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Transcript 
 
AGENDA ITEM ONE: APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 27, 2018 
 
MCROBBIE: Ladies and gentlemen, why don't we get started? We apparently have a quorum 
so we can start the meeting. The first item of business is the approval of the minutes of the 
February meeting. Can I have a motion to approve, please? 
 
Such enthusiasm to approve. Thank you, Alex. 
 
And a second? Okay, thank you. 
 
Any comments, corrections on the minutes by any member of the council? 
 
There being none, I'll put the motion to approve the minutes. All those in favor, signify by 
saying aye. 
 
Okay. Against, the same sign. The minutes are adopted. Thank you, Alex, for that. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM TWO: EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE BUSINESS 
 
MCROBBIE: We move on to executive committee business and I don't know what order you 
want to do this. Moria, John, and Joe, who wants to lead off the executive committee business? 
 
MARSH: All right. I may have the least to say. I'm happy to report, though, to everybody, that 
we had a campus-wide faculty vote to amend the constitution of the Bloomington faculty which 
just ended over the break. Over 800 people participated and all of the amendments, 13 of them 
passed, I believe, overwhelmingly. 
 
Right, Elizabeth? Yes? 



 
And the motion probably, perhaps arguably, the most important, those amendments will be 
vastly introducing the representation of non-tenured track faculty on the Bloomington Faculty 
Council. Beginning as soon as we can figure out the details. We already have looked at that, so 
I'm very happy to report that went through. 
 
And that's all I have. 
 
MCROBBIE: Thank you. 
 
WATSON:  I'll go next. 
 
Last year, the IFC put in place a plan to engage more non-tenure track faculty in our faculty 
governance system, and this is our first year of it. We're hoping to get even more participants as 
the years go by, but it was a major change in how we constitute the IFC. 
 
So it will take some getting used to, but we have high hopes. 
 
WERT: And all I was going to say is welcome back. 
 
MCROBBIE: Any questions anybody has for the three leaders of the executive committee? 
Any questions?  
 
 
AGENDA ITEM THREE: PRESIDING OFFICER’S REPORT 
 
MCROBBIE: Okay, all right, I've got just some comments I want to make about the budget 
session of the legislature and some related matters. 
 
So firstly, obviously, people are well aware there was an election recently. Although it had a 
major effect federally by switching control of the house, it had very little control, a very little 
impact locally with the Indiana state legislature. The Republicans have kept this hidden 
majority in both houses, but they lost a few in the in the process. 
 
And I don't see any major changes in that regard happening. This, as people know, we in 
Indiana, we're on a biannual budget system and we are now, really, at the early days. Not the 
formal opening of the session, but the early days of the pre-budget decision maneuvering that is 
going on and all the organizational work that gets done. 
 
The session starts right at the beginning of January, then continues through. It has to be 
concluded by statute right at the end of April. Then, of course, any other legislation goes to the 
Governor. And, under certain circumstances, there can always be a special session. That's rare, 
but it has happened. 
 
The university of course, with respect to its budget, develops a budget earlier on the year that 
gets approved by the trustees. Much of it is, these days, sort of automatic because operating 



appropriations defined by the performance funding metrics that the commission uses. So some 
of the maneuvering that goes on there is about trying to increase the amount of new money that 
goes in to funding the various campuses with respect to those performance funding measures. 
 
But no longer does one, hasn't for some years, been able to request increases in the operating 
budgets of the campuses. Do though have the ability to request capital items and other ongoing 
expenses. And a series of those have been requested and all of that is being made public. 
 
And I spoke about it in my State of the University and in various other places. So after our 
board passes it, then it goes to the commission. I presented to the commission, which I did in 
October, and as do all the other presidents of all the other universities. 
 
Then, the commission, first through its finance committee, and then through its full body, the 
full commission decides on some final figures. Invariably, they tend to cut the request by the 
university for capital projects and other projects. I have to say that we were disappointed, as we 
have been in the past, by the fact that the commission tends to treat all institutions the same, 
irrespective of the size of the institution. 
 
So our capital requests got cut by the commission, it is only a recommendation to the 
legislature, our capital requests got cut. And it's comparable to that of, say, Ball State. We are, 
from memory, three times, four times larger than Ball State, both in budget and student 
numbers. And of course, we have seven campuses and a variety of other facilities as well, and a 
total capital stock of about $8.5 billion replacement value. 
 
So we intend to argue that point a little more vigorously than we've had in the past. And I argue 
in particular that capital projects and consequently funding for RR, although some of that is 
formula driven, should be determined, to some extent, by the size of an institution. As opposed 
to trying to do it on some sort of equal basis. 
 
And we will make that case, we touched on that case in our last presentation. We decided we'll 
make that case more strongly in the next two presentations that we do to the legislature, which 
are the ones that probably have the most impact as well. So as I said, the recommendations of 
the commission are just that, recommendations, and they go first to the state budget committee. 
 
And the state budget committee held hearings last week on Monday. And so, again, I presented 
our budget to the state budget committee. It consists of the two, The two people from the 
House, two people from the Senate, and the state budget director, and then a series of alternates, 
so it's about ten people on that committee. 
 
That all went fine, but the major two presentations that we've got coming up is, first, the house 
ways and means committee. And that will be somewhere around late January, possibly early 
February. And that's a committee, again, of about a dozen people or so, plus a lot of staffers. 
 
And then the next one will be the Senate appropriations committee. And that's going to be 
around the first half of March or something like that's the normal schedule for doing it. And 



again, it's a smaller committee, but a committee of about eight or nine senators, it tends to vary 
a little from year to year. 
 
For the first time in a number of budget sessions, we are dealing with a number of new leaders, 
people we haven't dealt with before. In the House, Brian Bosma remains the Speaker, and we 
know Brian well, so he will continue in that role. In the Senate, David Long, who we dealt with 
for a long time, David Long has retired, and has been replaced by Rod Bray. 
 
Again, somewhat well known to some of our people who work in state relations and so on. But 
obviously will be new in that job as the president pro tem of the Senate. And then House ways 
and means, people may have read about the very, almost tragic Because he was almost killed, 
accident that the chairman of the House ways and means committee, Doug Brown, had on a 
motorcycle. 
 
Had a bad motorcycle accident and was very badly injured. Was actually at one point expected 
not to survive, but has survived and is up and about. But is somebody who probably, now that 
Senator Kenley has retired, understands higher education better than anybody else, and has 
been a good supporter of higher education. 
 
He's out of action, may participate at the end of the session. And although he hasn't been 
formally replaced, Todd Houston, who used to be associated with the commission and various 
other things, and who also knows a lot about higher education, is going to be taking on a lot of 
his responsibilities. 
 
So that's, I think, a reasonably positive move. But again, these people are new, so mastering all 
the arcane arts of the Senate and House is not necessarily something that can be overnight. And 
then Senate appropriations, Senator Kelly had been longstanding chairman of the committee. 
Retired, and has been replaced by Senator Ron Michla, who, again is very experienced, but is 
taking this on for the first time. 
 
So a lot of unknowns here with this new leadership. But they are people who we do know and 
have been involved in some ways in higher education issues in the past. Then, of course, 
members are free to file bills, and that's when you get all kinds of bills, some of which can be 
very problematic for us. 
 
Others which, of course, we will have a role in filing bills, or at least supporting others who are 
filing various kinds of bills. The deadline for that is sometime in early January. And at that 
point, we'll know what's been filed. And at that point, that's when we may need, well, not may, 
almost invariably. 
 
There are so many of these bills, there may be, at least, it starts off with maybe as many as 100 
live. Both those filed in the Senate and those filed in the House. And many of those need 
testimony as to why they are a bad idea or should be modified, others why are a good idea and 
should be supported, etc. 
 



And invariably, we call upon members of the faculty who are experts in those particular areas 
to testify. And that's a common practice that we've done. And it also involves many members of 
the administration who are required to testify in some of these bills. So as of the beginning of 
January, the legislature and everything that's going on with the legislature, obviously budget, 
critically. 
 
But a lot of other legislation becomes pretty much all-consuming from a soft jaw and a state 
relations team and NASA, and others. We spend a lot of time on this, and it continues that way 
right up until the end of April. Of course, at the end of April, when we know what the budget is, 
that's when the commission makes its tuition recommendations. 
 
And it's only at that point that we can then hold our tuition hearing. Which is, after our board 
has made a decision about the tuition, we have that tuition hearing where the public gets to 
comment on it. Actually, for the last three or four budgets, there hasn't been debate or comment 
on any of those matters. 
 
And then the final budget is voted on by the board in June. So that's the next six months, and it's 
a very important six months for us. Because it is the budget session that will deliver the 
bicentennial budget to the university. And we are trying to get funding for a series of new 
initiatives, and a lot of R&R, a lot of renovation and repair, and what have you, around the 
institution. 
 
Tried to illuminate as much as we can of the deferred maintenance bill in the institution. We're 
very close to having done that, but we need the legislature to fund capital at an appropriate level 
this time around. That's basically what we'll be doing for the next six months or so. 
 
And as I said, some of you may well be called upon here. I think it's been the case in the past 
that at the February meeting, the people from state relations come along. And have, I think, a 
closed door session with you, to give you an appreciation of what's going on, what the 
problematic issues are, etc, etc. 
 
Jeff Linden, who I think many of you know, who's been the out state relations director and a 
superb outstanding stake relations director. It's one of these people who, certainly when he 
writes his memoirs you'll appreciate just how much he actually did for the university behind the 
scenes. But Jeff is, sadly, retiring in spite all our attempts to persuade him not to. 
 
But he had already postponed his retirement once. And so Jeff deserves his retirement and is 
being replaced by Trevor Fundy who was just deputy and again, some of you, I think probably 
might have heard from Trevor's taking over. It's a kind of interesting generational changes 
going on because there are a lot of the members of the legislature who are Jeff's, or Jeff's 
vintage. 
 
Jeff was a member of the legislature at one point, who are retiring. And when you look at the 
present leadership, they're all people who are in their maybe late 40s and 50s as opposed to 
people who are in their 60s and early 70s. So I think Trevor is of that younger generation and 
that's probably not a necessarily a bad thing. 



 
Either he, because Mike Sample, this is Mike's last as overall director of State Relations, Mike 
is retiring at the end of this session. Bill Stephen's already taken over federal relations, and Bill 
would be assuming full responsibility for everything at the end of the session as well. And 
again, I'm not certain whether we've also had Doug who is our Federal Relations guy in 
February 2, we'll have to find out what we've done in the past, if it's certainly I think the idea is 
we'll have traveling. 
 
It might be up and might as well though to talk to you about what's going on for you to be able 
to talk to them. So that's those I see it, that's the next six months or so in terms of legislature 
and the budget all up out of relevant issues. 
 
So any questions on that from anybody? Any questions? 
 
Yeah. Yeah, Bob. 
 
KRAVCHUK: For clarification, Michael, are we to understand you to say that *Itchy treats 
each institution the same with respect to capital funding in terms of— 
 
MCROBBIE: By practice not by policy. 
 
KRAVCHUK: I'm sorry? 
 
MCROBBIE: By practice, not by policy. 
 
That is, if you look at their recommendations it tends to be that institutions have got comparable 
amounts of capital in respect to the size of the institutions. 
 
KRAVCHUK: In terms to the absolute amount, yes? 
 
MCROBBIE: In terms of the absolute amount, yeah. 
 
KRAVCUK: I see. Thank you. 
 
MCROBBIE: And I said, we think it's time to make a stronger case that, to be frank, that's not 
fear to us, not fear to IU with seven campuses and far more buildings than any other institution 
in the state, and infrastructure facilities here. 
 
Any questions from anybody? 
 
AGENDA ITEM FOUR: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD 
 
MCROBBIE: All right, let's move on, questions and comments. 
 
I don't know how we should do this. Maybe we can start, I know we have one question that has 
come in by email that John is going to respond to. And then maybe after John gives his 



response to it, I can open it up to any questions that anybody here, any member of the 
council…so John, do you want to start with that? 
 
APPLEGATE: Sure, it was just a question, I guess Elizabeth received about that School of 
Continuing Studies, which as you know, is no more. And the question was what is the 
University doing system wide about educating adult learners; specifically people who have 
some college but no degree? And that's an important group, and it's one that has been very 
much a focus for the Commission of Higher Education for some period of time. 
 
They have a program called You Can. Go Back. It's a group that actually Indiana is rather rich 
in. That is individuals who have some college, but never completed a degree, and there are 
probably a lot of reasons for that. It's easy to think of that as kind of low hanging fruit group. 
 
People who would be relatively easy to attract them back, get them degrees in fairly short order. 
Our experience has been different from that though. I think one thing that you always have to 
remember is that students left college for a reason. And for many students, those reasons just 
get more and more significant like a family that gets bigger or a job that gets you more income, 
so the opportunity cost and so on. 
 
Of course, just completing a degree sounds easy, but if you dropped out, stopped out is the 
phrase, after a semester or a year, that's a huge commitment for someone who's out in the 
workforce. So the idea was current a few years ago that this was a very large group of potential 
students for us and for really all of Indiana public universities, and I just don't think that that has 
panned out to be a particularly large one. 
 
On the other hand, to the extent that there are students who have some college and could more 
easily than their counterparts who were just starting, get a degree, we should be responding to 
them and all of the campuses have been doing that. You know, I think this was one of the 
targets of the School of Continuing Studies, but by no means the only group that the School of 
Continuing Studies reached out too. 
 
But all of the campuses on a fairly regular basis comb the lists on our records of students who 
were enrolled, have stomped out at some point, and try to reconnect with them. We've had some 
success with that. 
 
I think the answer to the question is, yes, that's a group that remains very important. But with 
the School of Continuing Studies’ programs being merged back into the campuses, that's really 
become a campus responsibility. But to my knowledge, all of the campuses have been engaged 
in sort of, you know, regularly going back through their records and re-contacting people. 
 
So that's where that stands. 
 
MCROBBIE: Anybody want to ask John any questions on that particular response? 
 
Okay, being none, any other questions anybody would like to ask? On any matter? 
 



Okay. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM FIVE: UPDATE ON RECORDS RETENTION 
 
There being none, we'll move on to the business proper, agenda item five: update on records 
retention, and Moira's going to lead us off. Moira? 
 
MARSH: I'm going to lead us off to the extent I'm going to hand it over to Alex who we're 
very glad to see is up and around and walking again, and talking. 
 
TANFORD: Thank you, talking has never been—I'm not near a microphone, can you hear me? 
Some of you are new, those of you who are who were here last year remember that in the 
course of a series of amendments to our bye laws. 
 
One of the proposals was to drop the somewhat complicated documents retention policy which 
had to do with how long we kept governance documents. The suggestion was to drop and just 
do whatever, just go along with whatever the university's most relevant document retention 
policy was. Because there was some concern in the university council's office about having 
different documents retention policies. 
 
Well, I have some updates on that, one is that it turns out that the university is itself working on 
an updated documents retention policy. And in consultation with the General Council's office 
and the chief policy officer. So that rather than duplicating effort, it seems to make sense that 
we should wait to see what the university does as an overall documents retention policy, before 
we worry about governance documents. 
 
So that process itself has slowed down a little bit because those of you who either read the 
newspaper or from Bloomington know. Bloomington has been hit with a huge mold issue in the 
dormitories involving hundreds of students and creating, apparently the Bloomington campus 
has a kind of an underground bunker crisis management center that deals with these sort of 
things. 
 
And they have pulled in the chief policy officer, to help them deal with the current crisis over 
lawsuits and student dislocation and mold. Okay, well I've never been invited to see it, so I 
don't know, I don't know the level of security clearance to get into it. But the university's 
movement towards a new document retention policy has been slowed down by the fact that the 
focus of the University Council’s office and the chief policy officer at the moment at least in 
the Bloomington campus has to do with the mold issue and the class action lawsuit that has 
flowed from it. 
 
So we have no university policy yet to bring it to us. The second development is perhaps 
because there are no other things going on. The University council's office now says they don't 
care whether we have our own separate document retention policy. So we don't have to worry 
about that part of it or getting it approved all of that. 
 



And the third one, the third development was in the course of this discussion, it turns out that 
not only do we need to think for various reasons, legal and historic about how we maintain 
governance documents. Squarely within our jurisdiction, it turns out that there is no policy on 
how long faculty members must retain pedagogical documents. 
 
Such as the papers, lab notebooks, exams, class attendance sheets, and other things upon which 
grades are based of students. And so this later on we will get a proposal to amendment by laws 
to create a policy review committee. I suspect one of the first things for it once we get the 
university policy, we'll be to come to this body. 
 
If we are lucky, it will be in our February meeting with a proposal for a documents retention 
policy that addresses both governance documents and grading and evaluative documents for 
students. Again, since I sort of volunteered, word comes hard, to work on this sort of on behalf 
of the executive committee, anyone who has suggestions, ideas, thinks, is thinking about ways 
in which we ought to be thinking about documents retention. 
 
Particularly people who deal with digital archiving and things like that, please send it to me, get 
in touch with me, volunteer to work with me, whatever it is. Until we actually have a formal 
policy review committee, I'm sort of the informal policy review committee and I'm working 
with the executive committee. 
 
Again, nothing is likely to happen until I get at least some inkling as to what the university's 
policy is, because there's no reason for us to sort of deliberately set up things that clash with it. 
Like three years versus five years or whatever it is. And we also may be able to piggyback upon 
if they set up or authorize or create a kind of a university digital archive that preserves a lot of 
these documents. 
 
We may be able to just get a piece of that for our stuff as well. So again, waiting on the 
university, waiting for suggestions, and that's the update. 
 
MCROBBIE: Alex, forgive me, I should know the answer to this question. But I'm assuming 
that all governance documents or all documents agendas, other documents that are generated do 
go on an annual or whatever basis to archives. 
 
TANFORD: I will yield to Elizabeth to answer that. 
 
PEAR: Yes, all agendas, minutes, transcripts, anything related to the meetings are preserved 
and sent to university archives. 
 
MCROBBIE: So in a sense there is a document retention policy because the archives has got it 
all. 
 
PEAR: Yes. 
 
TANFORD: So it may very well be that nothing beyond what already exists will be needed. 
 



MCROBBIE: Questions for Alex? 
 
HENSHEL: Alex, in terms of teaching documentation, if there's a centralized archive after we 
want to clear our offices, how would that be handled in terms of FERPA? Because there's a 
certain amount of protection of identity that's involved. 
 
TANFORD: Well, I think that's a good question and it really involves two different situations. 
One is a faculty member with on-going appointment, in which a document retention policy says 
documents must be preserved in some way that if a student comes back two years later with a 
concern, the documentation is still there somewhere it’s available to a student who's worried 
about grading or whatever it is sometime after the fact. 
 
The second issue will be the faculty member who leaves the university through getting a new 
job or retirement. What happens to their, if anything, their files on the most recent semester of 
grades or anything else like that. But you're right, I think FERPA issues again are going to play 
into whether or not these things ought to go into some kind of university archive or publicly 
accessible database. 
 
And there again, without knowing what the university will do about making distinctions 
between the preservation of university records that are directly publically accessible, accessible 
through a public records request, or confidential. I don't know what our options will be. But 
those are all good and serious questions which we will have to deal with. 
 
MCROBBIE: Other questions? Other questions? 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM SIX: AMENDMENT TO THE BYLAWS OF THE UNIVERSITY 
FACULTY COUNCIL TO ESTABLISH A POLICY REVIEW COMMITTEE 
 
MCROBBIE: Okay, so this is obviously an ongoing issue to hopefully be resolved sooner or 
later in the next six months. Okay, let's move on agenda item five, sorry, agenda item six. An 
amendment to the bylaws to establish a policy review committee. 
 
And this is an action item so we'll need to potentially vote on this. And Moira, you want to start 
this one again? 
 
MARSH: Once again, I'll hand it over to Alex. 
 
TANFORD: I appreciate it. For those of you who don't know, I had hip replacement surgery 
two weeks ago. So whether I actually was going to be able to be here today was somewhat in 
question. But luckily, I had wonderful surgeons who graduated from the IU School of Medicine 
and it was a breeze. 
 
So there is a proposal that comes from the Executive Committee which is for the creation of a 
policy review committee under the amendments of the bylaws that we passed last year. And a 
bylaw amendment may be enacted if it is circulated, if it approved by the Executive Committee, 



which this was, circulated in advance, and then voted on at the meeting, it will become 
effective. 
 
Those of you who for some sick reason are familiar with Robert's Rules of Order will know that 
generally bylaw meetings have to be read in two different meetings. And there's this whole 
prior notice provision and we bagged all that. Yeah, so we can vote on this and should vote on 
this today. 
 
It's fairly straightforward over, I don't remember, John, how long ago it was that sort of the 
John's office the chief policy officer, and the policy advisory council, and sort of organizations 
decided it was time to take a look at all these university policies. Some of which existed on 
post-it notes stuck on somebody's wall and sort of bring order to them. 
 
Most of the policies that you deal with on the university level don't really directly implicate 
faculty. They have to do with how the university is run and administered and all of that. A 
number of them, like the one we'll have later today on conflict of commitment and conflict of 
interest, may be primarily focused on non-academic parts of the university. 
 
Such as purchasing, recorder's office, and things like that, but nevertheless contain parts of 
them that are directly relevant to the faculty. And so the first idea of the policy review 
committee is we need a seat at the table in this process. To represent the faculty on those policy 
issues that directly concern our academic mission and conditions of work. 
 
And as we're doing today, bring to this body for a vote the portions of those policies which fall 
within under the constitution our legislative jurisdiction. Second part of this is independently of 
the work that's been going on for a while now in John Applegate's office. Over the years, the 
UFC has enacted a large number of policies. 
 
I've actually taken the advantage of being laid up in bed for a couple of weeks and I've read 
them all. And we have policies, generously speaking, that go back to 1949. And maybe we as a 
body should just reread some of them. We have a kind of a definition of academic freedom and 
things that's from the 1950s that might still be perfectly good today. 
 
But at least we should have a body that starts looking at our own policies enacted years ago. 
Because I don't think we do ourselves any favors by having policies on the books that 
everybody ignores because they have nothing to do with the way the university is currently 
operating. 
 
So that's the reason for the proposal to create a standing policy review committee. It follows last 
year the proposal to create a standing Budgetary Affairs Committee. And this policy was 
written in a way that kind of parallels the language of the previous part B of the section 12 of 
the bylaws on the budgetary affairs committee. 
 
It kind of completely at random, because I didn't know what else to do, I put in several things 
that I just made up. One of them was that terms on this committee are for two years. They could 
have been one, they could have been three, they could have been five. 



 
My notion is that faculty attention spans for university governance matters max out after about 
two years. So that that seemed a sensible thing. The second part of it was how many people 
should be on it. And the answer is not a lot, but enough to provide broad representation. 
 
And so that way I came up with six, two from Bloomington, two from IUPY, two from the 
regional faculty caucus. And but those are completely up to this body to decide how many and 
how the representation should be allocated. So that's the proposal that comes from the executive 
committee for a vote. 
 
I would point out that after the Executive Committee approved this language, a suggestion was 
made by the chief policy officer for a slight change in language. The proposal you have before 
you says bring to a vote those policies that fall within the faculty's legislative authority. It 
assumes then if you don't know what that is, you can go to the faculty constitution and look it 
up. 
 
Chief policy officer most skeptical about any were actually go look it up. And propose that we 
actually would change that to, instead of within legislative authority. Within the purview of 
section 2.2 pro legislative authority in section 2.3 consultation of the faculty of the constitution 
of the Indiana University faculty ACA 04. 
 
It is my personal opinion that the Policy Officer is wrong. That's saying bring things to us 
within our legislative authority is sufficient. And that there is a model also if one wants more 
particular language that both that constrains. I know that administrators are always worried that 
we will run off and pass resolutions condemning famine in Bosnia or something. 
 
And I think the Policy Officer wanted to make sure that this was fairly constrained language. I 
don't know why we would necessarily want to go along with that. But we have a proposed 
alternative language as well, if anybody wants to see it and move it as an amendment to the 
bylaws. 
 
As acting parliamentarian, Susan not being here, the rules on amending a bylaw proposal allow 
us to amend it if it does not change the substance of the bylaw proposal. But only changes the 
precision of the wording, so that it is my opinion as acting parliamentary that we could adopt 
the substitute language of the Chief Policy Officer in lieu of legislative authority because it 
makes it more specific but doesn't change anything. 
 
MCROBBIE: Okay, so then this is coming from— 
 
TANFORD:  From the executive committee. 
 
MCROBBIE: Executive committee, right. So this doesn't require a second, this is coming from 
the committee. So the motion in front of us is to adopt this new subsection C, right? 
 



Yes, okay, so that's what's in front of us. If there's interest in modifying it as per what policy 
officer has suggested, some will need to adopt that, leave that up to people in the discussion to 
do so. But this is now open for discussion. 
 
So any comments on this at all? 
 
Anybody want to move that amendment? 
KOSTROUN:  Could you repeat what you wanted to replace? 
 
TANFORD: Yes. 
 
DOWELL: Well, he doesn't want to replace. 
 
KOSTROUN: Well, that you've suggested. 
 
TANFORD: It has been suggested. Times when the passive voice is appropriate… 
 
KOSTROUN: The one you mentioned. 
 
TANFORD: Instead of the word “legislative authority” which is in the original proposal, it's to 
substitute “Section 2.2 per an legislative authority,” and “section 2.3 per an consultation of the 
faculty per element of the constitution of the Indian University Faculty per an ACA 04.” 
 
APPLEGATE: Alex it's your understanding that those mean the same thing? 
 
In other words that legislative already, in this text, simply refers to those sections of the 
Constitution? 
 
TANFORD: Yes and no. It is my opinion that what in context of the bylaws, this committee 
would have two jobs. One is to be involved in a consultative way with John's office, with 
University administrative officials who were working on policy. That's our consultative 
authority. 
 
Secondly, it says it charges the committee with bringing to the UFC for a vote, those issues that 
fall within our legislative authority. I actually think my, our original version is clearer on that 
than the policy officer which says, by the way legislative authority is in section 2.2 of the 
constitution and consultative authority is in section 2.3. 
 
I think that that her version of this makes ambiguous whether or not this committee would have 
to bring to the UFC for a vote matters on which we merely have consultative authority. And 
therefore since that strikes me as something that in some situations, there'd be no reason to and 
it would just slow down a process, I worry that, in fact her language it clarifies the legislative 
thing and muddies the consultative part. 
 
APPLEGATE: But the reference to legislative authority is the reference to the constitution of 
the UFC. 



 
TANFORD: Yes, the words legislative authority are the term of art used in the constitution of 
the faculty. 
 
MCROBBIE: Yes? 
 
RINER: So, Alex, you're recommending we approve the original language with legislative 
authority? 
 
TANFORD: That is my personal recommendation. That is also that one that was approved by 
the Executive Committee. 
 
RINER: Yeah, so I would move adoption of the proposal. 
 
MCROBBIE: Well, it's already in front of us, yep, yep. 
 
Yes? 
 
TREVES: I have a question just about the size of the committee. I know when we created the 
Budgetary Affairs Committee, there was discussion of how large should the committee be. If 
it's too large that might be problematic, but also a large committee was created for budgetary 
affairs, I think, just for communication purposes. 
 
For the policy review there were only two representatives from the regional campuses. I'm 
worried that folks who are not representing those campuses may not get as much 
communication. 
 
TANFORD: I share that concern somewhere. I remember in the discussion about the budgetary 
affairs committee the point was made, which I though was very good, which is the specific 
budgetary situation of each campus is unique. 
 
So each campus needs to have a seat at the table. General university policies on things like 
records retention and, you know, how many…university calendar and registrars office and 
things…I don't know that the same argument holds. 
 
What we did in the budgetary affairs committee, was then created a smaller executive 
committee because the notion that the big budgetary affairs committee was not going to be, to 
use administrative language, nimble enough to sort of react quickly. This was kind of a 
compromise one could adopt more strictly the budgetary affairs meeting depends on how many 
additional meetings you all want to have here. 
 
I'm neutral on the matter. 
 
MCROBBIE: Yes. 
 



HENSHEL: If you are to have representation from all quote unquote, all campuses, would that 
include Columbus and the new rural campus? 
 
TANFORD: No Columbus would go through IUPI as does whatever's left in Ft Wayne. 
 
HENSHEL: So we're talking how many additional, if we were to ask? 
 
 
TANFORD: So you're talking five original campuses. 
 
HENSHEL: So then it would be five… Would the proposal then be for five regional and then, 
how would you match it for IUB and IUPI? 
 
TREVES: I'm circled in everything. 
 
HENSHEL: I'm just trying to get clarity, yeah. 
 
TREVES: Is the idea perhaps more representation on regional campuses? 
 
MCROBBIE: Yes. 
 
DOWELL: I would support that change. I think that you’re kind of downplaying the kinds of 
policies that are at the university level, that include policies governing tenure, right? There are 
quite a number of very important university level policies that faculty need to keep an eye on 
and potentially suggest changes to. 
 
Not that I'm suggesting we need to crack open tenure, but… 
 
MCROBBIE: Yes, Moira? 
 
MARSH: Perhaps another way to handle both concerns here is to build something in, it needs 
to be in the language of the charge. But something to the effect that had a small policy 
committee, charge that committee with consulting widely on their constituent campuses, as 
required. 
 
Because there are going to be some policies where that's not so important to have a big 
committee, but as you say all these are very important. And leave it to the discretion of the 
group. And then find people with discretion. 
 
TANFORD: Bob's here. Who's here from the budgetary affairs committee? What's the actual 
committee make up, in terms of numbers? The large committee? 
 
KRAVCHUK: It's 12. Three from Bloomington, three from IUPI, and I understood that there 
were six additional regional candidates for a total of 12. And there are three co-chairs, which 
were selected by, basically, consensus and acclimation, one from Bloomington and one from 
IUPI and one representing the regional campuses 



 
KOSTROUN: There is only ten on this list, so and number 3 calls the numbers 
 
KRAVCHUK: I don't think that everybody has been appointed to the committee just yet, 
frankly. 
 
KOSTROUN: Okay. 
HENSHEL: One other point, Alex. I don't know that it needs to be changed in here other than 
maybe as a caveat or a comment, but if we have everybody on for two years without staggering 
those two-year terms we're going to have problems. 
 
TANFORD: The assumption here, going back to the Executive committee, would be that 
appointments would be staggered. So that initially you'd have to appoint some people either for 
one or three years, other people for two years. 
 
Yeah, so I absolutely agree. It doesn't have to be, I suppose one could add the word, how does 
one phrase that terms of—? 
 
MARSH: Two year staggered terms. 
 
TANFORD: Two year staggered terms. I think that's staffing. You could have everybody 
resigning one year, it seems to me that that's something that the Executive Committee can 
handle. 
 
MCROBBIE: Do you want to add that formally? I mean as a kind of friendly change, “for 
two-year staggered terms”? 
 
HENSHEL: Yeah. Yeah, I propose that. 
 
MCROBBIE: Let's just put it on without— 
 
TANFORD: Yeah. 
 
MCROBBIE: Any other comments? I know we have—sorry, John. 
 
WATSON: It's all right, one of my IUPI colleagues suggested that the liaison, there should be 
two liaisons at least. Not just the current policy officer, but someone from another campus. 
 
She specifically said IUPI. 
 
TANFORD: Which direction? That is, there's only one university chief policy officer serving 
all of the campuses. 
 
WATSON: She would like to see an administrator from IUPI, being a liaison as well. Just 
bringing this up, we— 
 



TANFORD: Then we need one for Bloomington and then we'll get into all the regional campus 
problems.  
 
I'm sorry, it just— 
 
WATSON: I'm doing my job as being a representative of— 
 
TANFORD: Absolutely. 
 
WATSON: I don't personally agree with that notion. 
 
HENSHEL: Because right now, the Chief Policy Officer is university, right? 
 
TANFORD: It's Kip Drew, who's formally from the Unversity Council's office. And while that 
office happens to be located primarily on the Bloomington campus, it is a university-wide 
position. 
 
And there exists, of course, the university policy advisory council which is larger and broader 
based, and includes people from all the campuses. As far as I know. Certainly from IUPI. 
 
MCROBBIE: Just a suggestion as a way forward here since no one seems to want to move any 
amendment or maybe there's not consensus, or maybe I missed it if it was, to possibly go with 
this as is but sunset it with a review in another two years. That is, does the membership need to 
be changed? I mean, has it worked fine with six members, two from each group as described 
here? 
 
Just as a way of moving this forward. I mean, another option is to adopt what Bob's committee 
has, strikes me, to be blunt, as overkill for this. Bob's committee is maybe a different matter. 
And Bob doesn't have a full committee yet, so maybe use a comment too, but just as a way to 
try and move this forward. 
 
TANFORD: And I would point out that this policy committee lacks the authority to do 
anything itself. It has to bring things back to the full representative UFC. And implicitly, this 
isn't going to work if it's not consulting and vetting along the way. 
 
Sorry, guess, I am sort of persuaded that I don't think that bigger committee is a good idea. 
In my experience a big committees just don't meet often enough and they are just… I agree, I 
think it's overkill. 
 
TREVES: And just to clarify, so, within a two-year period, a change could be made then—a 
larger committee could be forged then, for example? 
 
MCROBBIE: Right, I mean, maybe a sentence could be added to this again and as a friendly 
change. Something like the representation of members on this committee shall be reviewed in 
two years’ time. Those words maybe. 
 



TANFORD: And I would suggest that sentence be added not into the bylaw itself, but as piece 
of legislative history, to this discussion. 
 
MCROBBIE: Sure, in the minutes or something. 
 
TANFORD: Yeah, otherwise you get these odd things in amendmentS that then 10 years down 
the road refer to something in the past. 
MCROBBIE: Right, right. 
 
Does that seem a reasonable way to proceed to members of the council? 
 
Okay, with that, unless there's any further comments, I'm going to put this motion with that one 
little change about stake of terms. 
 
Those in favor signify by saying, aye. 
 
Against same sign. 
 
Motion is adopted and let the minutes show the point about this coming back to the council for 
review in two years’ time. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM SEVEN: AMMENDMENTS TO ACA-74 FINANCIAL CONFLICTS 
OF INTEREST 
 
MCROBBIE: All right, good, let's move on to agenda item seven which is the amendments to 
the financial conflict of interest in research policy. 
 
This again is an action I'm still going to have to vote on this, and Joe I think you are going to 
start this one off. 
 
WERT: Yes, this relates to the financial conflict of interest in research policy. 
 
This body last approved this policy back in I think it was 2012. There have been subsequent 
changes to the policy which has not come back before us for review and approval. And so a 
task force was created to look at the newest policy which is what you have in your packet that 
has been posted and up for review. The purpose of the task force was to look at this and see if 
there were any substantive changes to anything that deals with the faculty. 
 
We reviewed it and found that there wasn't enough substantive changes that affected the faculty 
and we are going to recommend that it be approved. 
 
If I could recognize Vice-President for Research Compliance, John Baumann. He can maybe go 
through just a little bit of a history of this and show you what has been changed. 
 
BAUMANN: Sure, thank you. I wish I could follow the tradition and turn it over to Alex. 



But I better not. 
 
MCROBBIE: I'm sure he'll take it. 
 
BAUMANN: I'm not sure I want it, right? 
 
But, thank you all. The primary change that's reflected in the new policy is that we moved from 
a, the previous policy had two conflict of interest committees. 
 
One located in Bloomington and one located in Indianapolis. With the one in Bloomington 
charged with dealing with any financial conflicts of interest that need to be managed from the 
regional campuses. What we are proposing in this revision is to create a single, university-wide 
committee that's made up of representatives of the Indianapolis and Bloomington campus. 
 
We purposely, I guess you could say, did not include representatives from the regional 
campuses. In part because, at least during my years here, we have never had a conflict of 
interest from the regional campus. That need to be managed, but we have the ability to call in 
consultant reviews whenever necessary. 
 
And so the primary change again is the move of two committees to one. The reasons for that are 
several fold. First and foremost, there were relatively few conflicts on the Bloomington campus 
that needed to go to the actual committee. And so we had a committee that was on paper in 
existence but really doing relatively little. 
 
Most of the conflicts that we've had to deal with were here, based in Indianapolis. And so the 
other primary reason for making the change is that many of the compliance areas are moving to 
a more centralized approach in terms of the reviews. And so we figured that this will follow 
that same tradition without sacrificing the autonomy of the campuses in any way. 
 
And again, this is limited to financial conflicts of interest and research. It does not deal with 
anything that's outside of the research realm. And it follows the public health service federal 
policy. 
 
MCROBBIE: Okay, so let's see, this is then… 
 
BAUMANN: I believe you have the revised. 
 
MCROBBIE: This is the revised policy in front of people, yeah. 
 
Everybody should have that, I assume, in front of them. And where does, Alex as the acting 
parliamentarian, is this coming from a committee or, I've lost track of… 
 
WERT: This is coming from the task force that was created by the executive committee. 
 



MCROBBIE: Okay, so this is coming from the committee, consequently again that doesn't 
need to be seconded. And this in front of us, to adopt the policy as you have in front of you in 
your papers. Okay, anybody want to, that's the motion you have in front of you. 
 
Anybody want to speak to this at all? Again, it seems pretty straight forward. But anybody want 
to speak to this? 
 
HENSHEL: Yeah. 
MCROBBIE: Yes, please, go on ahead. 
 
HENSHEL: How are the members of the committee now going to be appointed since it's 
repealing all of the previous governance related appointees? 
 
BAUMANN: There were two different models of appointment. In Indianapolis, it was always 
by the Vice President for Research upon recommendation of the Conflict of Interest Office. 
And in Bloomington, it was through the Associate Deans for Research that constituted it. Well, 
this committee— 
 
MARSH: Yeah, sorry, actually I was going to speak to the same question. Because I don't 
know about other campuses but Bloomington has an existing policy which will be, I think, 
automatically rescinded when this is passed. 
 
In which the Bloomington Committee was constituted through consultation with the BFC. The 
leadership and the nominations process is all laid out. And I'm not advocating that we go back 
to that, but I would like to suggest a friendly amendment. 
 
I said that so that Alex has the opportunity to say that— 
 
TANFORD: There is no such thing as a friendly amendment! 
 
MARSH: That in the definition part of the policy where the Conflict of Interest Committee is 
defined, that that's also the part, I think, that describes how that committee is constituted. That 
we add the phrase, here we go…so right now it says that the University Conflict of Interest 
Committee consists of university faculty and administrators appointed by the Vice President for 
Research. 
 
And after that I would like just to add the phrase, after consultation with the co-chairs of the 
UFC. So that there is at least a modicum of faculty governance input into the process. And it 
can be as loose and as flexible as needed. 
 
TANFORD: I second that part of the amendment. 
 
MCROBBIE: Just in the interest of moving things along, does anybody disagree with that, it 
seems reasonable. We could just take that as just a change to the motion, make that the motion 
in front of us. 
 



No one disagrees, so let's just assume that's modified accordingly. So any further discussion on 
that? On the motion as modified?  
 
Any further discussion? 
 
MARSH: I have a question. 
 
MCROBBIE: Yeah. 
MARSH: This is actually a question for Alex again. In the policy statement at the beginning of 
the policy there is a phrase conflict of interest program shall develop separate procedures to 
administer this program. 
 
And I know that we had this discussion in the omnibus conflict of interests policies. And that 
you had sound reasons for the language here has to be quite precise that we're not approving 
something that doesn't yet exist. 
 
TANFORD: I see no problem with this language. Every program in office has to develop its 
own procedures to administer the program with which it is charged. 
 
There was billion way in the next item on agenda which is the overriding policy on the 
disclosure of conflicts of interest in commitment. There had been a provision that said faculty 
are sort of subject to the following and the rules on the Office of Research website. I know we 
had discussions at the Executive Committee. 
 
The language here does not give the conflict of the administrator and the conflict of interest 
program, the ability to develop different procedures. Procedures that conflict with the policy, 
the language in UA 17 combined with 17 did give them the ability to develop binding 
procedural rules different from the ones in the policy. 
 
So I think this language is just fine. 
 
MARSH: Thank you. 
 
MCROBBIE: Any other questions, comments? Any further discussion? 
 
I'm going to put the motion to approve those amendments to ACA 74 with that one change that 
people agreed to. So that's the motion in front of you, all those in favor of the motion signify by 
saying aye. 
 
Okay. 
 
Again, same sign. 
 
That is adopted. 
 
 



AGENDA ITEM EIGHT: CONSOLIDATION OF INTEREST AND CONFLICTS OF 
COMMITMENT POLICIES 
 
MCROBBIE: Okay, so we now move to general automate which is the big appreciative 
consolidation of conflicts of interest and conflicts of commitment policies. Moira again, or 
should I just go straight to Alex? 
 
TANFORD: Again, there's nothing inconsistent with what we just passed having to do with the 
conflict of interest committee and UA17 the universities knew combined umbrella policy for 
managing conflicts of interest which across a broad spectrum which is primarily our annual 
reporting requirements as faculty. 
 
The part that affects us. The disclosure form and who in the hierarchy of your department unit 
and campus is in charge of setting up a program to help you monitor a situation where there's a 
potential profit. So I don't think, although both of these things have the word conflict of interest 
in them, they are not in consistent with the term. 
 
The background on US17, this has been a major effort by the university policy office to take a 
scattered number of existing policies on conflicts of interest in commitment, and roll them into 
a single policy. It does not, well, I've read it several times I've gone around with Kip Drew on 
it. 
 
We have discussed it in the executive committee and we do not see ourselves, any way that it 
changes existing policy. Other than by sort of putting them all under a single umbrella. This 
policy primarily does not concern with faculty. It is concerned with university purchasing 
office, how people relate to the boards of board of trustees things and human resources. 
A lot of issues outside the per view of the faculty. It does however have several parts of it that 
directly implicate our conditions of work. And therefore, those parts of it that effect our 
conditions of work fall within our legislative jurisdiction and therefore we have to approve 
them. 
 
It turned out, on trying to research backwards into the existing four or five different conflicts of 
interest policies. It was unclear where some portions of them relating to faculty conditions of 
work had even been approved by this body. So, this is here primarily for that reason. We need 
to approve that portion of the configure interesting commitment policy that applies to en 
constraints versus faculty that our annual reporting, and it governs such fare everything from, 
can we higher our spouse to run our lab. 
 
Two, can we assign our students our own textbooks on which we get loyalties? What do we do 
on Fridays? Can we do consulting work? Can we get paid to go to conference? So these are the 
kind of ordinary things that are part of our academic lives. The policy does not say whether we, 
other than some nepotism things. 
 
It basically says the solution to all of these things is that we report them on our annual conflict 
of interest, and which will now, I assume, become a conflict of interest and commitment form, 
that we inform our chair, or dean, or camp, or the appropriate administrator above us. 



 
And that we sit down and talk with them if necessary about what kind of institutional 
safeguards need to be put into place to make sure that this does not end badly. It continues to 
require annual disclosures which have always been required applies nepotism rules on the. 
Hiring and supervising of family members which it has always done. 
 
It covers the disclosure of potential research conflicts of interest. If we're being paid by Eli Lilly 
as a consultant, then you've got to before you publish something about the effects of its drugs, 
you probably ought to tell someone. And it covers conflict of commitment which I think 
without any substitute changes, just the one that was sort of the most sensitive and difficult to 
define, it preserves the standing tradition if not absolutely clear policy, that faculty members 
can devote up to the equivalent of one day a week, 20% of their time to other kinds of 
professional work activities, such as consulting, such as being a paid expert witness at a trial. 
 
Things that, you know writing books of which we keep all the royalties despite the fact that 
we've used University resources to generate them. And so that again that is preserved, it always 
has been there. And then it also addresses outside teaching including online teaching, and again 
it is subject to the 20% rule, the equivalent of one day a week and all of this must be disclosed. 
 
It doesn't prohibit, it doesn't automatically, it just says disclose it to your chair or your dean and 
talk about it. So we can read, though I assume everyone was diligent or read the entire policy 
before coming to this meeting today. I will not go through it in any greater detail. 
 
Now is the time to talk about it if anybody is seeing anything that's problematic. I will say that 
this policy, it is my hope that we approve this policy today without recommending any changes. 
It has been, because this is a fairly inclusive policy that involves lots of different branches of 
the university, and different administrative offices, and has been vetted through a dozen such 
offices getting to this point. 
 
And I was involved, as the informal policy committee of the USC, I was involved in looking at 
this and suggesting some changed language here and there just to make sure it was consistent 
with what we've been doing. If we don't like some language, then if it's particularly has to do 
with faculty working conditions, we probably have the ability to derail it. 
 
I think that that would not go over well because it would mean this whole thing which has been 
posted for public comment, including ours, this whole thing will then have to go back, vetted 
again through all of the various, relevant, administrative offices and officers that have dealt 
with this. 
 
And that from their perspective, and I don't mean to deter anyone from raising a subsidive 
issue, but from their prospective, this didn't change anything over existing policies governing 
the faculty. So they would be upset if we forced it to go back through the process. Those of you 
who know me know that it doesn't bother me in the least to upset administrators when that's an 
appropriate thing to do. 
 



In this case, I don't see that they're doing anything to our detriment. I think this is a good faith 
effort to just merge the existing policies and I recommend that we approve it. 
 
MCROBBIE: Okay So John. 
 
APPLEGATE: Yeah, I was going to say, and this becomes the basis for simplified reporting, 
right? 
 
TANFORD: Yes. 
 
APPLEGATE: So all in a sort of one-stop shop, right? 
 
TANFORD: One-stop shop for whatever potential conflicts there are to report and in a 
predictable chain of command as to who you go through in each situation, always sort of the 
same person. I think it's— 
 
MCROBBIE: Which is a good thing in itself. 
 
TANFORD: Yes. 
 
MCROBBIE: Alex, where's this coming from, again? Executive committee? How do you want 
to treat this? Do we need a motion? 
 
TANFORD: This is coming from the executive committee with a motion to approve those 
portions of it which affect faculty actively, vision of the university, and faculty conditions of 
employment. 
 
MCROBBIE: Okay, so again it doesn't require a second and that's what's in front of us. 
 
Discussion. 
 
WATSON: I have a question. 
 
MCROBBIE: Yes. 
 
WATSON: On page seven, Alex, there's a series of items with plus marks I assume those are 
drop down items. 
 
So how did they, how will they be managed and kept in sync with the rest of the document? 
 
There's some others, too, on the next page. 
 
TANFORD: I'm going to have to defer to Elizabeth on this as to why it appears in this form 
instead of—I think this is just a convention for how to put it up in a sensible way on the website 
so one can easily find the portion of the document that applies to your situation. 
 



The full document includes that all the text that would appear if you clicked on the plus. 
 
MCROBBIE: Yes. 
 
KOSTROUN: I was not as diligent as desired in terms of reading the policy, but from just 
looking it over and listening to what you're saying, is there a separate document that talks about 
interactions between faculty and student and teaching, or is this it? 
 
Because there are situations that are conflicts of interests that are… 
 
TANFORD: It does not, this document nor has any prior document that I'm aware of other than 
things like the sexual misconduct policy, address potential conflicts between faculty and 
student. For example, faculty and graduate student over the order of authorship on a paper— 
 
KOSTROUN:  Right. 
 
TANFORD: —would be a classic example of potential conflict. Do we still have a committee 
or an office somewhere in research to resolve authorship conflicts? 
 
BAUMANN: No, we have an office on research misconduct but authorship disputes are clearly 
and explicitly identified not as in the domain of research misconduct. 
 
KOSTROUN: For instance, what about, perhaps something like a faculty who owns property, 
rental property and when students from abroad come as graduate students about program-to-
program, they are pushed into that person's rental properties. 
 
TANFORD: That's a financial conflict of interest. 
 
KOSTROUN: That is a financial conflict of interest? 
 
TANFORD: That's clearly covered under the financial conflict of interest. 
 
Not uniquely as their role as a facilty member, the same thing would be true if you were a 
registar or the dean of students or a career counselor. 
 
KOSTROUN: So something like that is covered under a more general economic conference. 
 
TANFORD: Yeah, it's. It was covered under this policy. 
 
APPLEGATE: But it's not covered under the research? 
 
TANFORD: It's not under the research, no. It's one of those—basically the policy is a when in 
doubt, disclose. The risk to a family member is to say, well, this doesn't really pose a conflict of 
interest, so I'm not going to tell anyone. 
 
And then you can get into serious trouble. 



 
So it does not, there is no inclusive definition of what a financial conflict of interest is. But 
there's language, and I can't pinpoint it at the moment for you, it's a long document, which 
basically says when in doubt, disclose. 
 
MCROBBIE: Joe? 
WERT: I was going to say there's also a code of academic ethics that would cover, maybe not 
that particular financial one but other kinds of conflict of interest in relationships with students 
and grading and those kinds of things. 
 
MCROBBIE: Yes, Moira? 
 
MARSH: I just wanted to state for the record, I'm not arguing against approving this, but it is 
somewhat of an odd animal. 
 
It's not so much a new policy, it's an omnibus of several existing policies, none of which have 
been substantively changed. But I would want to emphasize for the record, in case anyone's 
unsure about that, that approving this thing, we are not ceding any of our legislative authority 
over those two parts that are actually UFC, or actually the one part of it that is UFC policy 
ACA 29, is it? 
 
There are two, ACA 29 and ACA 74, both of which both folded into this, they both remain 
UFC policies, and UFC has retained the authority to amend them. And anyone else who wishes 
to amend them has to come to talk to us, just as we just did. 
 
So I appreciate all the work they put in packaging this complicated sort of stuff together into a 
much more manageable document. But going forward, we're not giving anything up, I think, by 
approving this. 
 
MCROBBIE: Other comments or questions from any member of the council? Other questions 
or comments? 
 
TANFORD: I would say one other thing. In some of these discussions it came up that maybe 
we should be thinking about whether the faculty conflict of commitment policy gets on the 
books is the right one for the modern era. 
 
That is, when increasingly faculty are not even on campus or in their offices, but they are 
telecommuting from the nearest Starbucks near their home. Whether that is a conflict of 
commitment if their students can't find them, except that the students are also not on campus, 
they're in Starbucks on their computers. 
 
But nothing in approving this prevents or stops us from rethinking any parts of these policies 
affecting our conditions of work and our what kind of conflicts of interest and commitment we 
ought to be worried about. So again, I agree with Moira. I don't think there's anything 
substantive going on in here. 
 



And it doesn't preclude us in any way from taking up the substance once we have our policy 
review committee. 
 
MCROBBIE: Other comments, questions, anybody? Any other comments? 
 
Get ready to put the motion unless there's anymore.  
 
All right, not seeing further questions and comments, I'll put the motions in front of you. 
 
All those in favor saying aye. 
 
Against, same sign. 
 
That is carried, very good. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM NINE: PROPOSAL FOR PARTICIPATION WITH THE NATIONAL 
COUNCIL OF FACULTY SENATES 
 
MCROBBIE: All right, we move to the final agenda item which is this proposal for 
participation with the National Council of Faculty Senates. 
 
Diane? 
 
HENSHEL: So in October, the Texas Council of Faculty Senates, so they have a statewide 
council of all their faculty senates that come from all the universities and all the regional 
campuses of their universities. 
 
Put together a meeting of, it turned out to be about 32 different representatives from across the 
United States. It turns out that everybody who is there happened to be from public universities, 
so no private universities have participated yet at this time. And it was to pull together and see, 
do we want to develop a National Council of Faculty Senates? 
 
The group that was there decided to put together this National Council of Faculty Senates. 
Right now, we have interim committees. We have an interim executive committee. We have an 
interim constitution committee, interim finance committee, interim annual meeting committee, 
interim, sorry I'm just trying to think of all the ones that we have. 
 
Vision and mission committee, that one's almost finished with its job. And then we pass on to 
the constitution committee. And at this point, I was sent to represent, at that time, IUV, and so 
the Bloomington Faculty Council. But in discussion, both within the executive committee of the 
Bloomington Faculty Council and the executive committee of the university faculty council. 
 
We found out that it actually may be better if the representation came from the whole of Indiana 
University and not just from any individual campuses. In which case the recommendation 



would be that we join as a university and not by campus. So that's, I guess, if there's a proposal, 
that's the first proposal. 
 
The second would be to have some discussion about who would go. John Applegate's office or 
John Applegate at this point has volunteered to send some number of people. It's not yet clear 
how many people would go. One possibility discussed so far would be that there would be 
representation at least from IUB, IUPI and IU and the regional campuses. 
 
So that, I think John would approve for three people to go, is that right, to the annual meeting? 
 
APPLEGATE: Yes. 
 
HENSHEL: And then the last issue would be, because we have representation here is on an 
annual basis, if we only have annual representation at the Council of Faculty Senates, we will 
never be able to get involved in administration in any way, or running our governance of the 
National Council of Faculty Senates, so governance of the governance group So the possibility 
of having people be appointed or participate on a longer basis, so more than a one-year basis, so 
two or three-year bases. 
 
And if so, then they would then become liaisons back here, presumably either voting or 
nonvoting would have to be decided. The model for this comes from Missouri, where they have 
representations to their state, Faculty Senate Group, that go back to every campus. They are 
three-year appointments, and then they act as nonvoting liaisons back to their campus. 
 
So that's where the model for this idea came from, so those are three different things. Do we 
want to join as a university, how many people do we want to have? The proposal at this point 
coming from the executive committee is possibly three. And John Applegate's office is 
volunteering to let three of us go. I.E., three representatives go to the annual meeting and then, 
how long do we want to have the terms for? So that's for discussion. 
 
MCROBBIE: Okay. 
 
BARBRE III: I do have a separate question if you don't mind. 
 
HENSHEL: Sure, go ahead. 
 
BARBRE III: In discussing how we should join this body be it as an entire university or just as 
a consolidated whole, could you talk about the benefit to the university as a whole with one 
former participation as supposed to another. I'm just wondering how the value comes back to 
us. 
 
HENSHEL: I think that's a really fair question, so the goal of this group is to help encourage 
faculty governance for all universities. 
 
And so to aid any faculties, senates or councils depending on what your name is. And we seem 
to be in the minority in terms of our naming, by the way. And it's really kind of a central 



communication group, we're developing a database of constitutions, we're developing a 
database of by laws. 
 
We hope to develop a way to support different faculty counsels or senates that want support as 
they're addressing their governance issues with their administration. It's interesting to have 
talked to some of these different representatives from the different from the different faculty 
senates. Some have an interesting situation where they represent everybody, so it's kind of like 
our UFC. 
 
So where there's other big multiple campus universities, they have a central and then they'll 
have original kind of like we do. There are others where they do not have any unique faculty 
governance. They have faculty and student governance bodies and then students' governance 
bodies separately. But no unique faculty governance. 
 
And they were the person who is from that university was discussing the problems they're 
having with feeling both representative and having any say whatsoever in the running of the 
university. And I don't mean the running of the university perse. But in even issues that address 
their teaching and their research issues. 
 
That makes sense because 50% of the body is students. So they were feeling some what 
powerless and they are hoping to get some benefit from this group in terms of advice and 
support. So, I think in the end we seem to be one of the stronger councils or senates based on 
my opinion and my observation from the people that were participating. 
 
That was kind of nice to know, I did not know that was the case I also think that, as we consider 
these changes or the issues that are happening right now in our university, we are increasing our 
NTT across the university. And the NTT are addressing governance changes and they're request 
and need to have some representation on governance bodies. 
 
It's being addressed differently on the different campuses. So far we've just had ourselves to 
talk to. This allows us another, or broader, body in which to get some feedback and how has it 
been handled. This issue that we're addressing across the university of 60/40 is not necessarily 
the same issue on either campuses, I mean other universities. 
 
And I think that's going to be another issue that's going to be interesting. All the campuses that 
were there are addressing this concern about how do you deal with the in person versus the 
online representation. So, I think it also provides this means for starting to develop a 
conversation across more than just ourselves about what have you tried, what's happening with 
you, what works, what doesn't work. 
 
I think that's where the benefits were coming from. 
 
BARBRE III: Do you think there would be any part of this that might be a benefit to an 
incoming Faculty's Senate President from any campus? Maybe they could condense the 
learning curve just a bit. Because at east, we only have one-year tenure. 
 



And so, that's not the same with everyone but it just presents its own unique challenge. So could 
that be addressed in something like this as well? 
 
HENSHEL: I think that would be great and it would be a great suggestion and I can bring it to 
the group right now. 
 
We're kind of an email list more than anything else with It looks like there's about six or eight 
subcommittees right now. Based on the BOX, we're hosting the BOX. Thank you, President 
McRobbie by the way, for BOX, because it's allowing this. 
 
So we actually have access to everything, well, everybody involved does, but we are hosting 
BOX as a result, which is kind of nice. 
 
So it's something that could be sent around to the full email list easily. If it were proposed, I 
could be happy to have you or somebody else come and participate. Anybody who wants to 
participate at this point, it's a full call for open participation. We are hoping, ultimately, to get 
all, what is it? Three thousand universities in that country involved. I don't remember if that's 
the real number. But I remember it being in the thousands and something, well, a thousand. So 
yes and please participate. 
 
MCROBBIE: Yes. 
 
KOSTROUN: You mentioned the Missouri example that they have a state group. 
 
HENSHEL: There's actually several states in that group. 
 
KOSTROUN: And so my question was, is there one in Indiana and if not, would joining the 
national organization also involve creating a state chapter. 
 
So if we're getting funding to go the national or time whatever to go to national would be also 
need a state chapter group as well. 
 
HENSHEL: That's a really good question. I came back and I mentioned the state level chapters 
to both times I'd had discussions. So we had discussions within the BFC executive and actually 
at the BFC in general. And then we had the discussion within the UFC executive. And I asked 
that same question would it be appropriate for us to consider developing a statewide. 
 
And at this point, the feedback that I heard was, well, we have the AAUP Group, and they pull 
from across the state. And that is not necessarily from the across the state on faculty 
governance. Though the AAUP group does address faculty governance quite often in their 
discussions. I think that's a great proposal. 
 
Personally, I agree with you. I think however, there needs to be more than just you and I 
agreeing to that before we start making the effort. Because it will be an effort to start reaching 
out to all the other campuses in Indiana. And that means all the universities and colleges Indian 
to ask if they want to participate and do something like that. 



 
The additional question that came up was that be yet another meeting. 
 
MCROBBIE: Yes. 
 
ROTH: For a point of clarification this is an existing group or this is a group that's coming into 
formation. 
 
HENSHEL: At the meeting we voted to form. We have all of the exploratory and initial 
committees developed. There is no prominent, anything yet. I think the next selection will be at 
the annual meeting next year. 
 
ROTH: And you said there were 32 or 42 universities involved? 
 
HENSHEL: 30ish. 
 
ROTH: Okay. 
 
HENSHEL: Something in the 30 range. And I could go online very quickly and look and you 
are welcome to participate if you'd like to. We'll get you on the list. 
 
MCROBBIE: Questions and comments? 
 
I think, Diane, you're looking for, I mean, you would do a former vote or just a sense of the 
meeting is whether it's worth pursuing joining this body. What the general feel as a university— 
 
HENSHEL: As a university because Bloomington already has officially said we're 
participating. 
 
 
MCROBBIE: Right, right. So that 's what you want a sense of from this meeting? 
 
HENSHEL: Yes. 
 
MCROBBIE: Right, okay. I don't think putting this as a motion really is appropriate. Is there 
anybody here who—well, let me do it the other way…Can we have a show of hands from those 
who think this is worth pursuing? For Diane to keep pursuing this on behalf of the council, let's 
do a show of hands on that. 
 
So I think that's pretty emphatic that people are keen on this and as to the number, you were 
suggesting three. I think that was the recommendation. 
 
HENSHEL: That came from the exec, yeah. 
 



MCROBBIE: Right, right. I mean, that would seem to be a good way to start. And again, 
unless anybody disagrees with that, maybe we can go with three to start with. I mean, there's 
obviously a fair bit of work still to be done here. But maybe go with three to start with. 
 
Again, unless there's any major disagreement. And as to the terms, I mean, just in parallel with 
the previous motion that we passed before. When you could say, just set it for a two year term 
and then review the whole thing after two years. 
HENSHEL: That is ok by me. 
 
MCROBBIE: It would be a reasonable way to go and are there any other suggestion? That 
seems like it would be a reasonable way to go. 
 
Yes? 
 
ROTH: I would be interested in a statement about this potential body’s articulation with 
AAUP. How it is distinct from what different agendas would be? What the relationship might 
be? That sort of thing. That will be, I think, an interesting perspective? 
 
HENSHEL: So that is discussion at the meeting. And the concern was that we do not overlap 
AAUP issues. that this group is specifically for support of governance issues. 
 
Whereas when AAUP addresses governance issues, it's doing it from a more political and 
activity perspectives, so literally there's a political action agenda from the AAUP. Whereas this 
group is more concerned about helping individual faculty senates and councils. Sort out their 
governance issues and get supportive advice by having enough group discussion to kind of try 
this, try this. 
 
At this point we don't seem to want to be a political group at all. In fact, there's a direct 
discussion of no, we definitely don't want the political action agenda of the AAUP. So the 
difference that so far has been delineated and it's been pretty clearly emphasized that AAUP 
would continue to act politically and we would try not to. 
 
MCROBBIE: Okay, this seems, broad agreement. I don't think there was any dissent that those 
three points, in pursuing them the way I described. 
 
Any other matters that we want to raise on this matter with Diane? I don't know Diane, I don't 
believe, although I might have missed it, whether anything was circulated or I mean was there 
maybe something could be circulated or— 
 
HENSHEL: No. I will circulate. Yeah just had a pretty busy for- 
 
MCROBBIE: When you get a chance to circulate this so people can get more information to 
on this, it seems to be having a positive reaction. 
 



HENSHEL: And if anybody wants to be put on the BOX that also may end up getting you 
emails from the group. You're welcome, too. Since I'm the one who controls BOX, it makes it 
really easy. And that would allow you to look at any of what's being developed on BOX. 
 
So right now there's, well the last I looked there was about ten different constitutional by-laws 
up. So, you could see what's happening at other universities, in terms of how they're being run. 
Their governance is being run. There's some discussion in the finance group. I haven't looked in 
all the different groups at this point and I'm sorry. 
 
So, I don't I'm use through BOX on a regular basis. So, I kind of work on, I'm kind of working 
on constitution and bylaws and vision and mission group. So. And I seem to be running box for 
everybody. 
 
MCROBBIE: Okay, anything else on this topic for anybody? 
 
All right, with that, just two things I want to do by way of conclusion. Firstly, it's 215 days to 
the start of the bicentennial. Just to remind everybody. I’m sure that figure is indelibly etched in 
your minds at the moment anyway. It’s counting right down. 
 
And then secondly, of course, I certainly hope of everybody here was invited to the holiday 
party. If you’re not, if you weren’t, that’s a terrible oversight somewhere. But Nassar and I are 
hosting this starting at 4:00 o'clock, fourth floor of the Student Center, room 450, right at the 
top, the big room at the top. Everybody is more than welcome to come and celebrate, somewhat 
early, but let us celebrate the end of the economic year. 
 
 
PAYDAR: Snow especially for the day. 
 
MCROBBIE: Well, the snow has come nicely on cue. 
 
MARSH: That's today? 
 
MCROBBIE: That's tonight. Yeah, 4 o'clock this afternoon over there. 
 
All right, with that we are adjourned. 
 
Ladies and gentlemen, thank you very much. 
 
 


