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[Shrivastav] 

All right. It's 2:30. Welcome back. Good afternoon. It is time to call the meeting to order. I'm told there 
is quorum. Thank you all for joining us. We have a pretty full agenda, so I'll try and keep us on track. As 
we begin, always, the first item on the agenda is approval of the minutes from the October 15th, 2024, 
meeting. I need a motion to approve, anybody? So, moved. Anybody seconding? We have two people, 
second and third, so all in favor of approving the minutes as written, please raise your hands. Thank you. 
All opposed? Nobody. Minutes are approved. Thank you. We begin our meeting always with a memorial 
resolution. Today we will be having a resolution for our colleague Maryanne Mitchell. Carrie, would you 
like to take that away? Thank you.  

[Docherty] 

Thank you. Marianne. Helen Mitchell was born in Toledo, Ohio on April 8th, 1937. After graduating with 
a bachelor's degree in English from the University of Toledo, Marianne taught English in a secondary 
school in Toledo. One day a student in her class brought a gun to school and he was suspended. When 
he returned, Marianne told him to write about his life. His words moved her and she began talking to 
the boy. He eventually graduated and turned his life around. Inspired by her contact with him, Marianne 
changed her direction as well. In 1961, she earned her master's degree in counseling and guidance and a 
doctorate in counselor education in 1964, both from the University of Toledo in 1964. She began her 
career as an Assistant Professor of Counseling and Guidance at Central Michigan University. In 1966, 
Indiana University hired her as an Assistant Professor of Education. She taught courses on Group 
Counseling, Career Counseling, Professional Ethics, Values, Clarification, Counseling, Practicum and 
Internship.  

An internationally recognized authority on counseling and guidance, she was a leader in women's 
athletics during the Title IX era, National President of the American Counseling Association from 1991 to 
92. Marianne co-authored 13 textbooks with career long colleague and friend Robert L. Gibson. The 
reach of Marianne's service and research was global. She helped establish counseling education 
programs in Scotland and Bermuda and co-directed those programs for 25 years. Besides presiding over 
a National Counseling Association, she consulted with the Scottish Council for Research and Education, 
the Chinese University of Hong Kong, Beijing Normal University, and the Technical Educational Research 
Center of Harvard University. In 2015, the Ministry of Education and the Department of Education of 
Bermuda recognized her for exemplary service and guidance to Bermuda. Marianne was a tireless 
advocate and role model for women in athletics, the female professoriate and professionalization of 
counseling students, particularly in elementary and secondary schools, as well as the mental health and 
social wellbeing of all people. Thank you.  

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you. Carrie. Those who are able, would you please stand for a minute of silence.  

Thank you. I now invite faculty president Daniel DeSawal for the Executive Committee business report. 
Thank you, Danielle.  



[DeSawal] 

Great. Thank you, Provost. All right. Good afternoon. Since we have last gathered, I am keenly aware 
that many questions have arose around the future of higher education in our society. As we 
contemplate the future direction of our own institution and higher education, broadly speaking, a daily 
read of the Chronicle of Higher Education and Inside Higher Education paint a picture that higher 
education is in crisis. We are navigating difficult issues that we knew were coming, fiscal constraints and 
enrollment cliff, as well as unknown pressure surrounding questions related to the curriculum tenure 
and DEI. As we move forward, it will be critical that we collaborate and communicate. It is not going to 
be a time that we fight to win. This will be a time where we need to navigate our current societal 
context and address the criticisms and the calls for accountability by the public.  

Let me be clear. That does not mean that we don't engage in the discourse. It means that we engage in 
that discourse in purposeful and meaningful ways. While I do not have a crystal ball to tell you what is 
coming, I am confident that we, as faculty, will be challenged in ways that we have not been in the past. 
To navigate the headwinds that are coming. It will require that we find a way to work in collaboration 
with the administration and the board of trustees. I know that some of you in this room are opposed to 
that approach. We have exercised our voice in many ways and understand that some of you are 
frustrated by the response or lack of response. I also recognize that some of you don't feel that we have 
a path forward and I understand how disheartening that feels.  

At this moment we need to recognize that our campus and the institution are moving forward. In the 
spring semester we'll be bringing chancellor candidates to this campus, and they will be joining us to 
work with the existing students, faculty, staff, and administration to move IUB forward. I'm afraid if we 
cannot come together to focus on the broader issues facing this campus and situate ourselves to be 
prepared to respond to external pressures, our entire community, faculty, staff and students will lose 
what we hold most dear about higher education.  

Now, shifting to some of the business of the council. SEA-08 because it's always important that we have 
another SEA. So, update on guidelines that the UFC co-chairs collaborated on for dealing with Section 7 
of SEA-08. SEA08. Section 7 is focused on allowing full-time students to complete the baccalaureate 
degree in three years. It is requested that programs that can be done in three years previously are 
known and that several academic units have been considering this option.  

The guidelines that have been sent out to the undergraduate deans via Vasti through the Vice Provost 
for Undergraduate Affairs office provide some clarity on a few points. One, this is meant to create the 
option to complete in three years an undergraduate baccalaureate degree. It is not considered to be a 
requirement that the degree is completed in three years. Two, we will likely be asked how students 
would “know” that they can do this. So units have been asked to think through the communications 
aspect of the process. Three, the plan can include taking more hours during a semester and summer 
courses, and this will also require the need to offer the summer courses regularly, so this might be a 
challenge for some programs. Finally, the deadline for submitting what programs, degree majors, that 
can be completed in three years is June 2025. Therefore, we have to begin the work now, so you may be 
seeing this happening within your units. This will be addressed through the VPUE office and the 
undergraduate deans.  

ACA18 updates, regulation of clinical and lecture appointments. After over a year of work, the changes 
that were passed at UFC for ACA18 were approved by the Board of Trustees last week. It is now codified 
that clinical and lecturer teaching professor faculty can hold administrative appointments at or above 
the department chair level where the responsibilities align with the academic qualifications of the 
faculty member and with the approval of the Provost/Chancellor of that campus, we'll be sending these 
updates to the faculty affairs committee to update relevant policies at the IUB campus level.  



Okay, finally, you’re going to have to bear with me. I do have some news to share about our Faculty 
Council Office. It is with mixed emotions that I share that our own Lana will be leaving to work with the 
dean's office in the Kelly School of Business. This is an amazing opportunity for Lana that capitalizes on 
her skills and allows her to continue to advance at IUB. While we are all sad to see her go, clearly me. 
Thank you, Bill. I also know that she's excited about this next step in her journey. The good news is that 
she'll be staying with us until the beginning of January to ensure that we can have a smooth transition. 
For those of you don't know and most of you do, Lana really keeps the office together, manages all of 
the presidents and all of the UFC folks, and I'll be working with the UFC Co-chairs as this position also 
works with the UFC to identify our next steps. So, it was a heartfelt thanks because this is your last BFC 
meeting. We're going to celebrate you in December with another piece, with drinks, because there isn't 
enough alcohol some days. But we really do appreciate all that you've done, and I will clearly miss you 
dearly for all of the guidance that you provide because you're definitely a compass for this council.  

Okay, great. Alright, next. Moving to questions that were sent in advance of the meeting. Question 
about was asked about the status of the resolution that was read at the October 1st meeting and the 
discussion that was held at the October 15th meeting. Today is our first time gathering since the October 
15th meeting, the BFC Executive Committee has considered the content that was read on the floor and 
the content that was sent to us for consideration, which varied from what was presented on the floor of 
the BFC. While the BFC executive Committee agree with the sentiment of the resolution, the agreement 
amongst the committee was to not put this on the floor of the BFC. What we have done is spoken with 
Provost Shrivastav about the concerns and ask that in his role, he communicate our concerns to the 
Board of Trustees requesting that the Board of Trustees begin addressing the concerns in the November 
2024 meeting. They did address some of the concerns with the clarifications that were provided in the 
amendment to the policy that was approved last week. I recognize that many that may not satisfy all the 
members of the community and understand that frustration. The BFC Executive Committee discussed 
the reality that this case is currently in the courts and a final legal ruling will be issued on the case. We 
will continue to have the opportunity to provide feedback on the policy in the spring when it is fully 
reviewed. That will be a critical place for us to provide feedback and I'll keep you updated as that 
process is shared with us in the spring semester.  

Question about the IU authentication and ethics point was presented. This was actually addressed at the 
University Faculty Council meeting on October 29th and the following information was shared during 
that meeting. If you remember, the ethics point piece for the complaint system is university wide, which 
is why it sits at the UFC level. IU is unable to require CAS authentication for users entering the ethics 
point complaint menu page due to contractual prohibitions by the Ethics point vendor, Navx. NavX has 
denied IU’s request to add a CAS authentication step. Anonymous complaints are submitted frequently 
to IU through numerous channels including emails to academic and university leadership. Ethics Point 
must be able to accept anonymous complaints because it receives a wide variety of complaint types 
including athletics, discrimination, harassment, classroom climate, financial, HR, etcetera. The ethics 
point page provides a toll-free number for complaints to call Navx to file a telephonic report. These can 
also be anonymous. Just because an anonymous complaint is received doesn't necessarily mean that it 
contains enough information for IU to take any action to investigate further where we are unable to 
follow up and seek additional information. Where anonymous 202 complaints are received current 202 
complaint review processes will help to ensure that frivolous or malicious complaints against faculty and 
staff are identified as such. IU routinely receives anonymous complaints and needs to be able to 
investigate them to the extent possible, in many cases to fulfill our federal legal obligations. Again, IU is 
very aware of the difficulties and limitations posed by anonymous complaints.  

A question on SEA 202 and policy chair status was submitted. As I have shared throughout the semester, 
our policy council leaders have been working to update policies and procedures with regard to SEA 202 



compliance. Those leaders have been working tirelessly and I want to thank them again for their work. 
The vast majority are on schedule to have the annual review and the annual reviews linkage to the five-
year review process completed and communicated out to the faculty in their schools and the college 
around December 1st. This group is meeting tomorrow to begin discussions related to P and T policies 
that will be in place for those faculty going up in academic year 25-26. Those policies are on schedule to 
be updated by the end of February, 2025. If you have questions about your specific school or the 
college, I encourage you to reach out to your policy council chair to ask questions about their individual 
processes. Still going. A question about when will all the schools be able to see each other's processes 
and how the BFC is ensuring that no one is over complying and that everyone is using a similar process 
was posed. The chairs and the deans are all on a shared Team where they're able to share documents 
with each other. The areas that need to be addressed by SEA  202 include annual reviews, five-year 
review and promotion of tenure support from Andrea Newsom in the Office of General Counsel and 
Mike Beam continues to be given to all the campuses who have questions about approach. Utilizing the 
school and college faculty governance structures are critical to ensuring that processes are aligned with 
any needed nuances that may be present in their units with relation to these areas. While all the policies 
are not identical and neither are the existing annual review and P and T processes on purpose, they do 
all have the same guidance on what needs to be included. And that concludes my questions.  

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you, Danielle. I may give my report. Welcome, again, everyone. I don't know what's harder to 
believe, that is our last meeting of the fall term or that we are still talking football in Bloomington, so 
thank you Scott. It's been a fall to remember with much more to come on Saturday. It's been wonderful 
to see the excitement from our students, our alumni and the whole state, and, again, we are thrilled to 
have Scott and the team here today to share more about athletics in just a few minutes. I said this last 
year, and I'll say this again. We truly have the best athletic director anywhere and some of the best 
athletic programs and student athletes excelling both in and outside the classroom. I know not all of our 
faculty are into sports ball, thanks Colin, as Colin calls it, but I hope you can all still appreciate the 
positive energy out there about IU literally all over the country and even abroad, and, if not on the field, 
know that undergraduate applications to IU Bloomington so far this year are currently blowing past last 
year's all time high at current pace.  

Winning is a draw for sure along with the amazing work that our faculty student support recruitment 
teams and so many others are putting in to make Bloomington Campus the destination for top students 
in Indiana and around the world. It is a team effort and I am grateful for everything all of you do to make 
this become a reality. As we move into the new year, we will begin to work with the newly elected 
leaders in Washington DC and in the state. However you may feel about the election and those elected 
to serve, we continue to have a critical opportunity in higher education and at IU to demonstrate the 
impact and value we bring for Indiana and the world each and every day. Across all issues, I believe if we 
are united and focused on how we make a positive impact on the lives of those around us as an 
institution, I'm confident we will continue to succeed and thrive in the years ahead.  

I have said this before, IU and IU Bloomington specifically are better positioned today than nearly all 
public institutions of higher education. I attended the National Conference for Public and Land-Grant 
universities last week and from the conversations there left even more assured that we are moving from 
a place of true strength. While we still have challenges and inevitably there will be need for changes in 
growth, and new ways of thinking and doing. I believe in us and I'm genuinely excited about the overall 
trajectory that we are on. I hope we all embrace this moment as an opportunity for us to move forward 
collectively. 



I trust you all saw the news from the recent Board of Trustees meeting. I know you will hear much more 
about this in the coming months prior to the launch next fall, but we are now actively advancing 
implementation of the new Stellic system for students in Bloomington. This is a critical technological 
advance for students in advising career planning and just preparing for the degree plans, uniting 
multiple existing systems and helping students make timely and informed choices through their time at 
IU and beyond. Thanks to all of those who are putting in the hard work to make this possible and I want 
to specifically acknowledge the hard work Vice Provost Vasti Torres and David Daleke are doing and 
leading these efforts for all our academic programs on campus. The board also updated its expressive 
activities policy UA10 as Danielle just mentioned, the updates clarified what activities are permissible 
during the overnight hours and I hope this will help not only with implementation but in giving everyone 
a shared understanding of the expectations under this policy. I can report at Bloomington to the best of 
my knowledge, to date, 23 unique IUB community members that include 17 faculty including emeriti, 
four students and two staff members have referred for potential policy violations of UA10. All of these 
coming prior to the recent update on the policy, which was just on Friday last week.  

As Danielle mentioned also, we are continuing with implementation of SEA 202. My thanks in addition 
to Daniels to the school and college policy committees for their work this semester to determine the 
plan for each school. I believe we are coming to some resolution on this important effort. As I shared 
previously, another element of this is as part of the compliance with the new law, IU also provided 
summary data on our diversity programs and staffing university-wide along with other Indiana public 
institutions. I understand this data from IU will soon be available upon request. The information the 
state required included the total number of employees whose primary or secondary job duties or job 
titles included DEI, the total number of harassment cases educated during the previous year, a 
description of efforts to ensure intellectual diversity and the total amount of IUs allocations for DEI 
initiatives.  

The data does not identify individual employees, individual positions or distinguish costs of DEI 
initiatives by campus, by unit or by any initiative. Again, however you may feel about this mandate from 
the state of the data. Please note deeply that we value all members of our learning community and the 
perspectives and experiences we each bring across the campus. We are united in our efforts to create 
the best learning and work environment possible and ensure that everyone has the fullest opportunity 
to succeed and to flourish What each of us do every day to come together as a community and to 
support each other, of course can never be quantified as a whole. Please know we continue our 
commitment to implement this law in a way that best retains and honors our existing policies, 
processes, and structures.  

I would also like to share that later this week IU will provide a public website update on metrics for the 
IUB 2030 strategic plan, and this will be true for all of IU including those for IU Bloomington. This will 
include data on several measures that had not been fully compiled for the most recent summer update. 
As a reminder, IU is providing progress towards established metrics twice a year, June being the first 
update, November being the second update. November is when much of the previous year data is fully 
compiled, so that becomes available around this time of the year. I'm pleased to say we continue to 
make great strides on a number of leading indicators including retention, DFW rates and philanthropy. 
Thank you all again to many of you who are part of this, of multiple efforts on implementing our 
strategic plan and those efforts are starting to bear fruit. 

To close today, a few updates on various searches. We are close to finalizing an appointment for the 
dean position for the School of education. I hope to have more on that in the coming week or two. We 
also announced recently our upcoming internal search for the dean of the Kelley School of Business. This 
position will be open to all current tenured faculty at the rank of full professor at both Bloomington and 
Indianapolis campuses. We look forward to bringing these candidates for that position interviews early 



in the spring semester. We have now convened a search committee for the executive director position 
for the Eskenazi Museum of Art. Peg Faimon, chair of the Eskenazi School of Art, Architecture and 
Design will be chairing that search. We are working with a leading search firm in the museum field and 
are excited to begin recruiting candidates just after the new year for this position.  

We continue to advance efforts to launch searches for a new vice Provost for undergraduate education 
and the dean of the Hutton Honors College as I announced at the last meeting. We expect those 
searches to commence in the coming months as well. As always, thank you in advance in your support 
for us to make these searches go successfully.  

There was one additional question related to potential actions from the US President-elect and the 
incoming administration. All I would add to my earlier comments is that through our university relations 
team, leadership and others, we work closely with all elected officials of all parties to advocate in the 
best interests of Indiana University and higher education more broadly. While certainly some changes 
may be forthcoming, as it often does, our work together at IUB remains absolutely vital and central for 
the future of our state and the world, and I look forward to demonstrating that value again and again. In 
the meantime, I encourage all of us to come together in sincere dialogue in how we best affirm our core 
values and support all members of our community as we move forward. And with that, I wish you all a 
very happy holiday season ahead and a strong finish to this semester at IUB. Thank you and we have a 
few minutes for some questions for Danielle and me. I'm happy to answer any if you have some. Alex.  

[Tanford] 

I am relaying a question from Moira Marsh. I'm afraid I'm a poor substitute for her. She had, I believe 
she had sent a request that there be an announcement that the annual meeting of the Bloomington 
chapter of the AAUP is at five o'clock today, third floor of the law school to which everyone is invited, 
including, of course, Rahul, and, to turn this into a question, was there going to be, did that get 
communicated? Was there going to be some kind of notice?  

[DeSawal] 

So, I'll take that. So yes, we did receive that and, since we've never announced those previously, it was 
determined to not do that as an announcement since we don't provide those announcements on a 
regular basis. But you've eloquently added that all in there Alex. So you took care of it.  

[Shrivastav] 

Professor Sinno. 

[Sinno] 

Professor Abdulkader Sinno here for Beth Buggenhagen here. Of course, what I say expresses only my 
own opinion. Provost Shrivastav, you talked about all of us being united moving forward, very inspiring 
words indeed. But what does it mean? Can you clarify for us what does it mean considering the fact for 
example, that the only way to get change had to happen? We have to have lawsuits against our own 
university against you and the administration when in fact you have dozens of faculty being subjected to 
really trivial, silly disciplinary action? The fact that you are, with every step along the way, trying to 
reduce our faculty protections, weaken them, dilute them so you can strengthen your control over the 
faculty and basically turning is fine university into the equivalent of an Amazon warehouse? So, what 
does unity mean? Does that mean completely consenting to your rule? Clarify how does that happen? 
How do we reach that outcome of unity is by just simply having to trust you and your authority and your 
control over our affairs? Thank you.  



[Shrivastav] 

I would disagree. I work very closely with the faculty leaders and various committees when it comes to 
issues around 202, which is a state law. We will comply with it when it comes to issues around UA10 
free expression policy. I will remind you again, it's the Board of Trustees policy. We will comply with the 
policy as it is written. That's all I can add to that comment. Thank you. Alex? 

[Lichtenstein] 

Yeah, excuse me. Alex Lichtenstein, College of Arts and Sciences. So as to UA10, this is a very specific 
question. We will comply or you will comply with enforcing it as it is written. Now, as the revisions are 
written, I think faculty and staff and students are very, very confused. I hope you have a clearer idea if 
you're going to comply with it. So could you very specifically explain to us the difference between 
distributing literature and petitioning or protesting? Can you very explicitly explain to us your 
understanding of the new language that it is okay to assemble spontaneously and, not combustibly, 
spontaneously and contemporaneously? I see you grinning because I doubt you actually understand 
what that means. So if you could clarify for us your understanding of the new policy, the revised policy 
which was pitched here earlier as clarifying. In fact it does nothing of the sort. It is confusing. So we are 
very confused about what activities are now permitted after 11:00 PM that not permitted before. 
Perhaps you are not confused since you think that we can comply with it or that you can comply with it. 
Thank you as written by the BOT.  

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you, Alex. This is a question that really belongs to the board of trustees and the general counsel 
because that's their policy. What we will be doing is implementing that policy through ACA33 as stated. 
And again, this was done on Friday afternoon. It is Tuesday. I'm sure in the coming days these questions 
and others will be thoughtfully discussed and addressed.  

[Lichtenstein] 

The problem is that in thoughtfully addressing them, some of us have already been found guilty of and 
been reprimanded for violating them as they existed before, and no one knows the rules of the road and 
you haven't clarified that. So, we actually don't know as faculty what forms of expressive activity are and 
are not permitted after 11:00 PM. Exactly what the Cooley report suggested was the problem. So, I 
know I agree with you, the Board of Trustees wrote it, but presumably you consulted with them. I think 
that's what we were just told. So some clarity on this of your understanding since you have to get us to 
comply with this of what this actually means would be much appreciated. Thank you.  

[Shrivastav] 

Again. Remember, if there is a complaint filed under UA10, it is investigated under ACA33. It is delegated 
to the deans, typically. Deans may delegate it to somebody else to investigate. The spirit of the policy is 
to not allow protests after 11:00 PM. That is what is operationalized. That is how it has been done at this 
point. Professor Sinno, do you have something?  

[Sinno] 

Well, the heart of this issue is that those documents are written by lawyers, by Mr. Prather. Those 
address academic issues of our campus and we're having now the IU general council write and 
everything that concerned us direct the actions of the administration or the administration is leveraging 
it. You're dealing with us from a legal perspective as opposed from the perspective of being colleagues 



and co-stewards of this institution. And that is a problem. That perspective that you need your lawyers 
to deal with us, faculty, is a problem and using terms that are legal. I don't even remember that terms 
frankly, pompous legal terms that you can’t even interpret, when in fact it is your job, you are the one 
who are imposing the sanctions, you and Dr. Docherty imposing the sanctions on us. You see? Some 
common sense here and some respect for the faculty. And if you please could stop. When would you 
stop weaponizing the IU General Counsel’s office, the OIE office and IUPD against faculty and students? 
We are your collaborators. Why you are having this antagonistic relationship to the faculty the way you 
are?  

 

[Shrivastav] 

I do not believe the policy is impacting the academic mission. It is simply talking about events and 
protests between the hours of 11:00 PM and 6:00 AM. Beyond that, there is nothing in UA10 to impact 
the academic mission of any faculty member. Danielle, I think you were trying to put a word in.  

[Danielle] 

First, I wanted to clarify that I did not say that Provost Shrivastav consulted with the Board of Trustees. I 
said that the executive committee asked him to convey the concerns that were expressed by the BFC. I 
also would like to reiterate what I have said a couple of times as well as my co-chairs for the university 
faculty council that the construction of UA10 followed the processes for the development of policies at 
the university. We don't have to like what the end outcome was, but we were consulted as faculty, staff 
and students and we presented that information and from the draft that we were given and the 
response that we provided, some changes were made. I will 100% say that they were not all of them nor 
were all of the concerns that we expressed addressed in the revision. But we will have time again in the 
spring to provide some of that feedback. So I do think it is important that we recognize that we were 
asked and we did participate in that process and we provided that feedback and we want to continue to 
be able to do that for policies that we do not have legislative control over.  

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you, Danielle. It is five minutes past the scheduled time. I will move on to the next item. We have 
our annual report from the athletics committee. We have athletic director, Scott Dolson, Carrie 
Docherty, and I don't see Marietta even though there is her name tag there, so we'll pretend she's 
there. Take it away. Scott or Carrie. Thank you.  

[Dolson] 

Thank you so much for having me, Rahul. I really appreciate it. On behalf of all of us, always enjoy 
coming to this annual presentation. I did want to mention it was nice to hear the resolution on Marianne 
Mitchell. She was chair of our faculty athletics committee back when I started and just had a high level 
regard for her. It just was so fitting that you honored her here today and it brings back lots of great 
memories of her. I also want to thank Danielle. Thank you again for having me. Again, Rahul has been 
incredibly supportive in so many ways and wanted to thank you as well. Carrie is chair of our faculty 
athletics committee and I think we have some other members here today. I wanted to publicly thank 
them. As you'll hear in my report, it's a very transformational time in college athletics and I can't imagine 
going through this without their support and keeping us in proper balances and I'm really proud of that 
effort.  

But I wanted to publicly thank Carrie. I also want to thank Marietta. Marietta has been incredibly 
supportive as our big 10 faculty athletic rep, which is a tremendous responsibility. She actually, I'm 



pleased to inform you, as chair of the faculty athletic reps and serves as chair of what's called the Joint 
Group, which is what really leads the Big 10. It's a group of athletic directors, faculty reps, and senior 
women administrators and she's currently chairing that and representing our university very proudly. So 
I'm happy with that as well. The first slide, and I'll go through these fairly quickly in the interest of time, 
but I think this slide kind of summarizes what I hope you take from my presentation today. We're in a 
time what I feel is great balance. We're balancing the core values and core mission of value athletics 
with the future, the transformation and trying to make certain that we can adapt to the ever-changing 
landscape but never losing sight of what our foundation is.  

So, I'll take you through quickly those five priorities and these I hope long after I'm gone, never change 
because they are really the core of what IU Athletics stands for. The number one priority is making 
certain, and these aren't in any order, these are the five, but the number one I listed or we listed is no, 
we want to follow all the rules. We don't want to win at all costs. We have no interest in winning at all 
costs. We make certain we adapt whether it's Big 10 NCA university policies and I'm pleased to report 
we've had no major recruiting violations in the last 17 years. And in saying that, it's again one of the 
most rapidly changing times in the history of college athletics. So, it's great to say that during this time 
when rules seem to be changing by the week. T 

he second priority is critical as well is certainly the holistic care of our student athletes and how we 
define that is anything outside of their academic or athletic endeavors. We want to make certain we're 
maximizing this opportunity for them as well. Whether it's leadership and life skills, mental physical 
health, financial literacy, service learning and career development. In all those areas, I think we really 
are leaders in the Big 10 in those areas and that it's such a huge priority for us. One of the things I 
thought I'd highlight as well, we have mandatory mental health training for our student athlete facing 
staff, which has been really, really helpful for us. So if you happen to, whether you're a strength and 
conditioning coach, an academic advisor, you go through annual mental health training so that the 
telltale signs when you see something might be not exactly right. And we've had tremendous success 
with this and I think in very rapidly making certain that we are on the forefront of any type of mental 
health crisis that might be coming our way.  

This is the priority that I want to spend the most time on given where we are today, presenting to the 
Bloomington Faculty Council, our academic success. Again, you'll hear about our athletic success, but 
this is really what I'm most proud of given all the changing environment, given all that we have going on, 
I'm really, really proud of where we are. Our graduation success rate is now at 90%, which again, I'm 
going to give you some context of that in a second, which is outstanding. Our academic progress rate, 
which really measures retention and eligibility, is at basically the best score we've had in 11 years and 
the second best in the school’s history. We had this past academic year 322 student athletes with a 3.0 
GPA or higher, which was our fourth year at 300 or more. We had 141 student athletes graduate last 
year. Our average GPA during last academic year was 3.24 of all of our student athletes. We had 20 of 
our 24 programs earned a cumulative GPA of 3.0 or higher and we had 95, what's called Big 10 
distinguished scholars, which is actually student athletes with a 3.7 GPA or higher. 

This next chart really just gives you the context with that, which I think again is what I'm most proud of. 
Given all the transformation going on, this looks at where were we 10 years ago compared to where we 
are academically. 10 years ago our graduation success rate was 81%. It's now at 90. The red column is 
the current year. We're at 90%. as I said. The academic progress rate 10 years ago was 9 87. Now we're 
at 9 91 and these last two are really, I'm really, really proud of these. So 10 years ago we had 237 
student athletes with a 3.0 or higher GPA. Now we have 322. And then last compared to 10 years ago, 
we had 49 student athletes with a 3.7 GPA or higher. Now we have 95.  



So, I think those numbers speak for themselves and, again, I hope that as I leave here today, you feel the 
balance and how we certainly have a core mission that we just will not waiver from athletic success. 
Rahul mentioned this at the very beginning, highlight a couple things this year. Hopefully you all have 
enjoyed the football success even if you're not a strong ardent sports fan, what I'm most proud of, 
because again, you'll see the next priority, we're a part of something bigger than ourselves. It's not all 
about athletics. We hope that this football success, even in your corner of the university, wherever it 
might be, you felt maybe that positive momentum that impacts the entire university. There's data out 
there that shows if a strong football program can really get going on a campus, it can affect fundraising 
for areas that have zero relationship with athletics, it might help the medical school, it helps admissions. 
So I think you'll feel all that. And with us having right now the grace football season in our history, we 
hope that that's just the start of a new level of the new standard for IU football. And again, it's not just 
about athletics, it's about how it can impact the entire university. We also sold out our final four home 
games, which was the first time we've had four sellouts. So, there's lots of great things happening 
around the football program.  

Men's soccer just was announced yesterday, made their 39th consecutive NCA tournament, which is 
kind of remarkable to say. We're a top seed, a top 16 seed. We're 14, which is outstanding. Men's, 
women's basketball off the great starts again, it's one of the highest rankings we've had when you look 
at men's, women's basketball, football, and soccer combined. And I'm proud to say that both our men's 
and women's swimming programs are both ranked number three nationally at this point, which is pretty 
phenomenal as well. So that gives you an indication that, again, as we're striving academically, we are 
also excelling athletically as well. 

 This next slide I won't spend too much time on, it just shows last year, because again, I hadn't been here 
for a year last year for the 23-24 year, it was our best athletic year we had in 32 years, which again just 
shows that we've really got some momentum going and are looking forward to building on that. 

The last slide, which I think is just so critical. It's a priority that we talk about a lot. How can we better 
integrate with the university? And I just wanted to make certain you knew that's a big, big thing for us. 
One of the things that I'm really most proud of is our Big 10 network student your partnership with the 
Media School with Dr. Galen Clavio. It gives real life experience to students who are majoring in 
broadcasting or media.  

And the thing that has amazed me, last year we had 115 live productions that were totally student 
produced with real life experience, whether it was the talent on the air, whether it was the production 
of those shows. And to me that's one of the things that not only are we leading on the campus with that, 
but in the Big 10 we lead that in terms of other schools try to emulate what we do in terms of involving 
our students in our broadcast, which we're really proud of. We're also really proud of our diversity in our 
athletic department. We, with our data, have the strongest diverse or the most diverse program and the 
big 10, including 5 of our 19 head coaches, our people of color. And again, you can see the data, but 
we're really proud of the diversity in our department.  

The thing I'd mentioned, which we added this slide because I do get a lot of questions, what is the 
impact of football across campus? And I think this just gives you some exposure to what is the national 
exposure. Again, whether you're a strong ardent fan or not, the IU brand is nationally getting exposure 
like we really never have. The football game we had against Nebraska had 3.2 million viewers, national 
TV for over three and a half hours, which was pretty amazing. The Michigan game a couple of weeks ago 
topped that at 4.4 million. Last year we had two of ESPN's highest ranked men's basketball games, 
women's basketball, our Sweet 16 game against South Carolina was one of the highest rated women's 
games in the country. And then this year we both had ESPN Game Day and Fox Big Noon show before 
football games, which are nationally telecast and just our brand. I don't know if we've ever had the 



exposure like we have had. And now we're hopefully vying for a college football playoff berth, which 
again adds that exposure.  

Our university marketing team has given me data that we're sorting through, but licensing is up 
tremendously. Our sales for our number one apparel outlet is up 214% and the value that they're 
putting on the actual exposure that we're receiving, which I find hard to believe, but I'm just relaying the 
information that I have, but when you look at the social media content, the online news and the actual 
broadcast is into the hundreds of millions of dollars into the exposure that IU brand is getting by the 
success of our football program. So again, I hope everyone feels that strength.  

I did want to touch on, as I said, this is really more on the ever-changing landscape of college athletics. 
There are lawsuits going on regularly around the country where either former student athletes or 
current student athletes are trying to change the model moving forward, and it all revolves on revenue. I 
think next year when I'll report at this meeting, I'll be reporting on kind of a new model. As we still 
balance with our foundation, we'll be entering what's called a revenue share era where we'll be as a 
result of a settlement of a lawsuit, we'll be paying some back damages for former student athletes who 
couldn't benefit from their NIL. This is across the country. And then we'll be able to share up to 22% of 
our revenue directly with student athletes. And so that's an evolving situation that we are trying to stay 
on top of. And for this group, I think what's most important is regardless of how this turns out, our 
mission still stays the same. And I want you to have in mind our five priorities don't change with this 
evolving landscape of revenue share.  

NIL, which I get asked questions about a lot. We've been on the forefront of that and really in terms of 
being a leader around the country and using it as a real education piece, not just an opportunity for 
student athletes to maximize their revenue from NIL. We've worked on making certain, we have core 
pillars of education. We make certain there's a connection, there's a brand building, we empower our 
student athletes. And after now three years in the NIL world, I can honestly say that I've been really 
amazed how it really has been transformational for our student athletes to learn how to build their 
brand. It is kind of like a classroom that they're working on while they're competing for us and go into 
actual class on campus.  So, it's been a positive experience, and we'll see as revenue share enters into 
this, how we blend that together with the NIL efforts.  

I did feel compelled to report to you that as most of you know, we are now in our first year of our 
conference realignment, we've added four amazing institutions from the west coast. I know athletics 
gets the most attention from adding these institutions, but I can say you from being in big 10 meetings, 
that the academic success and the level of support from these schools that they have in terms of just 
academically around the country, we couldn't have added four better schools and they've really been 
integrated terrifically into the Big 10. And again, it's bigger than just athletics.  

The last slide I have, and I’ll open up for questions. I think it's really important that I convey to you, what 
does success look like for IU Athletics in this fiscal year? What are our goals? What's really important to 
us, and this is really as simply as we can put it, it's important to us that as an auxiliary of the university, 
we spend what we generate. And so certainly our goal for us is we have to finish in the black financially, 
continue to follow our budget-conscious culture. We've been preparing for revenue share next year. 
We've been in a cost-cutting mode and doing things to make certain that we're budget-conscious from 
that standpoint. We want to continue to finish with zero major compliance infractions, again, adhering 
to our priorities, continue to build on our athletic and academic success. Again, in this changing 
landscape, we don't want to fall back in any of those and we want to continue to find ways to integrate 
into the broader university. Again, that's critical for us.  

And then the last thing is we want to proactively ensure that we can thrive in this transformative time. 
And I talk about this a lot. I speak to a lot of alumni groups. I'm around seeing a lot of our supporters, 



both athletics and the entire university. And one of the things I talk about is that whether we agree with 
the revenue share or NIL or the future where college athletics is going, the key thing for us is that we 
continue to balance with our priorities. And then, secondly, we need to be able to thrive in the 
environment that we're in, because if we can have a successful athletic program, it can inspire, it can 
enhance the entire university community and that's what we feel really most proud of. And back to our 
football example, I hope that all of you at some level feel some wind behind your back with the success 
we've had in football and that that can really help the entire university in many, many ways. So with 
that, that gives kind of a quick overview of where we are, but I'd be happy to answer any specific 
questions, go into more detail on anything that I talked about or anything that is on your mind.  

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you, Scott. Let's open for questions. Jim had his hands up as fast as the running back in football 
team.  

[Sherman] 

Yes. Thank you, Scott. It's a great time to be AD at IU. I hope you're enjoying it all. On one of your slides, 
you didn't get a chance to comment on it, but I had wondered about it. The relationship between the 
world of NIL and Title IX and the implications. Could you say a few words about that?  

[Dolson] 

Yeah, the NIL marketplace is really what it is. As I said, it is a marketplace and related to Title IX, what 
we've made certain we could do is make certain that all of our student athletes have access to all the 
same training, same ability to participate in NIL, to understand the programming, brand building and 
that's not the case at every school. As it relates to who maximizes their opportunity from NIL, that 
depends on the student athletes' brand and their value in terms of the marketplace. In addition to that, 
revenue share is probably more hotly debated around the country right now relative to Title IX and 
where that fits with revenue share. Where it currently stands nationally among, really like schools like 
us, comparable to us, is that it's based on market just like we are with NIL, not necessarily totally based 
on Title IX, whether that will stay in the future or not, I don't know. But the basis that we're working off 
now is, the simplest way I can say it, is that the revenue share is 22% of revenue that we can share with 
student athletes. And the way we've worked on that is the sports that generate the revenue, whatever 
revenue you generate for that sport, you'll get the 22%. So it's equal for everyone. It just so happens 
that some sports generate more revenue than others, and that's what most schools like us are doing 
now. I just don't know where that'll be in the future. That could change because that is a hotly debated 
subject around the country, but that's where it is today.  

[Vaughn] 

Hi Tichina Vaughn from the Jacobs School of Music. I'm not familiar with the NIL. Can you tell me what 
that is please?  

[Dolson] 

Sure. NIL is name, image, and likeness, and, for years, decades, student athletes were not allowed to 
benefit because of NCAA rules from their name, image, and likeness just like other students on campus. 
And so if a student athlete wanted to use their brand to maybe hold a camp for kids because they had 
some recognition and kids want to come to that camp and they could generate revenue, they were not 
permitted to do that. Or if a company wanted to pay a student athlete to appear in an advertisement to 



endorse a brand, they weren't permitted to do that, whereas other students on campus could do that. 
So there was a lawsuit and subsequently the NCA changed that rule and lifted that so that student 
athletes now can maximize their brand or benefit from NIL resources. And that has become a 
competitive situation around the country when you recruit student athletes. Student athletes want to 
go to schools where they have the ability to maximize that brand. And so there've been lots of twists 
and turns in the last three years and we've tried to again, stay on the cutting edge, stay competitive, but 
not lose sight of the true mission, why they're here. But that is kind of a quick summary of what name, 
image and likeness is and how it's changed.  

[Vaughn] 

Thank you.  

[Dolson] 

Sure.  

[Shrivastav] 

Last question.  

 

[Stoffman] 

Go ahead. Stoffman, Kelley School. So, when you say revenue sharing, that's revenue from NIL, not 
revenue from other things like, sweatshirts, and…  

[Dolson] 

Actually, it’s a great question and I apologize, I should have clarified that. The revenue is strictly from the 
athletic department. It's not NIL revenue. It's revenue from ticket sales, from sponsorships, and it's from 
TV revenue. So as the institutions bring, it's just strictly athletics. So, in the athletics revenue pie, any 
television revenue we bring in as part of our big 10 contract, any ticket sales we have from our home 
ticket sales or any of our sponsorship revenue we bring in, that is pooled together. And then we're 
allowed to share 22% of that with the student athletes. Not to complicate things, but in the power four, 
which are the schools our size around the country, which are about 70 schools, they take all of those 
monies and pull them together and come up with an average of what the average of those three 
categories add up to. So everyone has the same 22% number to share with their student athletes. It's 
going to project it to be about $20.5 million next year.  

[Stoffman] 

I look forward to faculty being included in revenue sharing in the future.  

[Dolson] 

I agree with that. Agree.  

 

[Shrivastav] 

NIL for faculty.  

 



[Dolson] 

We talk about that in the department as well. We'd like to participate in NIL and revenue share  

 

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you very much. Thank you, Scott. And considering all the NIL talk, we are perfect timing for the 
next topic on the agenda, which is all things budget. Thank you, Carrie and Scott. Next item is an update 
on the budget model redesign. This is being led by Jason Dudich, interim Vice President and CFO. And 
then we have Amy Heeter, Jon Trinidad and Xin Chen. Go ahead.  

[Dudich] 

Thank you. Members of the council, again, Jason Dudich, interim vice president and CFO for the 
university. I was asked to present briefly along with Amy and others on the status of budget redesign. 
And just to note the conversation that I'm going to have with you today, we had with UFC I think a 
couple weeks ago, discussed this with the budgetary affairs committee, subcommittee, and I'm open to 
discussing this further with others. So please know that this is being communicated out to as many 
groups as we can, and we'll also be talking to deans and campus leaders as well. But wanted to provide 
an update clarification education on where we are with the overall redesign and then obviously Amy's 
going to go into some more detail at the campus level. So where are we today? What is the current state 
of budget redesign? I will be transparent with you that this stalled during the transition of Sam Adams 
leaving the university and then Dwayne leaving. So, I have been asked to continue the momentum of 
budget redesign and have been asked to also communicate where things are, how things stand. So as a 
reminder, we talked about budget redesign as phase one and phase two. Phase one is really focused on 
the university administration budget redesign. And I really feel that's in three areas. One is the 
methodology in which we allocate the UA assessment. The second is the actual UA assessment number 
and how we can develop that in a timely manner for campuses to prepare their budgets for next fiscal 
year. And third is identifying transactions that occur between university administration units and 
campuses that are not part of the assessment but occur quarterly, monthly, annually, that are between 
the campuses and the UA units that might need to be folded into UA assessment to show a true number 
of the UA assessment that campuses are impacted by. So those are the three pieces of phase one that 
I'm focused on from an institutional level on terms of the UA budget redesign initiative.  

I would note for those of you that don't know this, we've actually launched a website as of last week 
that not only focuses on the UA budget redesign but also has information about each campus's budget 
redesign efforts. Bloomington has their own website, so at the request of the president and others, 
we've created a forward facing website. I don't have that link on here, but I'm happy to share it with the 
council leadership and they can disseminate that to you. But it is out there and available and has 
information that will be updated as we go through the process, both at the UA level and at the campus 
level. But just to give you some quick highlights on the UA budget redesign structure. As I mentioned, 
the UA assessment allocation method that we use today is outdated and lacks a data-driven approach. 
To be completely honest, I could not tell you how it was created, I cannot tell you the components of it 
over time, but it is built upon a lot of, let's do this, let's try this, let's add this here, maybe we can have 
one campus pay for this and we'll figure this out. And it's been pretty bastardized over the years. And in 
order to explain to campuses, here's the UA assessment, here's how we've allocated it, has raised 
questions from campus leaders and faculty members. Hey, what's going on with this UA assessment? 
How is it being allocated? So, the first thing is we're have looked at and redeveloped with the help of 
campus leaders like Amy and Camy Broeker at IUI and others on developing a new allocation 



methodology that I'm happy to talk about in more detail if you would like. But the current allocation 
method that we're using today does not have a data-driven approach.  

We can't tie it back to certain metrics and honestly cannot go back and replicate the years and years of 
building it over time and bastardizing it in the office. So that's an area that we have been focused on, 
have a new allocation methodology that we have agreed upon, and that will be how the assessment is 
allocated out to the campuses. That assessment also requires transparency and alignment regarding 
budget transactions. So, as I mentioned, not only do we have the assessment, but we have all these 
transactions that occur throughout the year. As part of this redesign, we want that assessment number 
to be a true representation of the financial transactions between the campuses and the UA 
administration. And so, another part of this is creating transparency so we know exactly the funds that 
are going between the campuses and UA and also ensuring that aligns with the spending that's occurring 
at the campus level and the UA level. So that's important as part of this process.  

The current RCM model that we have today at the UA level and the campus level is complicated and 
convoluted. I have tried over the last four or five months in this interim role to determine how can we 
plan and analyze budgets? And because the RCM model is really moving money around all over the 
place from one unit to the other assessments between admin and a unit or a school creates 
complication in terms of our financial reporting, makes it challenging to say, how much did we spend? 
Where did we spend it? So the RCM model is really one that worked many, many decades ago, but is 
now a model that creates complication when we're really thinking about financial planning, budget 
modeling and analysis. I would note for this group of the 18 Big 10 institutions, half or more are looking 
at some type of redesign within their budgets.  

They're on the spectrum in terms of some institutions are pure RCM models where everything is 
allocated through an RCM model. There is one that takes all the revenue in at a central location and 
budgets it out. The others are pretty much in a hybrid. They retain some revenue, but then they allocate 
the remaining revenue out to the schools and the colleges. But this is an indication that all of the Big 10 
institutions are looking at these models to see if they're the appropriate model, if they can create some 
type of hybrid or some type of incentive-based model that can address the challenges they're facing 
financially. Another area of our office that we've really underutilized over the last few years is a long-
term financial model. For those of you that were here during John Sejdinaj’s time, John created a three-
to-five-year financial model that he shared with the board and publicly about where he saw trends in IU 
finances based on the campus level and the UA level. For the last couple years, while that has been 
reported, it has not been utilized. And so, my efforts are to restart that with the help of the campuses 
during this next budget process to really fine tune that model and use it as a guide as we think about the 
future of IU, Its operations, its strategic plan, and its investments. And then finally, the whole point of 
this phase one UA assessment and allocation methodology and the transactions is to provide greater 
transparency. And I will tell you that I'm more than happy to discuss at any level of detail what I can and 
what I know about the UA assessment, the allocation method, but my goal is to be as transparent with 
everyone as I can because this is an important part of IU’s Financial future. So that's the UA piece. That's 
the part that I'm focused on.  

The second phase is the campus level budget redesign, which Amy will dive into, but I want to be clear 
and make sure that all of you understand where we're coming from at the UA level and also the role of 
the campus level.  

While we have talked about budget redesign at the campus level, nothing has changed today. The model 
that was in today was the model last year, the year before. Nothing has changed in the budget model. 
There is nothing that has been moved or reallocated. The model that is used today at the campuses, it's 
the same model that's been used in the past. The goal is over a couple of years to allow campuses 



independent of each other to determine what a future budget model looks like for that campus. So that 
has created working groups at each campus. Those working groups are led by either the fiscal leaders of 
the campus or the chancellors of those campuses to start to identify what would a new budget model 
look like at each campus, unique to that campus. Amy's discussions may be very different than Camy’s 
discussions at IU Indianapolis, Jamie Dimon's discussions at the School of Medicine and Philemon Yebei's 
discussions with the regional campuses. But these working groups are focused on what would a budget 
model look like for the campus that begins to align with the strategic plan, but also the financial future 
of the campus and the challenges that might be there. Again, each campus is taking their own approach. 
They're looking at different factors, they're looking at different variables. Again, led by campus 
leadership and stakeholders. Our website that I mentioned has contacts for each of the campuses, the 
working groups for those campuses. So if you want to know more, go to that website. You can find 
contacts to reach out. I know this is the Bloomington Faculty Council. I've said this so many times. I start 
saying the same thing over and over again, so I understand, but there's that information that's out there 
so that stakeholders can see what's going on as well as the approach that the campuses are taking.  

Ideally, all of the campuses would like to have this new model implemented by fiscal year 2027. That is a 
goal that I'd like to see happen consistent across all of our campuses. I don't want Bloomington to go 
and then Indianapolis to go and then regionals. I'd like it all to happen at once. So it doesn't complicate 
the functionality within the components of my office, but that's at the earliest. So, the idea, and Amy, I 
might be stealing Amy's thunder, is right now those working groups are working on conceptual designs 
around what a model might look like. The idea is, then, in fiscal year 26, to parallel the current budget 
model with that new methodology and see, if, what issues might arise. Did something get allocated 
incorrectly? Did we have an expense that really belongs at a unit versus the administrative level? That 
gives campuses time to really tinker with and review what that model would look like with the hope that 
in fiscal year 27, these new models will roll out.  

A question came up at UFC, which I think was helpful, was, could we do this faster? And I think the 
answer is, the faster we go, probably will create more problems and would likely result in tinkering. 
While the model is live and being used by each campus, there's a lot of policies, procedures, standard 
operating procedures that are in place in my area and the campuses that need to be retooled and 
rethought. So, it's okay if we take time doing this and having dialogues and running the model, but that's 
the earliest that all the campuses would like to implement the new design. There's a lot of areas of 
discussion Amy will go into the areas around Bloomington, but all of the campuses are identifying how 
are we allocating resources? What revenue is retained at the administrative level, what revenue is 
delivered or directed towards the school or the college or the unit level? What level of control does the 
campus want to have in terms of the unit or the school or the RC versus the administration? Overall, 
budget management has come up, compensation adjustments, I know Amy has talked about that during 
her presentations, incentives to drive investments towards the IU 2030 strategic plan for each campus, 
even how to deal with deficits and surpluses. The regional campuses are talking about that. But all of 
these things are part of the discussions moving forward.  

The last thing I'll mention and then I'll be happy to take any questions is again to clarify, the assessment 
that UA provides is allocated to each of the campuses. So, of the 300 million or so that's allocated to 
each of the eight campuses, how that assessment is allocated is not directed by my office or one of my 
team that is decided by each of the campuses leaderships. I've heard in some meetings that the UA 
assessment is being allocated to me in this way. I don't control that. My office doesn't control that. We 
have a number that is determined and then we provide that number to the campuses and the campus 
leadership and financial leaders decide how that is allocated, either absorbed at the administrative level 
or allocated out to the schools and units. But that question has come up several times. I just want to 
clarify that so you understand the role and responsibility of my office and our budget office and the 



campus financial leaders and the campus leadership. With that, I'm more than happy to take any 
questions.  

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you. Jason. Questions on UA budget? Yep, go ahead. 

[Hopson] 

Are there particular developments that is motivating this change of design of the budget?  

[Dudich] 

Yeah. In the short time that I've been here and talking to the president and others, I, there's a concern 
that with the current model, we lack the ability to make investments in areas that the university just 
hasn't been able to in the past. As we see revenue coming in to campuses and units to be able to utilize 
that revenue on investments, on strategic plans, on initiatives, sometimes it's limited when you have an 
RCM model and talking to other Big 10 institutions, that's a theme that we're hearing is how do you 
capture revenue to make investments either that the president of the university might have or campus 
leaders might have without saying, hey, I need to take some of the money that you've earned back. So, 
it's created this concern of how do you make those investments in the campuses or in the institution, 
while also respecting the RCM model that's been around for several decades?  

The other I mentioned is the transparency. There's just a lot of transactions that occur in RCM. The 
example I was given was if an IUPD officer assigned to Bloomington drives to IU East to work a shift, IU 
East and IU Bloomington have to do some type of transaction back and forth because they have to look 
at the mileage, the officer's time, the gas, and then allocate things back and forth. That's just campus to 
campus. Within a campus that might even be more complicated. And again, as I learned more about it, it 
just creates a lot of transactions that honestly, could we clean that up? Could we be more efficient on 
how we transact between schools and colleges on the campus level? But also are there efficiencies that 
then we can direct resources to other initiatives that are going on campus? So efficiencies is another 
driver of can we find those within the RCM model that would allow for utilization of resources in other 
areas. So those are just a few reasons why other, the Big 10 institutions that I've talked to, some of 
them, control is another one. Just being able to control where the funds flow. That's not part of where 
we are today. It's really where can investments be made, where can we create incentives and just 
consistency in how we approach budgeting.  

Thank you for the question.  

[Hardesty] 

Hi, Julie Hardesty from the libraries. You talked about there's a website that you've launched for this 
university-level assessment and the campus level, there are working groups that are forming and they're 
going to be working at each campus. Is that also going to be part of what's available on that website or 
do the working groups at the campus level have their own way of communicating out what's going on 
with them?  

[Dudich] 

Yeah, I would say for Bloomington, they have their own website that was created before we did that. So 
the Bloomington website is launched. However, the website that we have has all that information by 
campus in terms of working group timeline, things they're looking at. So if you go on that website, every 



campus, not just regional, but East, Kokomo, Richmond, Bloomington, Indianapolis School of Medicine, 
all have tabs that provide that additional information. I'm not sure where, if Amy will fold that in or not, 
but I think both are good resources for information.  

[Heeter] 

There's a tab and you can go back and forth, right, to get more detailed information. So if you all have 
the information in front of you or if you have this PowerPoint, that's a link to the website for the 
Bloomington campus. So you should have that one available to you. So where are we on in terms of the 
Bloomington budget model redesign? So, we have a very large committee, so the Provost chaired myself 
as well as Dean Soni from the Kelley School of Business last year. We have about 14 members, and 
again, if this is available, we have it all available, including many of you that are around the table that 
have gone through, tried and through many, many hours of conversations regarding budgets, needs, 
assessments of opportunities, goals of the campus, goals of the individual units, understanding the 
important role that the dean has in their strategic plan, as well as the role of the Provost and leadership 
as far as kind of common good. I'll get to a couple of things. I'll go through these quickly because my 
colleagues have some other updates regarding the budgetary affairs budget conference last year with 
us. But one of the overarching goals is just to kind of go over, and, again, Jason mentioned some of 
these, so we'll kind of go quickly, is that for Bloomington, we are a large complex Big 10 campus. We're 
the flagship campus of IU, and we provide value to not just the state of Indiana and to ourselves, but to 
the larger global community. We want to be able to look at how we support long-term planning, 
emphasize the key priorities that have been set by the campus in the 23 strategic plan and prioritize 
fiscal health units. I don't need to go over the strategic plan, as I know many of you have been talking 
about this for several times, but our approach has been, yes, in IU Bloomington has been very 
decentralized. We began in our CM type environment in the early 1990s, one of the first public 
institutions to do so. But I think what gets lost in translation, because what becomes known as kind of a 
name and less about the actual approach, we have moved to a more hybrid approach over the last 
eight, five years that we've been doing this. And the reason is common good, right? There are common 
good things that we want to do and that we have to do for students, for faculty and for staff. And 
another one is strategic priorities. Sometimes there can be strategic priorities in order to navigate a 
campus, but we need to be able to provide some of that funding centrally because it's not always 
available at the individual school level. So where are we now? So right now, in December, we should be 
getting together our final working draft white paper that we hope to get to the Provost pending 
schedules with holidays either in December or the first part of January.  

And this will be kind of a robust view of what we think as far as the conceptual phase. So I'll reiterate for 
the Bloomington campus, we're looking at this into three stages of development. As Jason mentioned, 
no changes to the budget model until 2027. So, our first goal, build a conceptual model. So this has been 
a painful exercise for many of us because what we want to do is build the conceptual model without 
looking at the actual financial dollars. Once you start doing that, everybody can have an opinion of what 
they think is, they might agree in principle, but then once you see what that number is, you might be 
really quickly to kind of change your mind. The other piece I want to mention is ongoing adjustments. 
On that webpage there is a link for one for questions, but two, would you like any of us to come talk to 
either your faculty groups, staff councils? Let us know. We're happy to come and talk at any phase 
during this process. And there will always be ongoing adjustments. And I'll get to kind of the importance 
of that here in a second and why 2027 is the ideal for us to be looking for.  

So, let's kind of take a look at the timeline. Right now, FY 25, we're looking at the conceptual model. So 
as I mentioned, December and January, we hope to have the conceptual model in theory finalized and 
get it with the Provost for review and refinement. And in that, what we're looking at, are there incentive 



opportunities? Something expressed from the deans is they need to have some form of local control in 
order to make conceptual plans for their individual schools. Another piece that we heard when we went 
through and asked people, what's going on with the budget model? If you were to pick your top five 
complaints, what are they? One, compensation came up and two allocations of costs for space. So those 
were two main things that were looking at changing. And that's when I talk about general supplement 
funding. One of those is the plan would be in concept right now, is that when, let's say, there is a 3% 
salary policy, that 3% could be allocated to all individual units. That way it wouldn't impact individual 
schools to be able to provide a salary pool. It does not decide what individual faculty or staff would 
receive, but it would ensure that that school received the necessary funding to provide the salary 
increase to their employees. And another piece was the assessment costs or costs related to what we 
would think of as student learning spaces. A lot of times student learning spaces might be attributed to 
an individual school, not by choice, but based on the type of equipment that they have.  Think in terms 
of chemistry, labs, biology labs, arts and science or arts spaces, even the MAC. The MAC and the theater 
are all learning spaces for students. So looking at how do we consider space, classroom space to be all 
common good. And that would also help us as we look to address when we need renovations. And that's 
something that the Provost set in motion about 18 months ago when we started Project Inspire, which 
was the funding renovations of classrooms that are considered unit specific owned. That's an area 
where we have a lot of opportunity. It does not change the ownership of that spaces, it's just how we 
perceive that space. So again, it's about balancing the incentives for growth with campus-wide 
investments. And then in January and into the springtime, this is where we're going to be sharing this 
with all of you. We'll be starting with our academic and administrative leadership, the BFC executives, 
the BAC members, and then branching into the broader IU Bloomington community. That includes the 
BFC, the staff council. Again, link there on the bottom corner. We're happy to come and talk with you at 
any time.  

And in the spring and the summer, that is when we go into the second phase. Phase one conceptual 
model. Phase two is building the prototype. Why are we looking at this time? Well, one will be through 
budget season, which is a really busy time of year, but also, we will be having finalization of numbers. As 
Jason mentioned, we'll have our UA cost assessments and services behind us, and we'll know what those 
costs are. We receive our tuition rates on the biennium as well as our state funding. So we will know 
what those are for FY 26 and FY 27. And then we will continue to build out the prototype model. Again, 
another feedback loop opportunity of campus engagement with ongoing changes as we see it. Are there 
certain things that we will bring in the steering committee as well and things that might've been 
unexpected? We have an opportunity in levers that we can change in that process.  

And in the fall of 2025, we'll continue with that prototype enhancements to run it parallel with the 
current budget model. So we'll be able to kind of use that model in real time and with continuous 
involvements from key stakeholders. And then that would lead us to be building still in FY 26, but next 
spring we'll be building out what we will consider to be the functional model. 1.0. I should say, not one 
budget model, no matter which university you go to, if it's activity based, if it's RCM based, there's not 
one that is exactly the same as another. And that's because it has to meet the culture of that individual 
campus. Cami Broeker and I and Rahul, we've been working with our Indianapolis campus. We are going 
to try because we are core campuses to mirror where we can, there could be some slight differences, 
but what we want to be able to focus on as we move more into this interdisciplinary approach at the 
campus level and at the university level to give some guidance and understanding that things might be 
similar from one campus to another.  

And then in that parallel year, in FY 26, we'll be doing those further refinements. We'll also be doing a 
lot of quarterly updates, model process optimizations, building out reporting scorecards as well as data 
infrastructure and dashboards. Something how is it that we're going to be able to change to this budget 



model? The other thing going on during this process is ongoing training. So what training materials do 
we need? Who is it that we need to train? Making sure that there is this constant conversation going on 
throughout the process with the new model estimated implementation 2027. So with that, I thank you 
very much. Any other additional questions on the Bloomington side?  

[Shrivastav] 

We have a few minutes for questions. This is the part that'll impact pretty much all units more so than 
Jason's part. No disrespect. Jason. Colin? 

[Johnson] 

Just to make an observation about budgets, and I know you all are aware of this. I think I certainly, I 
trust both of you implicitly in terms of the excellence of your work and your commitment to shared 
values of the institution. But as the landscape of higher education shifts, people are understandably 
suspicious of the sort of flow of resources because that has a huge effect on what stays and what goes 
and what thrives and what languishes. And I'm just wondering, I guess it's a naive question maybe, but if 
you were going to try to enfranchise our colleagues more by providing them with guidance about how 
to familiarize themselves with the kinds of principles that you work with every day with what's going on, 
where to look, how would you do that? I think the problem is we get these reports all the time. People 
fundamentally understand kind of what you're doing and people's ability to test or inspect the results of 
that stops there. And when they see things on the ground, when they see discussions of we can no 
longer afford this, this has to be cut, their faith goes out the window. And we talk about a lot about 
financial literacy for our students and the need to create that. It's not clear to me that there's anything 
in the profession that extends the same kind of courtesy to the people who are really directly impacted 
by how finances are run at institutions. So I don't know if you have any response to that.  

[Heeter] 

Yeah, I do. In fact, it was something several years ago that Marietta Simpson and I had started talking 
about and something to kind of continue is building out financial knowledge set or base for faculty, 
whether it's on folks that are members of the BFC, but especially those also wanting to transition into, 
I'm preparing to be a department chair, what is it I need to know? I'm looking at being associate dean or 
a dean, what type of information do we know? The other thing that we learned kind of through this last 
process is kind of the assumption that financial information, we go, as Rahul and Danielle know from 
attending the dean's meetings, we go over a lot of information and some of that information is not 
always carried down at the same level at each individual unit. So with that, what is it, one we can ensure 
that could be happening at each individual unit, but then also what is it that we can do more of? And 
that's where I'm talking about doing more of that outreach. I don't think we'll get to it today, but one of 
the slide decks that we go over is the current year budget where we do highlight, hey, these are things 
that we need to be looking at, these are kind of ramifications that are coming from our external factors, 
not just our internal factors. But I welcome to continue kind of that dialogue to see where we can build 
that and how we go about that.  

[Shrivastav] 

Seeing no other questions, oh, there's one more. Alex has one.  

[Lichtenstein] 



Sorry, this always seems to fall to me. So, thank you for the presentation, Amy. And I've been looking at 
the website, which is really helpful. So to ask a question about the conceptual model that we're moving 
towards, which is these three prongs. So one is incentive and entrepreneurial, the other is strategic 
investment. Now, I mean those make sense, but on the other hand, from where I sit and I guess many 
people in the college sit, what that often means is that when there are programs that for whatever 
reason are not regarded as a strategic investment, IFS, CRES, for example, then we are told or those 
units are told, well, you're not slated for strategic investment, be more entrepreneurial and create some 
incentive. I mean, I know this budget model isn't in place yet. I'm just anticipating where it can go. And 
that essentially becomes a structure that makes sense on paper, but that operationally tends to 
reallocate or defund or disinvest from units and projects that many people on the campus value, but 
that might not immediately appear as paying dividends in incentivized or entrepreneurial fashions. So, I 
think when people get their backs up about the new budget model, that's where the rubber's going to 
hit the road, the sense that frankly the Provost office will disinvest in the name of sponsoring 
entrepreneurial and incentive-based models and that will pick winners and losers. And right now certain 
units seem to be losing before we've even gotten to that model. So how would you see, to put in a 
question, how will this balance between those two prongs, incentive and strategic investment, actually 
be modeled? 

[Heeter] 

Modeled? Well, a budget model, at the end of the day, it's allocating resources. It's not going to 
generate new revenue and it's not going to fix maybe some inherent problems that we do need to 
address. We do use terms like ROI, but I will say the majority of the time when we're using those terms 
with the Provost especially, it's usually not a fiscal ROI, it's about what is this enhancing to our students? 
And so, it won't necessarily address individual programs, but that's what we want to see, we want to go 
about, that's why we do this as building out the prototype is what is it that we value? What are kind of 
those guiding principles? And when we talk about strategic, and that's thinking a little bit at the Provost 
side and also a little bit at the dean side, but then there's the area called general supplement, and that's 
what we look at. What is that common good? What are those programs that make us who we are as 
Indiana University that we need to maintain, or we need to grow and change in different ways to fit the 
needs of our students? Again, it's not going to fix anything, and it will never be a perfect model, but 
that's where we're going to keep this feedback loop open during the process and also during a review 
process as well.  

[Lichtenstein] 

Thank you. I do appreciate that. The problem is that there's strong disagreement about what we value 
on this campus.  

[Shrivastav] 

Right now, the parliamentarian is reminding me that we have two other items remaining, so we can 
certainly carry the conversation on forward with the committee or otherwise. But thank you. Thank you, 
Jason, Aimee, Jonathan, and Xin. Thanks for all of you. The next item is the annual report from the BFC 
Grievance Committee, Elizabeth Boling. Oops,  

[Speaker] 

They have another president.  



[Shrivastav] 

Oh, you have one more? I forgot about that.  

[Trinidad] 

I could be very, very quick.  

 

[Shrivastav] 

Right, there's one more, sorry, go ahead.  

[Trinidad] 

Okay. Yes, my name's Jon Trinidad. I was co-chair last year of the budgetary affairs committee along 
with Dominic DiOrio. Xin Chen is co-chair with Dominic this year and we're just going to give you a brief 
summary on mainly the results of last year's budgetary affairs committee meetings with the Provost in 
the umbrella of the Provost budget conferences. Here's a list of members from last year's committee, 
and I won't read the entire committee charge except to say our main goal each year is to meet at the 
end of or middle of the spring semester with the Provost Aimee Heeter and individual units, discuss 
their strategic goals for the upcoming academic year, their budget situation, and then they may or may 
not make a request from the Provost funds or additional funds for things outside of their normal 
budgetary purview. And as a minor, not minor point, but one thing the budgetary affairs committee also 
does is we're charged with looking at things such as faculty minimum salaries. We don't set those, but 
we're involved in, we're consulted by VPFAA when those things are set.  

I've summarized pretty much what these budget conferences are like, but this year, for example, a total 
of 13 million was requested by all of the units. This isn't an exhaustive list of the units, but just the units 
that had meetings with the Provost and Aimee Heeter’s office, academic units, as well as various vice 
Provost offices and different non-academic units on campus. Alright, again, the numbers aren't so 
important, but requests can fall into two different categories, base versus cash. So for those of you don't 
know, kind of cash would be a onetime or two time outlay, whereas base would be something more 
permanent reoccurring budget line item. And so, requests were made by most of the units, whether 
they were academic or non-academic, and, again, the numbers aren't so important. There were 
requests, there were sub requests within requests. At the end of the day, the budgetary affairs 
committee evaluated 50 different requests for their relative merit.  

Last year we continued with an implementation of a sort of what I call an NIH style review. So, we sort of 
treated these as if they were grants and gave them scores one through five based on different criteria. 
Of course, with the strategic plan in place now that was one of the key parameters. Obviously the more 
something aligned with the strategic plan, the better it would be for the campus as a whole. But that 
being said, certain things just don't fit within the strategic plan. And we took account of that and then 
we gave an overall evaluation score and basically ranked them from highest to lowest. Alright. And so as 
I said, there were about 50 requests. We had an ordinal rank but basically reported back to Aimee’s 
office with ranking the requests into one of five groups: highest priority, high priority, medium priority 
and so forth.  

And this is how things traditionally have gone. And I must say the vice Provost office is very responsive 
to the backs report. I just did some quick numbers of the 21 that we had high or highest priority, they 
were able to fund 17 of them. And I should say all of these are good requests. They're made by unit 
heads, they're not sort of frivolous things. They've all got merit. And so, it's sort of a challenging job for 
us to rank, but at the end of the day, the suggestions made by the budgetary affairs committee seem to 



have a pretty significant impact. And I'm not going to list everything here, but just a summary of one or 
two key points from the different units that were funded. So, you can see the types of things that the 
units were requesting, and that the budgetary affairs committee slash the Provost office found of higher 
value than the others.  

I just have the two slides of more of the academic, I guess I do include, sorry, the non-academics, but 
within these, again, there were sort of sub requests, so, overall, there were about 50 things that we 
ranked and I should say, so you could see here at the bottom on a typical year, the Provost fund has 
between $2 and $3 million, but from time to time there are other sources available. For example, the 
resources from the faculty 100 or resources from the strategic plan. And so, there were some requests 
here that weren't fulfilled within the budget or the Provost fund budget, but nevertheless they were 
able to find sources of revenue for them. And happy to take any questions.  

[Shrivastav] 

I just wanted to add thank you for your partnership. The group always does a very thoughtful analysis. 
These are never easy decisions to make because as you said, they're all good requests and I really 
appreciate your partnership in making these decisions, so thank you. We have time for one question. 
Seeing done. Thank you Jonathan. Thanks everybody. Let's move on to the next item, which is the 
annual report from the BFC Grievance committee. Elizabeth Boling, Rachel Cohen, and I believe Alex is 
here for Moira Marsh.  

[Tanford] 

Want us to go first? I work first on the… 

[Cohen] 

Go for it. You have slides. We don't, so… 

[Tanford} 

Well, the faculty board review has slides and I must say that they were prepared by Moira who's not 
here because she's ill. And I am, as I said before, a poor substitute, in part because I wasn't actually on 
the Faculty Board of Review last year, which is what this report is about. But I am fully versed in the 
issues. Do we have another slide? I don't have a click or anything.  

Alright. In the last year, it's a little hard to define because they can run over, they can start, sometimes 
they run over a summer and things like that, but we basically, there were 11 cases from nine faculty that 
came into the process. Three of them were referred to mediation. I think that was a better, oops, hold 
on my screen. Back goes. Three of them were referred to mediation, eight were heard by the Faculty 
Board of Review and, as that says, of those eight, when it says sustained, it means four of them we 
agreed with the grievant that there had been a violation of one of the policies and made a 
recommendation consistent with sort of giving them a remedy. Three of them were partially sustained; 
That's kind of self-explanatory. A lot of time grievance will put in three or four complaints, some specific 
and some more global.  

The faculty board review tends to focus on the more specific complaints and not sort of global 
complaints that for the last 20 years the person has been treated unfairly by their department. And in 
one instance the complaint was not sustained and as we found there was no violation. The time, again, 
from when it comes in the door until when it is resolved, our target has been in one semester and that 
was pretty much accomplished. They went from six weeks from an easier resolution to four months. Of 
the recommendations and in the report itself, which is attached to the agenda, it gives a little more 



breakdown on what the complaints were about. I would say approximately half of them were over 
salary and that is oftentimes the ones that are sent to mediation to go back and work with the unit 
salary review committee and see if there's an adjustment that can be made. And there were three of 
them I believe that were appeals from sanctions imposed under ACA 33. Two were sustained, one was 
partly sustained. There were a couple of promotion and non-reappointment cases that split. And all in 
all, during the course of the time, six of these cases were, we made recommendations ,and they were 
sent to the relevant administrators and we have heard back, and in three of those cases, the relevant 
administrators followed our recommendation and in three they did not. I know that there's a lot of 
general expectation that the administration will follow our recommendations every single time and 
we're a little concerned that it was only 50%, but it is not the case that the Faculty Board of Review is 
being completely ignored, which I have heard. In thinking about where the problems and things have 
arisen, one of the problems is with staffing and spun and the ability to move at a fast speed and the fact 
that people are oftentimes being conflicted out because they’re from the unit or they have some 
knowledge of the case or something like that.  

And we urge several things to be considered. We don't want to dump this on the faculty affairs 
committee this year, we hear they're busy, but perhaps at some point in the future, some review of the 
Faculty Board of Review principles that we have. One of them is to consider the method used by IUPUI, 
which is that instead of neglecting five members of the Faculty Board of Review, which requires us to 
find an alternate in about half the cases, to elect a pool of people from whom a Faculty Board of Review 
could be quickly pulled together by those who aren't on sabbatical, aren't here, aren't conflicted out, 
aren't sick, don't have a conflict, and that this could also then be used as a place for the Faculty 
Misconduct Review Committee, which does not get very many, often does not get very many issues, and 
therefore have people sitting around on that committee who could be fulfilling a more important role in 
spreading the responsibility. I mean one group of five people hearing 11 cases in a year, I mean that's 
like a judge's full-time schedule and it would be useful to spread that work out a little bit. I think it would 
also give the committee a little more legitimacy because there's no way that a committee can represent 
every unit, sort of a broad method of campus if there are only five people elected.  

We're also concerned that under ACA 33 and we saw with some of the protest issues is that there are 
interim suspensions, and they think maybe there should be a mechanism. We would urge there to be a 
mechanism for some kind of faculty review board to hear an expedited process in those interim 
suspensions. Otherwise, the interim suspension can turn into an effective suspension for a full semester 
or a year without any review process. We were concerned also and have growing concern about the 
current office of the vice president and the general counsel has become more active in trying to 
influence faculty boards of review and in a couple of cases trying to stop the process altogether.  

Not a lot one can do about the Office of the General Counsel that's over our pay grade, but it was a 
concern that as arose and we wonder if the language in the policy could be strengthened to say that the 
Faculty Board of Review must remain independent of pressure from either the administration or well-
meaning faculty advocates. It's very important that it be neutral. And again, sort of just in closing and I'll 
pass it on, in general, we've had good participation and good faith participation by the relevant 
administrators, not in every case and a couple of times relating to number three, it's because of the fear 
of a lawsuit that the Office of General Counsel has advised them not to participate and sometimes when 
we pass the recommendations on to administrators, the decision has already been taken out of their 
hands by higher authority. So again, it works when there's good faith participation by the administration 
and we have appreciated it when it happens and are concerned when it does not.  

 

[Cohen] 



So, I will cover faculty mediation. The committee saw four cases last year. Three of those cases were 
referred from the Faculty Board of Review. As we just heard, in our first case it was a case around salary 
issues. That case, unfortunately, mediation wasn't accepted on both sides, and it was actually referred 
back to the Faculty Board of Review. I really felt bad for that faculty member to go back and forth there. 
The one case we didn't have referred was technically not even a case. It was trying to get the MOU that 
was mediated the year before signed and there was some issues surrounding that because while the 
higher administrators were involved in that mediation, the chair of the department wasn’t and there 
was, I guess I would say there was bad feelings around that. And so it took over a year for us to get that 
MOU signed. Otherwise, the other two cases were, one was on salary, which we were able to mediate, 
and one was about a named chair salary and research funding, which also went through mediation and 
was closed.  

[Boling] 

Alright, thank you. Not having slides, I'll read the report. This was jointly developed by the members of 
the committee, so I will read it as it's written. The Faculty Misconduct Review Committee received no 
referrals of cases during the 2023-2024 academic year following a well-publicized controversy regarding 
sanctions issued to a member of faculty, which the Faculty Misconduct Review Committee considered to 
be serious, but about which the committee was not consulted, the committee requested more 
transparency from the Vice Provost for Faculty and Administrative Affairs and the Provost. The Provost 
subsequently requested monthly meetings between the Vice Provost office and the Faculty Misconduct 
Review Committee in which we are now updated on the status of misconduct cases, which have come to 
or have originated in the office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and Administrative Affairs. These 
meetings commenced spring 2024 and have continued regularly since then, including throughout the 
summer, with cases identified only according to the general nature of the misconduct.  

These meetings have proven to be helpful as updates to the committee and as the occasion for 
discussions regarding policy and process issues surrounding faculty misconduct cases, recognizing that 
full articulation between campus and university policies has not yet been achieved, this committee 
encourages the Office of the Vice Provost to continue these meetings and transparent consultation with 
the Faculty Misconduct Review Committee regarding disposition of all cases. The committee also met 
with the Faculty Affairs Committee in January 2024 to give input to that committee regarding their 
discussion of revisions to ACA-BL-D27 and endorsing the position that the Faculty Misconduct Review 
Committee be consulted regarding all cases coming to the Vice Provost for Faculty and Administrative 
Affairs regardless of the anticipated severity of potential sanctions. Just as a note, we have another 
meeting coming up around giving input on policy development to the Faculty Affairs Committee in 
December. Thank you. 

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you. It's open for discussion Professor Sinno.  

[Sinno] 

In light of the new legal and disciplinary landscape created by SEA 202 and UA10 among other factors 
and the ensuing need for greater faculty employment protections I remove to form a faculty 
employment protection task force of elected faculty members to strengthen faculty protections by 
revising updating policies BL-ACA-D22 and BL-ACA-D27 and any other relevant policies in collaboration 
with the UFC, BFC, administration and other stakeholders. I'm happy to read the motion again if you like. 



[Shrivastav] 

Han, hang on. We are just working through the process here, because this is a discussion on the three 
reports. 

[Sinno] 

My understanding is that I have the right to make a motion to vote on it. I mean this is a voting body.  

[McCoy] 

Yes, you have a right to make a motion as it relates specifically to what is being discussed here. 

[Sinno] 

That is exactly what it relates to. We've seen in instance, for example, that the FMRC has never been 
consulted, it was never applied when it comes to, was never consulted when it comes to the application 
of severe sanctions. Even though D27 requires it. I know something firsthand about that, believe me. 
And so, there are violations of faculty protections on the front end and towards the end of the process 
by undermining D22 as well, we need a task force with authority. One that's elected by the faculty as 
representative of the faculty to globally and holistically review those policies and upgrade them. And the 
faculty academic committee is commendable for the work it has been doing. However, this is a big task 
dealing with something very urgent and very important for the faculty considering that dozens and 
dozens of faculty are now subject to sanctions by this administration and SEA 202 can produce many 
more and UA10 can produce many board and those sanctions, you heard the Provost himself say earlier 
that those sanctions will not be subject to the protections of D22 and 27, meaning that your rights as 
faculty will be taken away. Your protections. They want to pursue ACA 33 which empowers 
administrators and take away many factor protections we have at IU Bloomington and therefore I move 
that we adopt this motion that would create an elected task force with the authority to deal with those 
issues to make sure that our faculty protections are not weakened. This is precise, the purpose of this 
body and that this is exactly what our colleagues have mentioned, the problems they face with their 
work.  

[Shrivastav] 

Let me interrupt. First of all, the issue of task force was addressed by President Danielle DeSawal at the 
last meeting. You were not here. 

 

[Sinno] 

I was here. 

 

[Shrivastav] 

 At the Faculty Affairs Committee. Second, I think, procedurally, this will need a different way to 
approach it if we are to do this at this point.  

[Sinno] 

Go ahead. Tell us how. Tell us why do you think I don't have the right to make a motion?  

[McCoy] 



So, it seems that yes, it is related, but since this motion is a little outside the bounds of what was exactly 
being presented, according to the rules, it seems as if we will need a suspension of the rules to be able 
to introduce this motion. So the suspension of the rules would require two thirds majority vote of those 
who are here.  

[Sinno] 

I would argue it's completely relevant. How about we let our colleagues decide I make this motion. 
Would anybody like to second it?  

[Lichtenstein] 

I'd like to second it. I would like to second it, but can I pose a question to the presentation?  

[DeSawal] 

So first I'd like to address the request for a task force. So as Provost Shavas indicated, there was a 
request for a task force that came in for this that came in to myself and I brought that to the BFC 
Executive Committee. We discussed that. I also discussed it with not as a task force what we discussed 
the role of the Faculty Affairs Committee. It was decided that the request of looking at 22 and 27 and 
the grievance policies falls in the scope and rightly so of the Faculty Affairs Committee. And so they have 
been doing diligent work on that. And it was the decision of the BFC Executive Committee that we were 
not going to form a task force and that we were going to leave the work, the continued work within the 
Faculty Affairs Committee as they have been working on that very diligently all of last year as well as 
into this year being very thoughtful and purposeful in engaging in dialogue with the responsible 
committees in which those policies intersect.  

[Sinno] 

President DeSawal, I respect the fact that we've done all those things, and I do not deny their 
importance. However, that does not deny the fact that this motion was introduced here and seconded 
here in this voting body that can vote on those issues.  

[DeSawal] 

So, you'll need to follow the… 

[Sinno] 

Respect to process with this process.  

[DeSawal] 

Professor Sinno, you'll need to follow the guidance that is provided by both the chair of the BFC, which is 
our Provost, as well as our parliamentarian. And I wanted to make sure that the BFC committee was, I 
was fully transparent with what I was provided as well as the discussions that were had around the 
same request.  

[Shrivastav] 

So, my understanding, again, I think the parliamentary is checking this, but my understanding is the only 
group that is charged with making a task force is the BFC Executive Committee. So, what you can do it is 
outside the bounds of this particular discussion is you can pass a motion if there's two thirds agreement 



to address that, but it'll ultimately have to go to the BFC Executive for a decision. And as Danielle just 
said, they have done it, you could try it again. It's up to the BFC Executive to make a decision. Alex.  

[Lichtenstein] 

So yeah, this is really a direct question to the three very helpful presentation. So given that we've heard 
that from Alex that there seems to be lots of cases before the FBR, but once again no cases brought to 
the Faculty Misconduct Review Committee yet we also know that there is plenty of faculty misconduct 
as defined by the university, 24 of us are under sanctioned already for violating UA10, which is now,  it 
seems rather confusing still, plus we have SEA 202 coming down the pike… So, I guess my question is, 
given that our grievance and procedures and our protections for free speech and our protections for 
tenure are multiply under assault and under confusing sanctions and systems, do the three of you think 
that there is room for a structural sort of task force review of how all these things fit together? 
Notwithstanding the fact that there's already been a request for such a thing, but every week or every 
month we come back here and the crisis grows rather than being resolved. So would it be helpful to 
your committees to have such a task force? You might say no.  

[Shrivastav] 

No, we have two minutes, so please respond as you feel appropriate.  

[Tanford] 

I don't know. It depends on would it be helpful? That's assuming I know the answer to the process, 
which I do not. As former president of the faculty and as a former parliamentarian in my remarks about 
the need to examine some of the questions about the role of the Faculty Board Review and the Faculty 
Misconduct Committee and things was specifically addressed to the Executive Committee needs to 
address this. I don't think that it's helpful to have multiple groups working on the same project. And so 
that if, in fact the Faculty Affairs Committee is working on this along with a hundred other things that it's 
doing, perhaps a periodic update from the Faculty Affairs Committee about its progress would be the 
best way to do it. But I, for one, having been involved in this process, generally don't like the idea of 
independent task forces unless it's determined that this is a task beyond sort of the ability either in 
terms of expertise or just in terms of time of the Faculty Affairs Committee. And I don't, I don't know. 
I'm not on the Executive Meeting. I don't know if they have made any suggestion that they think that 
they need help in resolving it. So, I'm one that believes that if we are going to ask the university to 
adhere to established policies and if we are going to object when the university and the general counsel 
and the Provost and the president deviate from faculty policies, that it is critical that we follow our own 
policies and that means first crack Faculty Affairs Committee.  

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you. Alex, anything else to add, Rachel or Elizabeth?  

[Boling] 

Yeah, I think the language sometimes masks some of what is going on and we have been working pretty 
hard as a committee to reach a place where we can give input, we can be consulted, we will take our 
rightful place. I am sorry that's not happening as fast as people want it to, but I do feel as though this 
would be sort of a bypass of our work and I'm not entirely sure why we would be bypassed in this case.  

[Shrivastav] 



Thank you very much. We are past time. I will adjourn the meeting. There's one item remaining. We'll 
move that to the top of the next meeting. Thank you very much. Meeting is adjourned. Appreciate it. 
Thank you. 

 


