that we're looking at here, three to five years, and given that a vendor like PeopleSoft (inaudible). By the time we get to pieces that affect registrar, we will have the ability to (inaudible) more fully developed piece of software (inaudible). Without discouraging some of our sister institutions, PeopleSoft used Michigan as one of their kind of charter partners. And Michigan is not particularly well known in the registration area. While they do other things very, very well, that is not one of those things they are particularly renown for. PeopleSoft would have been much better to pick IU in that regard. 

Now, in terms of development costs, other institutions are spending astounding amounts of money on these things. As you know, the history and culture of Indiana University, we do it better and we do it for half as much. 

P. BRANTLINGER: I guess I'm still a little unclear. Is this an IUB plan, or this a University-wide system? 

PERIN: (Inaudible). 

LICHTENBERG: If you people are so convinced that PeopleSoft is a good system, why are we in the rear of the Big Ten in adopting it? I think I heard seven already have adopted it. 

PERIN: The issues for us have been basically picking off the systems one at a time. The priorities that we had when we first adopted responsibilities in management in 1989, here in 1990, was that we needed a financial information system. That was our first priority. If we had money that Michigan has or the 70 million dollars that Ohio State spent on their student and HR systems, we would do it all at once, but that has not been possible here. We've had to kind of pick them off and work through them. The major systems are done in a more chronological way. 

LICHTENBERG: So the answer is we're poorer than most of the Big Ten. 

PERIN: We are poorer than most Big Ten institutions. 

HOLLAND: But we have acquired PeopleSoft for the human resources payroll system. We did that about a year ago. 

ZARET: This is a system initiative. Are there any implications once this system is in place for diminished faculty control over say transcript issues that would be campus specific? In the past, the Faculty Council has requested the registrar on this campus to do things with transcripts for the Bloomington campus that have not been done on other campuses. Will we have the option to do that in the future? 

PERIN: Certainly. The intent to have that flexibility is one of the core pieces of all of this. In fact, we're hoping that in this environment, it will be more easily done, to customize on a local level, than it currently is. The kinds of things you suggest were done. But they were done at some significant costs to customize that for the special needs of a particular campus. 

T. MILLER: Does that also apply to the schools, to the extent that schools have particular requirements in terms of processing the academic records of their students for whatever purposes they might have in mind. Will the customization be possible at that level as well? 

PERIN: It's certainly possible. The thing that we're aiming at is trying to have a system that will be flexible enough to do whatever is needed in the future. The current systems aren't flexible. It's not just PeopleSoft, but in this regard, PeopleSoft does this, it is a very kind of deep system in the sense that it recognizes one pattern doesn't fit all. That's kind of at its core. The databases are set up the way they kind of structure their set up. It recognizes that there are levels at which the business rules interact with those levels in perhaps slightly different ways than they would at another level or at another campus. And it's that kind of flexibility, the ability to maintain that, that is one of the things that we are specifically aiming for, without judging whether that's going to happen or not. But it's the kind of thing that we try to peer into the future, and what we see is the need for more flexibility and not one pattern fits all. 

SENCHUK: I guess I'm wondering basically what kind of money are we talking about with respect to the cost for the software, and have you made comparisons to how much it would be expected to cost to develop your own software for these purposes? 

PERIN: We have. The PeopleSoft software, cost of purchase is in the neighborhood of 1 ? million dollars. But that's not where it ends. There's also maintenance. And basically what you're also buying is you're sharing that expense with the annual updates. Basically, you're sharing that expense with all the other institutions that purchase the same product. What we are currently spending just inside Indiana University is more than the annual maintenance that we would pay PeopleSoft in the future. We haven't finalized negotiations with PeopleSoft yet. I can tell you that it is going to be in the neighborhood of around $1.5 million dollars, just given what other institutions pay. 

HOLLAND: The beauty of a system like this, it does give us an integrated architecture that we can use across all systems and as the technology changes, which it does quite frequently, when we build in-house it's a lot more difficult for us to maintain state of the art technology . People just are not developing these huge mission-critical systems in-house anymore. We did all that in the 80s, and people aren't doing that anymore in the 90s. 

PERIN: The downstream costs include maintenance. 

D罺ILA: On the third page of your useful diagram and survey of all this, the SIS history, the last item of that top section says that the timing of this appointment, of the committee that is, was influenced by CIC PeopleSoft offer. May I ask what was the role of the CIC in this? 

PERIN: PeopleSoft was a company that was trying to break into the higher education market, and they came basically to the Big Ten and CIC and said have we got a deal for you. If you buy now we'll offer you this special price. And so it was an offer they made to the institutions that belong to the CIC. 

D罺ILA: So this offer is still standing. 

PERIN: It is not. It was very limited in duration. 

GROS LOUIS: Thanks Jim and Norma very much. We'll move to the ninth item on the agenda, which is Enrollment Services Report, although it was a project also, but none-the-less today it is a report. And Don Hossler, who as you know, is the Vice Chancellor for Enrollment Services. 

AGENDA ITEM #9: ENROLLMENT SERVICES REPORT 

HOSSLER: You have a copy of the report. I'll just go over the highlights. I think in most respects it was a very successful year. It was the first time undergraduate freshman enrollment level increased by about 10.5 percent over last year. There were some surprises for us. We were hopeful that enrollments would climb. The actual goal was 6150. About this January or February we started to think it might reach 6300. And it turns out to be over 6700 for first-time freshman. And it's been accomplished, for the most part, although the data are mixed in terms of no increase or no decline in expenditures. Although the data mixed. In terms of SAT scores, the average SAT score of the entering class changed from 1110 to 1108, which is a decline of 2/10 of 1 percent. That kind of variation isn't surprising. The number of valedictorians actually went up. If you look at class rank, I think one would have to conclude that class rank declined a little bit. We're looking at this. Using class rank as an index of the quality of the class is becoming increasingly difficult for a number of reasons. One, more and more schools are not ranking students anymore. So it's becoming increasingly difficult to give class rank data. In an era of grade inflation, in Carmel High School, for example, a student who has a GPA of 3.2 is in the bottom half of his or her class. And that's replayed, both at a number of very good high schools instate, as well as outside of state. It's not any form of (inaudible) to say that we're satisfied with it. But not quite sure what to do, and I think one of the things for the Enrollment Services Advisory Committee during the coming year will be trying to take a good hard analytical look at this, look at what it means, see if there should be some changes in our admission standards. It's a delicate balancing act. We are, of course, hoping to slowly increase the size of nonresident population while simultaneously continuing to meet our commitment to educate Hoosiers. And there are no magic algorithms that we can just plug in and say, if we take this set of actions we will end up with this many residents, and this many nonresidents, with this set of particular characteristics. So there is some science of this, and that's part of what we've been doing this year. But there's still a lot of art, and I guess in terms of trying to figure out what the cumulative effects of any particular set of activities or policies will result in. I think there's a modest increase in the mix between male and female students, and there's a general feeling that the closer that is to 50/50, the better. So we've had a slight increase in the number of males. In terms of the diversity of the class, we had an increase in the total number of students of color, but that's still in terms of absolute numbers. It looks good. But in terms of a proportion of incoming students, because there was such a large unanticipated increase primarily in instate resident students, the majority of the students, as a proportion of the entering class has actually gone down. International students, in terms of first-time freshman, we came in about exactly where we were last year which is considered a victory of sorts given what was happening in southeast Asia, and since that's where we get a preponderance of our international students come from. However, we had a larger than anticipated decline in international transfer students. Our logic was that since most of the international transfer students were already in the US, we should actually hold our own or do better in that group. But it didn't turn out that way. So we'll have to go back and see what we should do. I think the kind of indicators, some in campuses, and I don't really know if it's a data-driven discussion or a discussion by anecdotes, some institutions believe that a lot of students who come to their campus during orientation in the summer are still shopping for schools. So one of the things we started to do is we found this a way to track orientation to provide data every year about a kind of conversion rate, if you will, for reserving places in orientation and then participating in orientation. Indiana University campus does quite well in that regard. I think it's very well with our general sense, under Jack Rhodes direction, that the quality of the orientation program and the kind of experience we're providing works very well for students. 

I go on to report as you can see to highlight, I think, several things that contributed to the overall success. It really truly was a campus-wide effort ranging from assistance and support from Debbie Freund's office, from Maynard's office, from Christopher Simpson's office, the individual academic units, not least of which to exclude, individual faculty members, some who are around this table, who participated in things like when the auditorium closed down we thought that was going to create a problem. Because we had these big red carpet days where anywhere from 1000 to 2000 students and their parents would come on weekends. Actually, we now think it was a big silver lining there, because we now instead of these large kind of cattle call programs, if you will, we have every afternoon and sometimes in the mornings as well, in the spring, we had something like a mini-red carpet day for about 60 students and their parents. And it was, as I said, thanks to many people around the table, had faculty members at every one of those, and I don't think you could underscore the importance of that to students and parents. Faculty are regarded as one of the best, most honest, most knowledgeable sources of information about a college when students and their parents are thinking about going to college. And it's not trivial at all for a lot of students and their parents were leaving those sessions saying this was the only large public university I was at where I had an opportunity in a relatively small session to interact with a faculty member. Lots of things worked very well this year. And I'll be glad to entertain questions. 

GROS LOUIS: Thank you, Don. You have the report to look at your leisure, but Don has summarized basically the highlights of the profile of the new freshman class which is the largest freshman class by far in campus history. 

CALLOWAY: It's also the case that enrollment across the country has increased. And I'd like you to talk about the influence of that. 

HOSSLER: Ken may actually have more recent information on what was happening in other Big Ten schools, for example. There really are a whole set of demographic and social factors that influence enrollments. I was at a meeting hosted by the College Board of public and private, at least somewhat selective publics and highly selective privates, and the discourse was really interesting. Florida and Georgia were talking about in language like they had dramatically transformed their institutions because of the high quality of students they were getting. And the reality is the faculty hasn't changed that much, it's the demography. There are so many high school graduates now in the state of Florida, that the University of Florida is rapidly becoming, in terms of admissions selectivity, an institution much like the University of California or Michigan. The University of Georgia, the admissions director there, also talking about how they have dramatically transformed the institution and made it much higher quality. Well this has happened in three or four years, and those of us on the academic side know you don't hire that many new faculty that quickly to transform it. What has transformed Georgia is the Hope Scholarship. Which, basically, any student in the state of Georgia that has a B average or better gets free tuition coming out of high school, and most of those students are opting to attend the University of Georgia. That's what has transformed them. So demography is part of it. And in the Midwest, there has not been the same kind of increase in high school graduation numbers as in some states. In the Big Ten, the last I saw, Illinois had exceeded its goal, and I think they had about 270 students above predicted numbers. Although Mary Ellen Anderson, our director of admissions, tells me they actually had a decline in the number of out-of-state students in that mix. The last time I talked to the director of admissions in Wisconsin, they were anticipating about 200 more students than their target. And they actually didn't want to grow at all. But I think there is a phenomenon, that Ken started talking about last year, of a movement to public flagships. If I can't afford a prestigious private, the next best thing for me is a public flagship, in terms of the quality of experience, and reputation, and so forth. So I think we're seeing some of that. Michigan wanted to be smaller. I think they ended up smaller, although not as much smaller as they wanted to be. I think Ken had some recent information. 

GROS LOUIS: As far as I know, I think most of the Big Ten residential campuses are up in enrollment, even some of the ones, as Don indicated, that had tried to cut back. Ohio State has been trying to get 40,000 for years. And it's looking to be about 42,000, I think. Purdue, West Lafayette, in enrollment their freshman class was not as large an increase as the freshman class here, however. But overall enrollment was up at Purdue. Interestingly, but I have not seen the exact figures, Ball State, Indiana State, and the University of Southern Indiana were all down. As I was saying this morning, what will be interesting, as we get more of these figures from around the country, is to see, if Michigan, for example, if both Michigan and Michigan State are up. If Central Michigan, Western Michigan, Eastern Michigan, if it went down. Or if Madison has more than they expected or more than they wanted. The campuses in the Wisconsin system are down. It may be the flight from the privates to the major public residential campuses, but even within the publics there may be a recognition that there are advantages even if the expense is somewhat more to go to the flagship campus in the state rather than elsewhere. Having said that, however, I also understand that except for one campus, the enrollment in all of the other campuses in the IU system is up as well. So that contradicts what I just said, except of course, they are all nonresidential campuses. So there are other factors that play there. 

HOSSLER: I really do think there are social forces that are driving this that certainly go beyond the efforts of any institution. Some things we did worked, and it wasn't just social forces driving all of this. I would say something to the effect that actually enrollments have been going up in most of the Big Ten institutions for the last four or five years, but we didn't get to participate in that. And we are now participating. And I think, especially on a positive note too, we sustained the number of out-of-state students, actually a small increase, and probably when the numbers are added up, I'll actually spend a little bit less financial aid than in the previous years to do it. So that will all be on the side. 

LICHTENBERG: Do we have any goal for the size of the Bloomington campus? 

GROS LOUIS: That's going to be a discussion that Don will have first with the Dean's Advisory Committee and then with all of the deans. In talking with the deans individually this summer, the issue from their perspective, in nearly all of them with undergraduate programs, is not as much an issue of faculty as it is of rooms, that is, rooms of appropriate size. Several of the deans, in terms of the capacity of their school, they felt that their schools could be larger, but they had difficulties getting the appropriate size rooms that they needed. That will be helped somewhat when the new business building is built, because there will be some new classrooms in that building, especially lecture halls. 

NEWTON: Why is that some other Big Ten schools are trying to cut down their enrollment and we're not? Why are we still trying to increase, whereas, they are trying to decrease? 

GROS LOUIS: Well, the ones trying to cut back, remember, like Ohio State, got close to about 50,000 about ten years ago. So those that are trying to cut back, I think Wisconsin is over 40,000, Ohio State is over 40,000. I think that Indiana and Iowa, and correct me if any one knows otherwise, I think are the smallest in terms of number of students in the Big Ten. So the others are, with a comparable size, physical (inaudible), etc., are 5,000 to 10,000 more than we are. Purdue is small too. Purdue is about 1000 more than we are. Iowa, I think, is the smallest. I think Indiana is the second smallest, and then Purdue. 

SENCHUK: I was wondering how the trends mentioned on points 4 and 5 compare to those in the Big Ten. 

HOSSLER: I don't know, Dennis. There is a CIC data sharing project. They'll actually send those to the University of Illinois and then put them up on the web site. But my recollection is that that doesn't become available until October or November. 

SENCHUK: What about national figures? 

HOSSLER: Well, Ken had some analysis done last year at the CIC schools in terms of their representation of students of color, and I was involved in a project several years ago in the southeast and basically found very similar results. I kind of called it the demography is destiny variable, and that was simply you don't find any public universities, regional or flagship, that have proportions of students of color that are dramatically different than the population base in the state in which they reside. I don't mean to suggest for a moment we are satisfied with where we are in terms of our ability this past year, we'd like to attract students of color, but I think there are real structural limits as to how far you can push that expectation at a public university. My recollection, without seeing the numbers, is that when Ken had Deb Olsen do this analysis last year for the Board of Trustees, there wasn't a single state where the proportion of students of color enrolled were not at least a couple of percentage points lower than whatever the representation of those populations were in the states in which they were located. I don't know about what national figures are in terms of male and female, except to respond this way. Generally speaking, campuses that don't have engineering, don't have agriculture, don't have the full complement of a hard science, so to speak, will generally have a higher proportion of women than those campuses that do have those programs. 

LICHTENBERG: What is the proportion of women here? 

HOSSLER: Last year was 58 percent, this year it's 57 percent. There are many small, even some small selective institutions that really grapple with this particular issue. Especially with the large colleges. You'll find some of your large colleges will literally, it's hard to imagine a place like Indiana, but there are some reasonably good small colleges that will have a football program or a baseball program literally to just increase the number of men to try to balance that out. Not to get it to 50/50, but just to stop it from being 75/25, or 70/30. 

ENO: I just want to ask, in terms of the unanticipated numbers that you end up getting, were there any stresses on the physical plan other than the number of classrooms? number of dorm rooms? Do we have an adequate number? Was there any backup in student services, information processes we have, anything that would be an indicator that maybe we can't go any faster, that we can't sustain that growth next year? 

HOSSLER: I can't speak for the constructural facilities. 

THOMPSON: The classroom availability is a continuing problem. The students' preferences between 9:30 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. don't match with the availability of classrooms from 9:30 a.m. to 2:00 p.m., for example. And we were able to accommodate, not always the times that students or faculty members for that matter, would have chosen. But that is a very real question, as Ken implied, when we consider the issue of growth for next year. Additions to our classroom inventory is needed to accommodate larger undergraduate student population. 

ENO: Are we okay with housing? 

THOMPSON: Don may comment on that. Bruce Jacobs, the residential halls and programs, did an incredible job in accommodating the students. The situation this year which made it even more complex was because we had a large dormitory out of service. That will come back on line next year, and we'll relieve the stress. You probably read in the newspaper that there were some assignments that were different from those in the past, primarily freshman at (inaudible) Hall. The response of the residence halls operation was tremendous. 

[Tape break; some words were lost.] 

THOMPSON: The folks in our admissions office were amazed at how smoothly things went. There were about 100 students who had to start the year in lounges. Bruce Jacobs staff called every individual in advance and advised them of the situation. I don't know what they're charging them, but they're basically living there for free except for a small service charge for whatever it takes to have someone clean the lounges during this transition period. Actually, I think Maynard did a remarkable job this summer. With this large increase, Maynard (inaudible), primarily the College, although all academic units did this. But Maynard was monitoring daily, course availability and moving resources where needed to make sure that students' demands were met. So the remarkable thing is with that large of an increase, the general census was that there were fewer problems than any time in recent history with course availability. 

D罺ILA: My question is information with regard to what you were saying, or you were bending about the term -- students of color. I'm curious how you define term. Who is included? 

HOSSLER: Generally, it included African-American, Latinos, Asians, and Native-Americans. 

D罺ILA: So that means all four. 

HOSSLER: You see those figures desegregated in the report too, in terms of trends over the last four or five years. 

D罺ILA: So, we don't have a very large number. 

HOSSLER: No, with relatively small numbers you can report significant increases and decreases in the percentage. 

ROBESON: It seems that there's already a minor problem with student to faculty ratio on campus. And this would take us further in the wrong direction. Is there anything being done to remedy that? 

HOSSLER: I think the goal of a unit like an enrollment services unit to respond to the consensual process, however that takes place, should be setting enrollment targets and quality targets, diversity targets, and whatever those may be, and trying to meet them. However, having been on Budgetary Affairs and so forth, there are obviously lot of issues here. Do we want to have our salaries be in the top four or five in the Big Ten. We've all had academic programs we wanted to expand and flourish, etc. To suggest that dollars aren't part of what is driving this I think would be naive. 

AGENDA ITEM #10: ADMISSIONS POLICY FOR UNDERGRADUATE TRANSFER STUDENTS 

T. MILLER: Thank you, Don. I think we need to go on to the final item, item 10, Proposal to Amend the Admissions Policy for Undergraduate Transfer Students. You have in front of you Circular B7-99. And let me explain, this is a somewhat unusual situation. This proposal does not come to the council floor through one of the standing committees of the council. It comes to us from the Enrollment Services Advisory Committee. This is a committee that advises Don on his work. The Nominations Committee of the council is involved in appointing quite a few members of that committee. This particular proposal came to me, and I talked to Dick Carr about this, whether we should send this to the Educational Policies Committee before it came here. And this proposal seemed to both of us to be relatively straightforward, one that we thought we could consider directly from the Enrollment Services Advisory Committee. So it comes to us, since it doesn't come from a standing committee, I guess technically we need a motion to put it out on the floor and a second. So if we could have that. 

ZARET: I move to put it on the floor. 

CARR: Seconded. 

T. MILLER: Don, perhaps you could give us a background on this proposal just briefly. 

HOSSLER: Sure. And Archie Hendry is also on that committee. A number of individual cases arose last year where transfer students made formal requests to have the decision reviewed. In some cases their parents, in some cases individual faculty members on their behalf requested the initial decision to deny admission for a transfer student to be reviewed. And the basis for those appeals was frequently that the student met the criteria for admission as articulated in the current transfer policy. And so we probably spent three or four meetings deliberating over how could we provide flexibility while simultaneously trying to have some clearly articulated goals and policy. To give you an example of some of these, the previous policy says all you have to have is a 2.0. But, in fact, the practice for the past three or four years has been that if you didn't have at least a 2.5, you weren't admitted. And in some cases probably the Office of Admissions was too rigid about that. They didn't take enough factors into consideration, so that a student coming from Vincennes University with a 2.3 in a fairly applied field was denied, as well as a student transferring from Rose Hulman with a 2.4 in Engineering was denied. Those are the kinds of trade-offs. So we were looking for a policy that wasn't too rigid, that left us some flexibility at looking at the individual student but while simultaneously having language in there like typically a 2.5 which provides then some kind of backbone to stand behind a decision when appeals are made. (Inaudible) we say typically 2.5, but, again, if you have someone who is transferring from the University of Chicago, you may want to respond to that student differently than someone who is transferring from a community college that we know from previous experience that their students don't do well at IU. So this policy tries to update what was there, provide a stronger rationale that we can defend in times of appeals while also providing flexibility as needed. 

T. MILLER: Archie, do you have anything to add? 

HENDRY: Not really. As I recall, the force of the discussion was on trying to get a little more flexible than what it is at present. We'll try to do that. 

T. MILLER: One of the points to be recognized here is that the current policy is stated beginning at the bottom of the page and going over to the back. This is a policy that appears in the Academic Handbook. And as such, if we vote to amend it, it will have to go to the UFC. And I think even ultimately if I recall correctly, the Trustees are also involved in this particular issue. So this is kind of the beginning of this process. Also, please note, and I think this is my main question to Don, the section that is being amended, Requirements for Transfer Admission, there is a brief section in the Academic Handbook that follows that which is on your sheet titled Intercampus Transfers. And my impression is that in adopting this new requirement for transfer admissions we're also going to be, by implication, changing the way we deal with intercampus transfers. Is that correct? 

HOSSLER: That's not the intent at all. There was no discussion of intercampus transfers. That's a much more complex issue, and it is not our intent at all. 

T. MILLER: But the language here says that we're going to deal with intercampus transfers in a way commensurate with the way we deal with the others. 

HOSSLER: That's something we didn't intend. 

T. MILLER: That part of it certainly is going to be of interest to people when we get out of the Bloomington Campus. 

HOSSLER: Since this is a UFC policy, I did ask our transfer coordinator what happens on the other campuses, and her impression was that because the other campuses have much more of an open admissions kind of mission, that the other campuses don't follow this policy. 

ENO: My recollection is that the intercampus transfers section is also formatted just this way in the current handbook, it just isn't included in the section that we see here. And there has been no linkage between the two. In other words, the criteria for transfer admissions have never been applied as criteria but would pertain to the intercampus transfer. Although, I think that's an issue that is well worth discussing in a different context. I just wanted to ask, it looks to me as if the cases there aren't substantive changes in policies. That this is principally a change of wording to convey the understanding that we had of the original language, and it's done essentially in nonlegalistic English rather than short sentences to avoid the appeals processes that we've had. 

One other small question. I don't know what CV is in the third paragraph, grades below CV. 

HOSSLER: I think that's a misprint. 

FREUND: Shouldn't that be C? 

HOSSLER: The original copy says C. 

FREUND: It looks, if I read this right, I conclude that you've taking out the 26 hour requirement somewhere else to give more flexibility. I think the argument, I am told, has been we don't want somebody else to blame us if they have been rejected here once. And you had to have 26 hours somewhere else before you can transfer again. The only reason I would ever know about it is I would get people calling me complaining that they had taken 24 hours at IUPUI with a 3.9 average, and they had been denied admission. Was that on purpose to take it out, because it was another item of inflexibility? Or is it still in there and I missed it? 

HOSSLER: It's the old paragraph 3. We were dealing with the policy as it's currently in the Academic Handbook. 

FREUND: In the old one, "If the student has fewer than 26 transferable semester hours, the high school record should reflect compliance with freshman admission requirements as specified above." 

HOSSLER: Yes, we did take that out because, in fact, some academic units are interested in accepting students with less than 26 hours. And that's been conterpracticed for awhile. So we were trying to change the policy to reflect what practice has been. 

NEWTON: What is the upper limit of the amount of credit that students can have when they transfer? I see nothing in here that says that students can't transfer in the last semester of their senior year or something. There surely has to be some kind of a limit. 

GROS LOUIS: I think the upper limit, Roger, may be determined by the requirements of the schools giving degrees. Where the schools, and someone may have to help me on this, say that x numbers of credit must be taken in residence on the Bloomington campus. Even if the student has 100 credits of transfer, some may have to do their 60 credits in residence. 

EISENBERG: Should it not be written in general form in the statement? 

GROS LOUIS: It would probably be in the materials that they would receive. 

HOSSLER: And I think it's very dangerous. There is so much variance in how individual academic units and within the college, even some departments within the college, that I think would be very difficult to get some language in the handbook that reflected the degree of variation that's out there. 

GROS LOUIS: For example, the Business School has the A-Core and the I-Core, etc. That would differ if you transfer (inaudible). 

GIERYN: There's another deletion, after number 4 that line, "When students do not qualify upon first application, they will be counseled about ways of removing deficiencies..." We did this because we, what, no longer provide the services? We're not interested in them? What was the thinking behind that? 

HOSSLER: We have not been providing that, in fact, we have basically gotten out of the business, pretty much, of what me might call conditional admissions for transfer students. 

P. BRANTLINGER: Is it appropriate to call the question? 

GROS LOUIS: If everyone is ready. 

ORENSTEN: I have one question about this policy. I have heard that this policy once you're denied, you have to wait so long before you reapply. Is that what's in here? 

FREUND: That's the 26 hour rule, I think. 

HOSSLER: You'll have to forgive me. I've been in this role about a year, and I've not really been immersed in all the ins and outs of how admissions operates. Regardless of what the policy has stated, people will appeal sometimes all the way up to Ken, or Myles, or Board members of the Board of Trustees if they don't like the answers they have been given. So if there ever was such a policy in writing, it probably hasn't been followed for a long time. 

FREUND: That's the one I was referring to. I used to get calls, and I'm pretty sure that if you were denied admission through the entering freshman class, you had to take at least 26 credit hours somewhere else before you could reapply. I'm sure it was something like that. 

ORENSTEN: There was a situation that happened before this fall where a student was denied entrance to Bloomington and was told he had to take, I think, just a semester of courses at IUSB. He wasn't satisfied and ended up getting a letter from the President of the Board of Trustees and is now here. 

HOSSLER: Most of those issues actually come around the intercampus transfers. And it's a real concern. 

GROS LOUIS: It's not a trivial number. The number of intercampus transfers in any given year is between 7000 and 8000 students who are transferring from one campus to another. 

The question's been called (recognizing that this has to go to the UFC). Are you ready to vote on Circular B7-99? We will take a roll-call vote.

        Yes 

Baxter 

Bondanella 

E. Brantlinger 

P. Brantlinger 

Bristow 

Brooks 

Calloway-Thomas 

Capshew 

Carr 

Charling 

Clancy 

Clark 

Cunningham 

Dahmen 

D醰ila 

Drew 

Eisenberg 

Elmer 

Eno 

Fitzgibbons 

Freund 

Gieryn 

Heinz 

Hendry 

Hurst 

E. Johnson 

S. Johnson 

Koceja 

Lichtenberg 

Marks 

T. Miller 

Moss 

Newton 

Nilson 

Orensten 

Patterson 

Preamble 

Robeson 

Senchuk 

Starkweather 

Thompson 

Wiggins 

Zaret 


GROS LOUIS: For those of you new to the Council, I'll should explain that even when a policy issue is clear in conversation and is likely to be a unanimous vote, we'll take a roll call and keep a record of not only what the vote was but also who voted on that particular policy. So that was an explanation. As a member of the council you can always call to waive a roll call if it seems that that's not necessary. We are adjourned. 














