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for Howard Mehlinger, Gary R. Lowe for Sheldon Siegel, Scott Evenbeck for James
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Members Absent: Deans: Constance Baker, A. James Barnes, Trevor Brown, H.
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Faculty: C. D. Aliprantis, H. Glenn Bohlen, Frances Brahmi, Dewey Conces, Joseph
DiMicco, Morris French, Vania Goodwin, Creasie Hairston, Charles Hutton, Richard
Kovacs, Michael Kubek, Robert Mendelsohn, Chris Miller, Michael Mitchell, Jerold
Paar, Robert Pascuzzi, Richard Rink, Richard Rogers, Carl Rothe, Thomas Ryan,
Glen Sagraves, Susan Sutton, Bruce Waller, Henry Wellman. Ex Officio Members :
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Sponsored Programs), Harold Shaffer (Medical Library) , Kent Sharp (Eng/Tech), John
Snyder (Allied Health Sciences), Kathleen Warfel (School of Medicine),

AGENDA ITa: I - Memorial Resolutions

BEPKO: I think we are ready to begin our first meeting of the Faculty Council for
the 1989-90 academic year. Welcome back. The first agenda item is a Memorial
Resolution in memory of Dr. Arthur L. Drew, School of Medicine. [In the absence
of D:r. John Nurnberger, Sr. ,Catherine Palmer read the Memorial Resolution.]

Byron Olson read a Memorial Resolution for Professor Joe G. White, School of
Dentistry.

A moment of silence was observed for both Dr. Drew and Professor White.
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AGENDA ITEM II - AppI'Oval of Minutes: May 4, 1989

BEPKO: Next, we have the approval of the minu~es from our May 4th meeting. Do
we have a motion to approve? Is there a second? [Second was made.] Are there
any comments on the minutes? All in favor, say "Aye". Any opposed? The
minutes are approved.

AGENDA ITEM III - Presiding Officer's Business - Chancellor Gerald L. Bepko

BEPKO: I have one brief item of business that I will talk about for a moment. If
there are any questions about it, I will be happy to talk about this topic now. We
do have a segment of the agenda that comes later for answering other questions.

The topic that I would like to discuss now has to do with the Commission for
Higher Education. As many of you know, the Commission staff in particular, but
also the Commissioners themselves, have been reluctant to approve new Master's
Degrees in some of our disciplines. We have had a number of discussions with the
Commission staff over the years and their reactions have moved from their original
position, which was that the offering of graduate degrees in the humanities and
social sciences was outside of our authority as a campus (in other words, the
proposal for a Masters in economics was ulta vires), to a more recent position,
which is that we have such a major responsibility to attend to our large and
growing undergraduate student body that we shouldn't spend any of our time or
resources worrYing about graduate education.

We have, however, throughout this period, discussed with them ways that we could
create master's level programs in fields like economics by using methods that are
similar to the methods for organizing the Master's and Ph.D. programs that we
offer in the Purdue School of Science at IUPUI, an arrangement that involves the
departments at West Lafayette.

This summer, even though we were involved in those discussions about how we
could advance these Master's proposals, we were somewhat surprised in that, at the
insistence of one or two of the Commissioners themselves, the Commission staff
published a draft paper on future issues for IUPUI in which there was a strong
position taken against the continuation of adding selected graduate programs in the
humanities and social sciences. The issue was put in the following ways: IUPUI
cannot be everything. Choose either to focus on undergraduate education on the
one hand or graduate education and research on the other. Choose undergraduate
education on the one hand or choose to replicate Bloomington and West Lafayette
on the other.

Those, of course, were not dichotomies that we thought were correct. We think
that they are misleading dichotomies and do not advance analysis or discussion.
Those are not the only choices that are available to the state. We have presented
carefully prepared, what we think are well thought out and broadly approved plans
for careful incremental growth of the campus and its programs, so that we will be a
unique and different model for higher education, not a replication of Bloomington or
West Lafayette, but something different and special to meet needs of the education
al constituencies that we serve.
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We have responded to this staff paper, pointing out some of the flaws that we
think are self-evident in it. At the same time that the paper was written by the
Commission staff, there was a call for a public hearing on this paper on the issues
that we raised, the false dichotomies that I described. That meeting was to be held
this afternoon at 3: 30. In our response to the Commission staff paper, we pointed
out that we have done a couple of years worth of planning at Indiana University
and at IUPUI and that any public discussion that should take place, any hearing or
public debate about the future options for IUPUI, should be based on the carefully
prepared planning documents that we have distributed broadly in the community and
not on the basis of this flawed paper that the staff had sent to us in draft form.

In response to our points, the Commission changed its mind about having the
hearing this afternoon. They have decided that they would invite us to come to
their October meeting to present a report on undergraduate education at IUPUI
and the things that we have done to improve undergraduate education. At the
same time they would also like us to address some points concerning how the
addition of graduate programs in some of these departments would strengthen
undergraduate education, a claim that we have made repeatedly. We are very happy
about this opportunity to make a report to the Commission. We think that there
are many many misunderstandings and that Commissioners themselves have not kept
abreast of the developments that have taken place here at IUPUI. This will be a
perfect opportunity - a golden opportunity - for us to explain the progress that we
think has been made in serving our undergraduate student constituency. At the
same time, we will have an opportunity also to explain some of the positive aspects
of adding graduate programs. As a matter of fact, we think this is largely a
management issue for Indiana University and not something that the Commission
should be involved in at this time. The question of whether these graduate
programs will exist is not in doubt. The Commission staff has now acknowledged
that these graduate programs are essential to serve the needs of our constituencies,
but their only concern is when they should be offered and that seems to us to be a
management issue within the realm of Indiana University and Purdue University and
not the Commission. We will seize the opportunity to explain that we think at this
particular time, given the conditions that we confront at IUPUI, given the excessive
reliance in these basic academic programs on part-time teachers drawn from the
community, persons whose full-time employment is elsewhere. Given our heavy
reliance on part-time teachers and given the fact that we don't have any graduate
students right now to call upon to teach in some of these departments and given
the enrichment that will come to the disciplines from having graduate programs, we
think that as a management matter, this is an ideal time· to begin the process of
adding these graduate programs in areas where we know we have the strength to
begin to offer them, in areas that are designed to meet a community need and to
design these programs in a way that they are complimentary to the programs that
already exist in Bloomington and so that they draw from the resources where
possible that are already available in Bloomington.

After our meeting in October, where we will explain what is happening these days
at IUPUI, we are invited, as members of the public to attend a hearing at which
anyone who is interested in these issues will have an opportunity to speak. I am
not sure how much time they have allotted but usually they allot about 90 minutes
to two hours for these hearings and they drag on in some instances, and I suspect
that this one would go longer than the two hours that they would ordinarily
allocate. But, you should know that in November at the meeting of the Comrirlssion
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there will be a public discussion of these future options for IUPUI and we have
already informed a number of people in the community who we know are interested
in IUPUI and interested in graduate education at IUPUI, and they have on their
own volunteered to contact the Commission and ask for an opportunity either to
provide their thoughts in writing to the Commission or to appear at this hearing
that will be held in November. I don't have the date in front of me but usually it
is the second Thursday of the month, so it will be around the 10th of November.
If any of you are interested in knowing more about this, we would be happy to
share the documents with you. If you are interested in knowing more about this
November date when members of the public might be asked to come (and of course
all of us are members of the public, we are taxpayers as well as faculty at IUPUI)
if you would like to know more about that or participate in some way in that
November hearing, we would be happy to provide information for you. We would
not want to be in a position of organizing any kind of appearances at this hearing.
Anyone who appears there will make their own arrangements with the Commission.
We won't be bringing in witnesses, if you will. It will be an opportunity for
people who are interested and know about these issues to come and speak as
citizens. We hope that the result of all this will be a much greater understanding
of what does happen at IUPUI because we think there is a dearth of understanding
among Commissioners and among Commission staff. We also hope that it clears the
air some and opens the path for us to move ahead with the campus plan to add
graduate programs where we don't now have them over a period of time under the
circumstances that I described.

I would be happy to respond now if anyone is interested in pursuing this topic any
further.

BESCH: Will either of the meetings be on the IUPUI campus?

BEPKO: The meeting today was to have been here and their meeting tomorrow is
here. I don't know the locations of the other sessions. We would urge them to
have them here. They have a schedule of arrangements that was made long in
advance and I am not sure that they could change that. I agree wholeheartedly
with your suggestion. It would be better to have them here. It probably has been
our fault that they haven't been here more often. I should mention though that, of
course, eight of the eleven members of the Commission are from other parts of the
state so they wouldn't have the occasion to be here, but we certainly have not had
enough opportunities for them to come to campus and do more than just attend
meetings in the Conference Center. They do use the Conference Center for their
Commission meetings on a regular basis, but they don't go outside the parking
garage, the hotel, and the Conference Center.

KAPLAN: Can you explain the rationale as why we keep getting less money for
students?

BEPKO: I don't think there is a rationale because I don't think anyone could
defend that result. We are pressing hard to also turn this occasion into an
advantage and to highlight the underfunding problems we have in these basic
academic programs. It seems ironic to worry about undergraduate education by
blocking the development of graduate programs while at the same time not providing
necessary funding for those very undergraduate programs that we are led to believe
people are concerned about. This year, with adding a very substantial number of
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students in these basic academic programs, we have further diluted the state
support, and although there is some dispute over our figures, we think we can show
that at this point in these basic academic programs the per student expenditure as
supported by the state is lower than it is anywhere else in public university
campuses in the state. There may be pockets where underfunding is even more
aggravated than it is here. But, overall, we think we can show that we are leading
the state in this rather unfortunate respect.

TISHCHFIELD: I have noticed in the last few months in the Star that the number
of columns on the general impoverished of undergraduate programs at the expense
of graduate programs.

BEPKO: You mean the national columnists? I think that is one of the things that
is prompting the people who come at this from a political standpoint to develop this
point of view. I think we are, in some sense, the whipping boy for what is
happening elsewhere. Our response is twofold. Number one, this phenomenon is
taking place elsewhere, and number two, it is not happening here. We have not had
a reallocation from undergraduate education to graduate programs. If anything,
there has probably been a reallocation in the other direction, modest, but neverthe
less a reallocation in the other direction. There is an anti-university or anti
intellectual sentiment expressed from time to time in every community. This is an
issue on which such a group in our community, if there is one, might see that it
would have something to contribute. Apart from any such reactions we are looking
at this as a very positive development because it will give us an opportunity to
address these issues of adding selected graduate programs head on and not have to
deal with what up until now has been a rather indirect and amorphous problem that
we weren't able to get our hands on. We think that if people look hard at the
management issues for Indiana and Purdue universities which we confront, they will
end up agreeing with us that what we proposed in our campus plans makes very
good sense and what the Commission staff has proposed as a set of choices for the
future are truly false dichotomies. In the process, we hope to call attention to our
underfunding problems and hope to have a special initiative designed to address
those problems.

AGENDA ITEM IV - Executive Committee Report - Secretary Jeffery Vessely

VESSELY: This summer we worked on the Promotion and Tenure Guidelines that
was part of our discussion at the last meeting in the spring. We have a four
member ad hoc group that is working on that document at this time. If you will
remember, we reported that there would be a report from the Constitution and
Bylaws Committee at this meeting. That committee will not meet until it receives
some direction from the ad hoc committee by way of the Executive Committee and
whatever proposals will come from that.

You should have read in the Green Sheet this week that the committee working on
the Student Rights document is still at work and wants to make a presentation.
Anyone who would like to have some input who has not had some already, you have
only had about two years to have that input. If you have not commented, you
should do so. I hope that we are probably far enough along in that process that it
will come to a conclusion very, very soon.
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The Fringe Benefits Committee will report today on health care. The only comment
that I will add, since Linda Kasper probably won't afford me that opportunity in
conjunction with her report, is that you should continue to read in the IU News
paper, or whatever sources that are available, information concerning it because,
since this was an item that went by way of a task force early on and will probably
have some information coming from the UFC next week, it would behoove all of us
to continue to read about those developments and respond to the appropriate
committees and University officers as it happens. It is not always possible for you
to get the information either from the Executive Committee or from the Fringe
Benefits Committee. As you know, some of those things change very very rapidly.

I would like to announce an item that probably gets announced at this time each
year. Traditionally, we have reserved the back row for our visitors. I am going to
put up a sign, at the Parliamentarian's advice, next meeting that states that the
first seven or eight rows are reserved only for faculty. That should clear out the
back row. Sometimes when we have votes and we pass out ballots, we can't always
distinguish who should receive those and who shouldn't.

AGENDA ITEM V - Question-and-Answer Period - 10 Minutes

BEPKO: Next, we have our designated question-and-answer period.

FREDLAND: I have been asked by one of my colleagues to ask you two questions
and I will simply read them.

Since our enrollment increase appears to be greater than the long-range planning
document anticipated (as I recall one percent per year over a ten-year period), and
Dean Plater has said (in the current issue of the Indianapolis Business Journal) that
we have not received additional resources to meet the needs of the increased
enrollment. When the State of Indiana does provide funds to reflect the additional
credit hours, how will those additional state dollars be allocated?

BEPKO: I will answer that one first. Wisely.

FREDLAND: Supposedly, we have received more tuition dollars than anticipated.
Supposedly, we will receive more state dollars than anticipated. Therefore, what
are the intended uses of these additional dollars due to the enrollment increases
that are grater than anticipated?

BEPKO: That is an interesting point because we are now in a new era in terms of
fiscal management. . We now have what we have described to you before as Respon
sibility Center Budgeting. All tuition income is now allocated to the units that
generate it. So, to determine exactly what will be done with tuition income that is
above the targets that we established in our budget, you will have to begin at the
school level. What we have said about spending extra income is that the schools
will have to, first of all, assess what their extra income is. That is something that
we will be going through for the first time and I imagine that we should be very
careful this first time because we don't know enough to be confident in planning
with our first reactions. Sometime during the fall term, we will know about what
the extra income is and might be able to project pretty well what the extra income
would be for the spring term. During the fall term, we will talk to the deans,
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other heads of Responsibility Centers that generate income, about amendments and
adjustments to their expenditure budgets so that the money can be used and applied
in the best interest of the academic programs consistent with the school plans,
which I think in almost every case are now in existence and ready to be imple
mented, along with the campus planning document and the university's planning
agenda.

Much of the discretion on how those funds are spent will be vested in the schools.
That is the point of Responsibility Center Budgeting. The deans and the faculties
in particular are in a better position to assess how to shape the budgets and to
shape the expenditure patterns to serve the educational needs of the students that
we have. It is too early for us to say as a campus what will be done with these
extra funds. We don't even know how much we will have at this point. The
method of deciding how those funds are spent will begin in the schools and will end
up with our approving amended expenditure budgets for the units that have extra
income.

I didn't mean to give a flip answer to the first question either, Dick. But it is
very difficult to make a meaningful answer to a wide-ranging question like that.
We will have to adjust campus and school planning each year in response to
changing conditions. We do have a little larger enrollment increase than was
expected, but I don't know if it is so different that it should have a dramatic
impact on the overall planning and the overall priority scheme that was established
as a part of this planning process. I doubt that at any school there is going to be
dramatic change in the priority system that has been established. That is, I don't
think this enrollment increase is going to result in any dramatic changes in how the
schools approach their priorities. So, I would expect the money will be spent
consistent with the campus plan and the school plans.

HODES: You give extra tuition, as I understand it, that is generated over certain
days one to one in terms of schools. What is to prevent schools in the next two
or three years from simply sort of randomly increasing their class time by 10 or 15
percent?

BEPKO: The check on all of this comes on the academic side. What you do with
the money is, in some sense, your business. But, what you do in the academic
program is the university's business. If you are pursuing the plans that the school
has laid down for itself and the expenditures make good sense from an academic
standpoint, then I don't think the university should interfere. If a school is seen
to be acting in a manner inconsistent with its own plan and is increasing enroll
ments and using all of the enrollment increase to fund salary increases for a select
half of the faculty, we would say that is not consistent with the campus plan. In
their words, the control comes on the academic side. We will have what we call
"audits" of the school's academic plans. This is a new experience. We are going to
have to work our way through it and there will be undoubtedly some learning on all
sides, but the control mechanism will be to audit the schools' academic plans. If a
school's academic plan does not call for 15 percent enrollment increase and all of
a sudden we see it, we are going to ask the question, Why? What is the academic
plan? There has been no adjustment in the plan, so why is there now an enroll
ment increase? What is the academic purpose being served? That will be the
mechanism for control.
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AGENDA ITEM VI - Fringe Benefits Committee Report - Linda Kasper

KASPER: At our May 4th meeting, we distributed copies of the proposed health
care plan. At that time we indicated that four components of the proposal had
been approved by the UFC in April for implementation on September 1. Those
were: Well Baby Care, Start Smart, a change in chiropractic coverage, and the
Preferred Pharmacy Network. The implementation date for these four components
has been delayed until October 1.

If you are enrolled in the IU Health Care Plan, you should have received over the
summer a reprint from a June issue of the IU Newspaper describing some of these
changes as well as outlining the new premium structure that went into effect July 1
for the current plan.

The IUPUI Fringe Benefits Committee met with Jack Hudson on August 22 to
review the current status of the proposal. The meeting ended without any specific
recommendations to bring to you today.

At the UFC level, the Fringe Benefits Committee held a conference call on August
31 to prepare for the discussion that will take place at the special UFC meeting on
Tuesday, September 12 at 1:30 P.M. in the Conference Center, Room 132.

As a result of those discussions, the UFC Fringe Benefits Committee supports the
following:

1.

2.

3.

Removal of the $1,000,000 lifetime cap

Concept of preventive health care and would encourage its development
on a broader base

Drug interaction profile for each employee to be supplied by pharmacies
in the Preferred Pharmacy Network.

The Preferred Pharmacy Network will involve Hook's and some par
ticipating independent pharmacies. At the time of purchase of a
prescription drug, the employee will pay 20 percent of the pharmacy's
discounted charge for users of the IU plan. A mail order system will
be available for employees who are on long-term maintenance drugs.
Employees will not be charged for drugs ordered by mail.

~
I

4. There has been a great deal of expressed concern, especially on the
Bloomington campus, regarding the proposed reduction in chiropractic
coverage. Vice President Hackett is currently working to resolve this
issue. The UFC Fringe Benefits Committee agreed to wait for the
results of those efforts. This will be discussed next Tuesday.

5. There were some differences of opinion among UFC Committee members
regarding the limitation of one episode of care/lifetime for substance
abuse. This will also be an item for discussion on September 12.
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Some individuals have expressed concern that maximum coverage applies only when
one uses physicians and hospitals in the Preferred Provider Network. I spoke with
Ken Beardslee in Hospital Administration yesterday. According to the latest data
available to him, at least 75 percent of the physicians in Indiana are in the
network. Over one-half of the hospitals are in the network. Hospital membership
tends to occur in the larger hospitals, although Methodist and Wishard are not
members. Mr. Beardslee estimated that the network probably represents more than
50 percent of the hospital beds in Indiana. The Insurance Office receives listings
of physicians and hospitals in the network from Blue Cross/Blue Shield. Jack
Hudson assured me yesterday that he will distribute these to the libraries on each
campus. It would be cost prohibitive to supply a copy for each employee.

The IUPUI Fringe Benefits Committee met again yesterday to review the discussion
items from the UFC Fringe Benefits Committee list. We agreed to lend our support
to the removal of the $1,000,000 lifetime cap and to the concept of preventive
health care. We also discussed the equity of the distribution of premiums versus
costs across the four tiers in the proposed plan. We strongly encourage that a
mechanism be developed to monitor premiums versus costs by tier over time to
determine the appropriateness of these categories. This information should be
shared with the appropriate faculty councils on an annual basis.

The IUPUI Committee is not bringing a recommendation for support of the plan
today. We understand and recognize, however, that if discussion proceeds in a
timely and satisfactory manner next Tuesday, a vote may be taken at the UFC level
at that time. Such a vote might preclude a vote by this body until after the fact.

If you have concerns that have not been mentioned, I would encourage you to
contact our 12 UFC representatives. Their names are listed in today's agenda
booklet. You might wish to communicate with Becky Markel in particular, since
Becky is a member of the UFC as well as the UFC Fringe Benefits Committee.

wn..SON: Does that include the HMO Option?

KASPER: The Task Force talked about the HMO. Our group has not really dealt
with the HMO. Those are only available, as I understand it, in Indianapolis and
Fort Wayne. They are not available at the other campuses.

wn..SON: So, none of these changes are going to pertain to that at all?

KASPER: I don't think so.

CHAMPION: When is the initiation date?

KASPER: January 1, 1990.

CHAMPION: Will we be receiving information about this?

KASPER: If and when this is passed at the UFC level, the insurance office has
assured us that they will be going to all campuses and holding meetings to advise
employees about the new plan. I am sure there will be other written reports about
the plan.
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CUTSHALL: Are any other pharmacies besides Hooks participating in this?

KASPER: Not at the moment, as I understand it. There are some independent
pharmacies that will participate. I don't know how the negotiations were conducted
for the preferred pharmacy network.

I think they did
I wouldn't imagine

AGENDA ITEM VII - Unfinished Business

BEPKO: Thank you, Linda.

TISCHFIELD: Is this handled on a competitive bidding basis?

VESSELY: You would have to ask Vice President Hackett that.
some sort of bidding process on that. I would assume they did.
that they just handpicked someone.

ZUNT: My question involves some, I think, unfinished business. We had a ad hoc
committee preparing a report concerning Guidelines for Faculty Boards of Review.
I wonder where that report is in our system. Will it come to the Faculty Council

TISCHFIELD: Would the recently introduced Cost Guard still apply?

KASPER: Yes. Cost Guard will still apply and Case Management will still apply
and would apply if there were some concern about a 30-day maximum for substance
abuse and mental health coverage. They have assured us that with Case Manage
ment, if it could be determined that the patient needed to stay longer, that they
will be able to and that they would be covered.

VESSELY: Initially, they were going to contract with Hook's only. It happens that
in Bloomington there is only one Hook's. So, that brought out discussion that
there needed to be in certain campus areas other pharmacies, so they agreed to
contract with several independents in the areas where Hook's couldn't satisfy
everyone.

BEPKO: I think it is important to recognize that the whole movement to streamline
health care benefits is in parallel to what is going on in almost every big
organization across the country. Health care costs have skyrocketed and everyone
is trying to find ways to painlessly reduce those overall costs, to cut out some of
the things which probably cost more than they are worth to us. I think that is
what got this whole process started. It is very important to us as a matter of
using our compensation dollars wisely, to not have wasted expenditures in the
health care system.

MILLER: Would the deductibles be included in this Preferred Provider Policy?

KASPER: As I understand it from Jack, you will be charged 20 percent. The 80
percent of that discounted charge will go back to IU. IU will pay that 80 percent.

CHAMPION: They would pay even if the deductible had not been met 100 percent.

KASPER: As I understand it.



e for approval? I spoke briefly with Pat Blake a couple of times within the last
month and it was my understanding that the report was complete.

VESSELY: You are talking about the booklet? It was brought to our attention
that it was finished at our last meeting in the spring. That is an item for our
agenda for next week. Assuming that there are no other corrections, we will then
have that printed.

ZUNT: Would it come to the Council for examination?

VESSELY: It will come to the Council for some from of approval but you will get
a copy of it ahead of time. Whether we will get that to you in time for the
October meeting I am not sure but it should be ready within the next two meetings.
The list of UFC representatives is on page 26 for those of you who will be there
representing you on Tuesday.

AGENDA ITEM VIII - New Business

FREDLAND: I would like to make a motion that we ask the Faculty Affairs
Committee of the Faculty Council to come back at another meeting with some
guidelines for admission standards for IUPUI.

BEPKO: I think that the schools and the other groups that have been created for
making these decisions would be happy to have the advice of the Faculty Affairs
Committee on making admission decisions for the fall of 1990. I think that part of

f'" your motion, although it focuses on admission decisions also, deals with resources
\~ and we have lots of duly constituted mechanisms for making those resource

decisions as well. I am sure that those groups would be happy to have the advice
of the Faculty Affairs Committee. I am not so sure that this is the appropriate
vehicle for making admission policy. We have had groups of faculty members who
have already labored over this admissions issue. There are other groups that would
have to have a voice in the final determination. You mentioned consulting with
the schools as to resource allocation, the schools would have to have a very
important voice and maybe make some of the most important recommendations about
resources and how they are used. I am not sure if this presents a packageable set
of issues.

FREDLAND: I am not interested in resource allocations, only admissions standards.
Noone has seconded the motion

HODES: I will second it just so we can discuss it.

~

PLATER: The Board of Trustees of Indiana University adopted two years ago new
admission standards for undergraduate students at all campuses. They go into
effect in 1992. They would govern general admission to the University Division, or
other non-degree granting units. We, at this campus, under the guidance of the
Academic Affairs Committee of the Faculty Council, have a coordinating committee,
with representatives of the Adult Education Center, the University Access Center,
and the Guided Studies Program, that admits students to the university as excep
tions to the Board of Trustees' stated admissions standards. That is the way in
which admissions are handled, either through admissions policies adopted by the
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degree-granting units for direct admission or by the University polices for admission
to the University Division, and for exceptions through the committee that has been 8
established to set policies for the non-degree granting units other than University
Division.

BEPKO: There is also a campus policy that was adopted a couple of years ago that
I think is consistent with the new University policy. It may anticipate some of the
things that are in the University policy that will go into effect in 1992. The
reason the University policy couldn't go into effect until 1992 is because it was
assumed that at least four years warning would have to be given to students who
were entering high school as to what was going to be expected of them to be
admitted to an Indiana University program.

HODES: Didn't we discuss a couple of years ago that so many credits of English
and science would be required? Would those be affected?

PLATER: It will be in 1992.

WILSON: When I was on the Academic Affairs Committee we spent something like
a whole year working on the standards. It would be pointless to do it again. The
problem is that the high schools have to be prepared for that years ahead of time.
We have already sent to them all of these standards and we can't just do this at
every whim.

The other thing is, that it seems to be somewhere along the line, we're doing the
same thing. All we did was set deadlines for admission. Those deadlines have not
been enforced, at least in our school. We have had students come in who were
admitted on the day of registration. They had no records, and they have not been
counseled. They have no right to be in our school. We just send them back. The
Registrar is admitting people beyond the deadlines that we tried to set. I don't
know whether those deadlines went into affect or what happened to them. That is
a waste of resources right there to admit people who have no records and who
show up at the last minute.

FREDLAND: I am certainly unaware of the fact that we had admission guidelines.

PLATER: We have University wide admission guidelines.

FREDLAND: I assume that you have campus guidelines.

PLATER: Those policies deal with the non-degree granting units over which this
faculty has responsibility, University Division being the principal unit to which
students are admitted, not directly into a degree-granting unit.

KARLSON: There is a motion on the floor.

REPKO: It probably is something that it would be important to talk about to make
sure we have all of the policies that have been already developed and committed to
writing and approved clearly in mind before we embark on another project. It is
also important to have advice in implementing these policies because all of the
policies have flexibility in them. I think the sense of your motion, Dick, is that we
should be tougher and implement these policies in a way that would admit fewer

12



~

~

~

students in the future than we have been in the past.

FREDLAND: We cannot continue to admit the number of students we have with the
resources we have available.

BEPKO: I don't think anyone would disagree with that point. The question
becomes how we calculate how vigorously we enforce every letter of the admissions
policy so as to keep the entering class at a manageable size and what size that
should be. On that subject, I think we need lots of advice. I am not sure that the
Faculty Council as a committee of the whole would be a good vehicle for making
such decisions. We need to have a lot of things taken into account at the time
admissions decisions are made. We would have to have this group convene every
Monday to give us advice on where we stood in admitting students to meet a target
for the entering class for 1990. I think the point that you have made about not
being able to accommodate more students is a very good one. I think we are
already positioned to make sure we don't get another increase of this size again
next year.

HAMBURGER: What percentage of the students do not meet the 1992 criteria?

PLATER: This would be a very rough guess but I would think maybe 20 percent.
The principal criteria are the objective scores - the high school percentile rank and
the SAT or equivalent scores, not including the curriculum pattern. That we don't
have information about.

BEPKO: I might have guessed a little higher but we have to recognize another fact
of life and that is that we have a political and social issue that we are reminded of
constantly and that is that there are no other alternatives for students whose
credentials are not good and who may not be as well prepared as we would like for
them to be. If we close the door on a substantial number of students, we have to
be prepared to respond to community pressures. I suppose we must be prepared at
the right time so we will have the right answers, I hope at the moment when the
time comes. But, that has to be carefully planned. We cannot ignore the fallout
from a decision to leave a very substantial number of students, for whom we may
be the only option, without an opportunity to study at the post-secondary level.

MORREL: Isn't it true that the bulk of the increase in enrollment this year has
come through the Access Center AND, the Adult Education Coordinating Center
where the all-University standards about the various schools simply don't apply?

PLATER: The University standards for admission apply to University Division. We
need to take note that some Purdue programs have slightly different admission
standards, and we do honor those for students who are applying directly to those
programs. For University Division, the students meet the Indiana University stated
criteria. There were very substantial increases in the numbers who were admitted
in University Access Center. But in absolute numbers, I'm sorry I can't give you a
very good estimate of that. There may be have been something like 600 or 700
students admitted to the University Access Center out of admissions of something
like 6,000 students for this fall.

MORREL: Have we determined the increases that came through the Access Center
and the Adult Education Program?
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PLATER: It is very hard to give you an estimate.

BEPKO: In other words, if you compared University Division last year with
University Division this year" Access Center with Access Center this year and then
took the two figures representing the differences between last year's figures and
this year's figures we would come up with about 1,000 students.

PLATER: No figures are official until they are reported to the Board of Trustees.
Approximately 400 new students were admitted to the University Access Center this
year in comparison with last year bringing the total for the University Access
Center to approximately 700 students. That is more than a 50 percent increase in
the University Access Center, but not in terms of the total increase for the
campus, which was roughly 1,700 students.

MORREL: When you throw in the Adult Education Program and the University
Division increases, what does it come to approximately?

PLATER: About one-third.

BEPKO: We have had increases across the board. I don't think there are many
units that have not had increases both in headcounts and credit hours. It is clearly
not the case that all of the increase came in the Access Center or the University
Division, or the two combined, and the Adult Education Coordinating Center. I
think that we may see a situation where we have had increases everywhere and
maybe a slightly larger increase in percentage terms in places like the Access
Center, but the Access Center is relatively small to begin with and only has had a
total of about 700 students up until now.

PLATER: I have to correct something. We are discontinuing the Guided Studies
Program, and the Guided Studies data that has been reported for the fall, data that
is being merged with the University Access Center, is reported separately. When
that program is included, the number is considerably higher. That program (Guided
Studies) is now being merged with the University Access Center.

MORREL: It is true then that the admission standards do not apply.

PLATER: Not necessarily in regard to the Adult Education Center. They may very
well apply to the students who are admitted there. The students who are admitted
to the University Access Center and Guided Studies Program do not meet the
minimum requirements for admission for University Division, which is in essence the
requirements for Indiana University.

BEPKO: I think your questions catch a very important point and that is, how we
manage to deal with what may be, in some ways of looking at it, different student
bodies. We have a group of underprepared students that are not meeting the
admissions criteria. We have a growing number of students, evident in the enroll
ments of all the schools, who do meet the admissions criteria. We have wrestled
with what to do with the underprepared students for a long time. We think we are
emerging with a program through the Access Center that will give us an opportunity
to give students who are underprepared an opportunity to study at the University
level and to make up some of the deficiencies that they may bring with them. It is
very important to try to bring under-represented groups into the University. Our
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Access Center is not a racial program though. It is a program designed for those
of all ethnic backgrounds. At the same time we hope to maintain the integrity and
high standards of the units that are awarding the degrees. I think the direction in
which we are moving is one that has great promise. The recruitment of Herman
Blake, who is going to have a broad portfolio of responsibilities for undergraduate
education, is going to give us additional strength in this area. I think the final
result will be one that everyone can be happy with. We are going to have to live
through some periods where we won't have everything in place that we want, but
we think on balance we must, at this point, provide a place where underprepared
students can go. We think we are evolving at a place that will be good for
everyone, both for those students and for the University.

HODES: Assuming whatever standards are in place, is it our basic rule that anyone
who meets those standards will be allowed in or if there is an addition amongst the
people who meet the standards, then there are some kinds of numerical slots? If
we set our number of slots and then try the best we can to fill those slots? Is
that not our policy?

PLATER: Some degree-granting units have a certain number of spaces, and only
that number, and they will admit students on the most competitive standards.

HODES: What about the general undergraduate programs?

BEPKO: That is true of some undergraduate programs as well. This is a discussion
that I think is useful for us. I think we might ask that the appropriate people
make a report on enrollments and plans for the University Access Center and how
we plan to deal with this problem next year, at a later meeting in the year at
which time you would have a chance to learn more about what actually goes on.
We would be prepared to talk about the numbers and the way in which we think we
can best handle the students that come to us. We do have a motion on the floor
right now.

FREDLAND: As for that report you were asking to be delivered to this body at our
next meeting in terms of the criteria that are being used to admit students to the
University by several standards that are being applied by the Access Center and by
the University Division's office.

BEPKO: I think that is another matter, but I think it is something that we should
bring back to the Council whether it is in October or whether it is at another
meeting. I think it will depend on other factors that I can't assess right now. We
should vote on the motion. Are you ready for the question? (Question called for)

BESCH: I would like to vote on the motion but I would like to have clarification.
I wonder if I could get a sense of which part of the discussion we have had.
When we vote yes or no, which parts are we trYing to get at?

FREDLAND: It seems to me that the things we had to do to let students in
because of some kind of discrimination. It seems to me that guidelines are needed.
It seems to me that if we invoke some guidelines, they could be just simply stated
but not academic standard guidelines. We send a message to the community that we
cannot accept these students in light of the fact that we don't want to have more
part-time faculty and invite all of the other things that we talked about like
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BESCH: What you are saying then is that there are guidelines in place, so that
your motion no longer applies since we already have those things. I wouldn't vote
for or against your motion.

KARLSON: Unfortunately, the motion cannot be withdrawn once it has been stated
to the assembly. It belongs to the assembly unless we voted upon it.

WILSON: Any school has the right to raise the standards within its own school.
Our school has higher standards than most of the other schools in the University.
We did that on our own.

YOKOMOTO: . The attention to the evaluations are getting stronger and stronger.
What happens is the reputation of the teacher is starting to get dependent on the
weaker of the students as that body grows bigger. The evaluations get more
attention.

KECK: Call for the question.

BEPKO: All in favor, say "Aye." Opposed? The no's have it.

AGENDA ITEM IX - Adjourmnent

BEPKO: We are adjourned. Thank you.
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INDIANA UNIVERSITY - PURDUE UNIVERSITY AT INDIANAPOLIS

FACULTY COUNCIL MEETING
October 5, 1989

Madame· Walker Urban Life Center
3:30 - 5:30 p.m.

Members Present: Adwjnjatrathe: Chancellor Gerald L. Bepko, Dean William M.
Plater. Deans:c Constance Baker, John Barlow, P Nicholas Kellum, R Bruce Renda,
Sheldon Siegel, David Stocum, W1lliam J. Voos. Facolty: H. R. Besch, Jr., David
Bodenhamer, Victoria Champion, WiIUam Crabtree, Theodore Cutshall, Ronald
Dehnke, Dornith Doherty, Martin Farlow, Richard Fredland, Richard Hamburger,
Narcissa Hocker, Norman Hudson, Charles Hutton, Florence Juillerat, Jerome Kaplan,
Juanita Keck, Robert Kook, Christian Kloesel, Bruce Long, James McAteer, Richard
Meiss, Judy Z. Miller, B Keith Moore, Carl Newton, Byron Olson, Catherine Palmer,
John Rafert, Edward Robbins, Bruce Roth, Michael Ryan, Glen Sagraves, Lee
Schwecke, A N Siakotos ,Karen Teeguarden, Jay Tischfield, Ann Tomey, Jeffery
Vessely, Henry Wellman, Kathryn Wilson, Charles Yokomoto, Jack Zecher, Susan
Zunt. Student Representative: Kym Robinson.

Alternates Present: Deans: Catherine Palmer for Walter J. Daly, Shirley Yegerleh
ner for Barbara Fischler, Robert L. Bogan for William H. Gilmore, Hugh Wolf for
Howard Mehlinger, Scott Evenbeck for James Weigand, Thomas Lenz for Jack
Wentworth. Faculty: Julie Su for Vania Goodwin, Bill Orme for Dolores Hoyt,
Edgar Fleenor for Harriet Wilkins.

Members Absent: Adnrinjstrative: Carol Nathan. Deans: A James Barnes, Trevor
Brown, Norman Lefstein. Facolty: C. D. Aliprantis, Jonas Bjork, H. Glenn Bohlen,
Frances Brahmi, Thomas Broadie, David Burns, Varoujan ChaIian, Dewey Conces,
Joseph DiMicco, Ann Dunipace, Andrew Evan, Philip Gibbs, William Hodes, Henry
Karlson, Richard Kovacs, Michael Kubek, Richard Lawlor, Lynda Means, Robert
Mendelsohn, Chris Miller, Bernard Morrel, Jerold Paar, Robert Pascuzzi, John Pless,
Richard Rink, Carl Rothe, Thomas Ryan, Scott Shapiro, Susan Sutton, Donald R.
Tharp.

Ex Officio Members Present: Shirley Newhouse

Visitors: Morris Aprison, Mary Fisher (Nursing), Dana McDonald (Medicine Library),
Kathleen Warfel (Medicine), Kent Sharp (Eng/Tech), George Lukemeyer (Medicine).

AGENDA ITEM I - Approval of Minutes - Septelllber 7, 1989

BEPKO: The first item of business is the approval of the minutes from our
September 7 meeting. These minutes have not been distributed as yet and will be
approved next month.

e
AGENDA ITEM II - Presidjng Officer's Business (Vice President Gerald L. Bepko)

BEPKO: I have one piece of business from my office~ Some of you know that we
spent a good deal of time earlier this year debating and resolving how the Indiana
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University Foundation should be financed. As you probably know, up until this
year, the Indiana University Foundation was the agency or the entity which
received a very substantial percentage of the grants and awards that were made for
research and other externally sponsored faculty activity in the University. For the
handling of those grants and awards, the Foundation was paid a certain percentage
of the awards. This was for their administrative work. It was not clear, however,
whether that was actually a good arrangement because there was not a direct
relationship between the amount that the Foundation was paid from grants and the
amount that was actually done by the Foundation to advance those grants. In fact,
the Foundation performs fund raising activities and undertakes fund raising respon
sibilities for the academic units and if there was to be a transfer from the Univer-
sity to the Foundation for its operations, it was clear to those who were looking at
this issue that the transfer should be made for those fund raising services. A
decision was made during the academic year last year to shift the grant and award
activity from the Foundation so that the University would no longer pay a per-
centage of grants and awards to the Foundation. To substitute for that, there
would be an amount that would represent the University's payment to the Founda-
tion for fund raising services. That was broken down by campus, and each campus
now makes a payment to the Foundation for fund raising services. Also, a decision
was made to impose a Foundation charge on endowment funds for the administration
and the investment of those funds. That would be another way in which the
Foundation would obtain operating income for its fund raising activities.

As a part of all this shifting of funding for the Foundation from its historic base in
grants and awards over to a direct payment for services, there was one other
change and that was that we were allowed to budget for indirect cost recovery
income in the year in which it is earned. In .the past, we have not been able to
budget for expenses the indirect cost income in the year in which it is earned
because it was assumed to be not reliable enough. It was assumed that we didn't
know how much indirect cost recovery income would be generated by any part of
the University in any given year, and so we would have to wait until the following
year in order to budget those funds that were coming in as income to the Univer-
sity for expenditure.

Finally, we went into Responsibility Center Budgeting at the beginning of this
academic year and as of July 1, all of the income and all of the costs have been
attributed to all of the schools so that now indirect cost recovery income goes to
the schools that generate it. Of course, the costs for all of the facilities and all
of the other activities which are paid for out of this indirect cost recovery income
have also been attributed to the schools so that there won't be any windfall. There
won't be any extra money this year. But, in the future there will, we hope, be
more grant activity, more awards, and, as a result, more indirect costs recovery
income; and then that income will be available to the units that generated it to
apply in any way they see fit. Now that all of the units have all of the costs of
operating buildings and other things attributed to them, it is necessary to also
attribute the income and that is the way things will work in the future.

I wanted to lay those pieces on the table to explain one thing that is of immediate
significance and that you should know about as we go further into this academic
year. That is, that we don't have to pay the Foundation any longer out of the
income on grants and awards and also, because of the way in which that has now e ~
been arranged so that we can budget for expenditures in the same year in which we
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earn, so we had some additional funding to create a new program. Because this
program is growing out of the money that was historically paid to the Foundation
for its services, in other words the money that comes out of grants and awards for
research, we thought it was important to use the bulk of this money to put back
into the research enterprise of the University. The President asked each campus to
establish a Research Investment Fund. We sometimes use the full name --Research
Facilities Investment Fund -- but it is easier to just say Research Investment Fund.
This fund for the Indianapolis campus will be the largest of any in the University.
It will be larger by a substantial amount than the one in Bloomington, consisting
first composed of about $2 million for rese~rch facilities. We have yet to define
facilities definitively, but it will be for expenditures for equipment, renovation of
laboratories, and for a variety of things like that which all, we hope, will enhance
our ability to compete in the international arena for external funding.

Second, there will be a $500,000 fund for research cost recovery. We know that in
a lot of units the General Fund has been tapped to provide for employees, business
managers, banks of telephones, and a variety of other things that probably should
be paid out of the income that comes from grants. We wanted to have a recovery
fund of $500,000 so that departments that were now spending money of that kind in
order to make it possible to administer a grant for research would be able to
recover some of their departmental funds.

Third, we designated $400,000 for graduate student fellowships. Many persons have
lamented that we don't have enough money to be able to pay graduate student
stipends and we have considered this to be an important problem. We thought this
would be a good time to try to address it. The total of those three components, $2
million for facilities, $500,000 for cost recovery, and $400,000 for fellowships can be
thought of as one large, $2.9 million per year investment fund for research, which
we hope can be invested strategically to make us much more competitive and to
make us much more successful in competition for external support.

We have asked a committee to come together under the chairmanship of Ting Kai Li
from the School of Medicine to develop a plan for the investment of this fund over
a period of five years. If you look at it as a five-year plan, it is $14.5 million that
we will be investing in our research competitiveness and the Ting Kai Li Committee,
I think, will be starting its work very shortly. This is something that will probably
not result in a broad invitation for persons to submit applications for grants, but it
will be a process that will invite the participation of everyone. The way in which
we have viewed this fund will cause the resources that are involved to be used in
those areas where we think we can make the maximum steps forward and the
maximum gains in research in terms of attracting added external support. That is
probably going to mean investments in those areas which have historically been
good at attracting external support. Not all of the investments will be in those
areas, but a proportionate amount will be.

I would be happy to talk further about this. I wanted the Faculty Council to
know of these plans and of the fact that we have this, I think, very happy news
that we'll have a fund of this kind to invest in our research future. If there are
no questions about this now, there may be when we come to our Question and
Answer period.
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AGENDA ITEM HI - Executive ComIIIittee Report (Jeffery Vessely)

BEPKO: Our next item of business is the Executive Committee report with Jeff
Vessely.

VESSELY: Susan asked at the last meeting about the draft manual for members of
the Boards of Review. The Executive Committee has been looking at that this
month and on Thursday, one week from today, they will probably send this along to
Faculty Affairs Committee and the Constitution and Bylaws Committee, as it will
require some changes. The Faculty Affairs Committee may want to comment on
some of the changes that are already proposed. We hope that we would be able to
bring that back at the November meeting.

BESCH: It seems reasonable for me to suggest that you might send it to the
current Boards of Review.

VESSELY: We have had responses from two of them. They have used this in its
draft form without ...

BESCH: There are three Boards of Review.

VESSELY: That's right. I assume that they have found some problems and have
some suggestions as we have heard.. I will make a formal request of the chair of
the third Board of Review to respond to this. Thank you for that suggestion.

The only other item that I have is the continuing saga on travel. As some of you
know, because you attended the meeting, we met about one and one-half weeks
ago, to hear from the deans and representatives of departments about travel
problems. It was unanimous at the time that there were probably more problems
with the services that we have received than with the policies themselves, although
there were some differences expressed about the policies also. Our Travel Commit
tee has met and will meet again next Wednesday. On Thursday of next week, a
busy day in the life of the University, we will have a meeting with the upper level
management (the President and her husband) from the Omega agency to explain to
them where we stand. The memo that was sent out makes it very clear that it is
time now to put the excuses behind us. The air conditioning will not be a problem,
I don't think, so we can now get on about the service of travel. Hopefully, we
have been able to express those in such a way as to change the service that you
have been getting. If it doesn't improve, it may because someone else may be doing
it.

Those of you who have traveled since July 1 may be among the 2,000 travelers
who will be polled between now and next Thursday on a telephone survey that the
Vice President for Finance has asked to be conducted about your service. If you
will respond honestly to that when you are called, that. will help because that is the
information that will be taken to Omega one week from today.

AGENDA ITEM IV - Question and Answer Period

(There were no questions during this time.)
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AGENDA ITEII VI - Fringe BeDefits ee..ittee Report - BeB1th care - (Linda
Kasper)

KASPER: I would like to bring you up-to-date on what has occurred since our last
meeting regarding the proposed health care plan.

At the special University Faculty Council meeting on September 12, the UFC
approved recommendations for the following:

1. Removal of the $1,000,000 lifetime cap.
2. Investigation of broader preventive health care coverage
3. Utilization of case management to determine if more than one episode

of in-patient care is necessary in substance abuse cases.

Chris Lohmann is chair of the UFC Fringe Benefits Committee and also co-chairs
the Bloomington Fringe Benefits Committee. I spoke with Chris yesterday. He and
Mary Remley, the other co-chair of the Bloomington Fringe Benefits Committee, met
recently with Vice President Hackett. The Vice President has agreed to remove the
$1,000,000 life cap. He had not yet looked at the preventive health care issue.
Purdue has a new health care plan that contains a $200/year item that can be used
for preventive health care services. Vice President Hackett will review the Purdue
plan and also begin discussions with Blue Cross to investigate the possibility of
adding that type of coverage to the IU plan. The Vice President has also agreed to
the case management approach for determining in-patient care for substance abuse.
He has also indicated that the administration will try to do a better job of publish
ing the preferred provider listings and that the listings will be in a more useful
format.

The Bloomington FacUlty Council met, I believe, on September 19th and recom
mended postponement of the Preferred Pharmacy provision. They met again this
past Tuesday. Vice President Hackett was present to discuss the Preferred Phar
macy Network. The Council than voted to accept approval of the Pharmacy
provision.

I spoke with Jack Hudson yesterday to see where we are administratively with the
plan. As previously announced, three changes were implemented October 1. These
are: Start Smart, Well Baby Care, and limitations on chiropractic coverage.

The Preferred Pharmacy provision will be implemented November 1. The material
regarding this provision is at the printer and will be mailed out to employees
sometime next week. Shortly after you receive this information, you should receive
a new identification card from Blue Cross. The card will be a temporary paper
card. It will identify you as a participant of the IU Health Care Plan. It will have
some identification for Blue Cross as the administrator, for Hook's as the preferred
pharmacy provider, as well as the Cost Guard number. This card will serve as an
all purpose card for hospitals, physicians, dentists (if you have dental coverage),
preferred pharmacies, etc. When the card arrives, employees should destroy their
old cards. Employees with spouses will be issued two cards. If you have depen
dents that are covered under your plan, such as older children away at college, you
may call the Blue Cross-IU Service Center to request additional cards.
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In mid-October (or about two weeks from now) you will receive another mailing
describing the tier coverage and the deductible options. November is traditionally
the enrollment month for coverage· that begins January 1. In an effort to educate
employees, Jack Hudson's office will hold three or four general meetings and at
least one teleconference. These meetings will begin near the end of October and
continue through the first week in November.

Under the proposed plan, the current Traditional Plan will no longer be available;
therefore, each employee will be required to re-enroll. If a participant does not
re-enroll by November 30, he/she will automatically be placed in the $400 deductible
category with the same tier coverage that he/she currently carries. Dental
coverage would continue if it is a current option. A reminder mailing will be sent
to those who have not responded by mid-November, and a third mailing will be sent
in early December to notify non-respondents of the coverage to which they have
been assigned. A new laminated identification will also be issued in January.

I need to mention one other item about the Preferred Pharmacy Network. If you
go to Hook's for a prescription without your identification card, you will be
required to pay the retail price. You will have the option of returning to Hook's
with your receipt and your card to obtain a reimbursement. Reimbursements on site
will be limited to a $50 maximum. If the reimbursement is more than $50, the
employee will need to obtain a reimbursement claim form from Hook's, complete the
form, and mail it to the Hook's Corporate Center for a reimbursement.

There was some concern earlier that some areas of the state did not have a local
Hook's outlet. That was particularly true in Gary. The employees who live in
South Chicago will be covered by a 13-store pharmacy chain that I believe Hook's
has acquired. The areas surrounding Gary have Hook's. The administration is in
discussion with Hook's regarding a local pharmacy in Gary proper.

It is estimated that about 80 percent of the prescription drugs that are taken by
employees are for maintenance purposes. These types of drugs will be available
through the mail order service. If you had to go to a non-participating pharmacy
for a prescription drug, you would have to pay the retail price and then file a
claim with the Blue Cross-IU Service· Center for reimbursement just as you do now.

If you have any problems using the Preferred Pharmacy Network, you are en
couraged to send a memo to Jack Hudson documenting the problem.

One other recommendation that came from the Bloomington Fringe Benefits Commit
tee was to look at a progressive premium structure, particularly as it relates to
lower paid employees.

BEPKO: Thank you, Linda. Are there any questions or comments?

BESCH: I was wondering if Indiana University hospital's pharmacy is in some way
subcontracted such as to be a preferred provider or must the ones who work here
go to Hook's outside?

KASPER: I think you would have to go to Hook's.

BESCH: The hospitals and their services are but the pharmacy is not.
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BEPKO: We did have one question that was raised prior to the meeting and I
forgot to mention it in the Question and Answer period. This has to do with a
standing conference on faculty advancement. Bill Plater is going to answer the
question.

PLATER: I think the question was "What is the University Standing Conference on
Faculty Advancement?" This is a new committee, or task force, that will meet
periodically. I am not sure with what frequency but undoubtedly several times
during the year. If you will recall, it was an item that was discussed in the IU
"One University" planning document. There was a call for a conmrlttee or a group
that would meet to talk about faculty concerns across campuses, dealing with such
issues as promotion and tenure, policies and procedures, the roles of faculty
development offices, and opportunities for exchange of information across campus
lines. That group will have its first meeting here in Indianapolis next Friday.
There will be, from our campus, three representatives attending. I will attend as
the Dean of Faculties, Erv Boschmann will attend as the representative of the
Faculty Development Office, and either Joe Christian or Jim Torke will attend as a
representative of our campus committee on faculty advancement.

I will give a more detailed report after the initial meeting of the committee.

BEPKO: Is there any other business before we go into our annual introduction of
members of the Faculty Council?

AGENDA ITEM VI - Deans' Introduction of Faculty

BEPKO: Until two years ago the practice had been to ask the school deans to
introduce members of the Faculty Council and the schools were called in order of
size starting with the smallest school first. A number of people in the Faculty
Council pointed out that this was not fair because it always caused the School of
Medicine to be last. That wasn't right for a variety of reasons, not the least of
which was that people wanted to leave as soon as they were introduced and it made
some people stay until the very end.

Last year we changed the order and had the largest go first which meant that the
School of Medicine went first and the smallest school was the last to be introduced.
This year, through a process that I don't understand at all, the decision was made
to have the schools introduced alphabetically so that we won't have the system that
was used last year or in previous years. Next year, unless there are objections
from a substantial number of persons in the Faculty Council, we are going to go
either by the age of the school or the by the age or height of the dean. [laughter]

Alphabetically, the first school is the School of Business and Dean Tom Lenz will
make the introductions.

LENZ: It is a pleasure to introduce to you a member of our accounting faculty,
Professor Richard Rogers. He completed his Ph. D. at Penn State University before
he joined the faculty. He has played a very important role for us in the School of
Business and he has a list of teaching awards about as long as my arm. He is one
of the only.14 persons out of 140 of us on the core campus in the School of
Business who has been invited to teach in the Executive MBA Program. That is our
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toughest audience because we tend to recruit people for that program who are
already convinced they are wond~rful and having to tangle with that group for 15
weeks is difficult. Rich does it masterfully. He also serves on the Budgetary
Affairs Committee and on other University-level committees. I join the faculty of
the School of Business and want to offer my personal statement of appreciation for
his willingness to serve the University and the School in this way. We are
delighted to have him represent us. Thank you.

BEPKO: I second what Tom said about Richard Rogers' work, especially on the
Budgetary Affairs Committee. It is very helpful to have an accountant and a person
who understands the theories of finance to be able to work with us and give us
advice and to consult about budgetary matters.
The next school is the School of Dentistry and Bob Bogan is here for Bill Gilmore.

BOGAN: Thank you. We have several People to introduce this afternoon. If they
would stand and remain standing, then we could recognize all of them.

Dr. Charles Hutton is chairman and professor of the dePartment of Oral and
Maxillofacial Surgery.

Dr. Keith Moore is professor of Dental Materials and has served on the
Fringe Benefits Committee of this Council for some time.

Dr. Carl Newton is chairman and professor of the department of Endodontics
of the School of Dentistry. Q)
Dr. Byron Olson is associate professor of preventive dentistry and associate
professor of biochemistry in the School of Medicine. He serves on the
Student Affairs Committee of the Faculty Council and also serves on the
University Faculty Council.

Dr. Glen Sagraves is Assistant Dean for Clinical Affairs and professor or Oral
Diagnosis and Oral Medicine.

Professor Susan Zunt, who almost needs no introduction to this group, is.
associate professor of Oral Pathology and also serves on the University
Faculty Council.

These are the members of the Dental School Faculty Council who are present
today.

BEPKO: And a very impressive group it is from Hie School of Dentistry, not only
because of things like Susan Zunt's superb role as Secretary of the Faculty Council
and the work that others have done, such as Keith's work on the Fringe Benefits
Committee, but I also have a personal identification with the group that was just
introduced because Dr. Charles Hutton has helped me by extracting a tooth that was
very Painful about 18 months ago. He did that at least as well as, if not better
than, the School of Dentistry's faculty has contributed to this Council over the
years. Thank you, Dr. Hutton.

Next, is the School of Education with Hugh Wolf.
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WOLF: Thank you, Chancellor Bepko. I am pleased to introduce our two represen
tatives. One of them I do not see here today - Ronald Dehnke, Ron joined our
faculty in 1970 and he is currently our Unit Representative. He is an associate
professor of Education and has been a long time member of the Faculty Affairs
Committee of this organization. He is a professor of Language Education with a
specialty in English education. Ron is also a member of the newly-formed IUPUI
Pep Band.

We have one other member who was elected at-large -- Ed Robbins. Ed also
is another person who probably needs little introduction to this group since
Ed is a former Secretary of the Faculty Council. Ed is an associate professor
who joined our faculty in 1969. All of the 20th anniversary banners which
you have seen on New York Street and Michigan and the luncheons and
conferences that have been going on, have been in recognition of the fact of
Ed's coming to the School of Education faculty. Ed's specialty is language
education. He also specializes in reading. I believe Ed is a member of the
Fringe Benefits Committee. I know of a couple of his hobbies. He has a
summer cottage somewhere in the state of Indiana. He refuses to tell anyone
where it is. He is also involved in restoring antique automobiles and he is a
member of the Mustang Club of Indiana.

BEPKO: In view of the fact that this 20th anniversary celebration is in part for Ed
Robbins, and based on Responsibility Center Budgeting, we're going to send you
some of the bills, Hugh.

Next, we have the School of Engineering and Technology with Dean Renda to make
the introductions.

RENDA: I have the pleasure of introducing three faculty members this afternoon.
The first one is not here today but most of you know her, Harriet W:l11dns. She
joined us five years ago. She teaches technical communications and she has a
degree in linguistics. In addition to being an excellent teacher, she is very active
in a number of outside service activities. At the school level, she serves on
several committees. At the University level, she is secretary of the Metropolitan
Affairs Committee and a member of the Constitution and Bylaws Committee and the
Student Financial Affairs Committee. She has also been active in the League of
Women's Voters for about 10 years. She serves on the Board of Directors of Youth
Program.

The next person I would like to introduce is Professor Charlie Yokomoto. He
is an electrical engineer with a Ph. D. from Purdue, West Lafayette campus
who has been with us since 1970. Charlie teaches electrical engineering
technology. He also has done research on cognitive learning. He serves as a
very valuable member of several committees.

The next person is Professor Jack Zecher who is a mechanical engineer. He
joined us five years ago. He teaches computer-aided design courses. His
specialty is three dimensional graphics, especially three-dimensional frame
modeling. You will have to ask him the difference between three-dimensional,
regular and frame modeling. He also has developed a number of software
packages that are copYrighted and sold nationally.
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BEPKO: Next we have the Herron School of Art and Bill Voos will introduce those
members.

VOOS: You might wonder why I bother to walk up front when we have only one
representative, but she is such an excellent performer that I think you will agree it
is worth it. Our representative is Dornith Doherty, who is an assistant professor of
photography. She did her undergraduate work at Rice University and her graduate
work at Yale. She is serving on two IUPUI committees -- the Faculty Council
Executive Committee and the Women in Art Symposium Committee. She also serves
on six Herron School of Art committees, including chairing the Film Series Commit
tee. When we find someone we know we can count on, we try to make good use of
them.

BEPKO: Next we have from the School of Liberal Arts, Dean John Barlow.

BARLOW: First I would like to introduce David Bodenhamer. He is a professor of
history and director of POLIS as well as the editor of the Encyclopedia of
Indianapolis. He is new to the University having begun last January. He comes
from the University of Southern Mississippi where he was an Assistant Vice
President. He is an expert in history of crime and criminal justice and is now
working on a history of the rights of the accused in addition to his work on
POLIS.

Next is David Burns, who is an associate professor of communications and
theatre. He serves on the Academic Mfairs Committee and has been respon
sible for the IUPUI debate team for a number of years.

Richard Fredland serves on the Nominating Committee and is also professor
and chair of the political science department. His area of expertise is
international relations, especially Mrica. He is working now on research into
the politics of AIDS in Mrica.

Next is Christian Kloesel who is professor of English and director of the
Peirce Project. He and his staff have just completed Volume Four of the
Peirce Edition which will comprise a total of 30 volumes of the works of
Charles Sanders Peirce. We have heard that volume four is physically in
existence although not yet in Indianapolis. Chris has also translated works of
Peirce into German. Somewhere in his past was a role as medievalist. Maybe
it still is.

Susan Sutton is associate professor and chair of the anthropology department.
Her area of expertise is cultural anthropology. Her published work is on
migrations and modern Greek settlements. She is a frequent excavator at and
visitor to Greece, something for which we all should envy her.

Finally, William Plater, Dean of the Faculties who is a professor of English
within the area of the American novel and publications about Thomas
Pynchon.

BEPKO: Dean Plater will be teaching a course in the spring term on "Contem
porary and American Literature". Next, we have the School of Medicine with Dean
George Lukemeyer.



r,.,._
F;:.•.•

11

LUKEMEYER: Chancellor Bepko, on behalf of Dean Daly, I have the pleasure of
thanking and introducing the School of Medicine representatives to the Faculty
Council.

Dr. Henry R. Besch, chairman of pharmacology and toxicology, Showalter
Professor of Pharmacology, professor of medicine. He serves on the Budget
ary Affairs Committee and the. Faculty Board of Review #2.

William M. Crabtree is an assistant professor and director of the Cytotechnol
ogy Program in the Division of Allied Health Sciences.

Dr. Andrew P. Evan, professor of anatomy.

Dr. Martin R. Farlow, associate professor or neurology.

Dr. Philip S. Gibbs, associate professor of anesthesia.

Dr. Richard J. Hamburger, professor of medicine.

Narcissa D. Hocker, associate professor of medical technologies, Division of
Allied Health Sciences and Staff Relations Committee member.

Dr. Norman Hudson, assistant scientist and assistant professor of medicine.

Dr. Richard J. Kovacs, assistant professor of medicine.

Dr. Michael J. Kubek, associate p~fessorof anatomy and neurobiology.

Bruce W. Long, assistant professor of radiologic sciences, Division of Allied
Health Sciences.

Dr. James A. McAteer, associate professor of anatomy.

Dr. Richard A. Meiss, professor of obstetrics and gynecology and physiology.
and biophysics.

Dr. Judy Z. Miller, associate professor of medicine and of medical genetics.

Dr. Catherine G. Palmer, assistant dean for graduate studies and professor of
medical genetics.

Dr. Robert M. Pascuzzi, assistant professor of neurology.

Dr. Richard G. Peterson, acting chairman and professor of anatomy and a
member of the Faculty Affairs Committee.

John A. Rafert, assistant professor of radiologic sciences, Division of Allied
Health Sciences.

Dr. Richard C. Rink, assistant professor of urology.

Dr. Bruce C. Roth, assistant professor of medicine.
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Dr. Michael P. Ryan, associate professor of medicine.

Dr. Thomas J. Ryan, assistant professor medicine.

Dr. Scott Shapiro, assistant professor of neurosurgery.

Dr. Aristotle N Siakotos, professor of pathology.

Dr. Jay A. Tischfield, professor of medical genetics.

Dr. Henry Wellman, professor of radiology and medicine.

BEPKO: Thanks, George. Next we have, from the School of Nursing, Dean Connie
Baker.

BAKER: I am proud to introduce the four representatives from the School of
Nursing.

Victoria Champion, associate professor in the department of community health
nursing. She is a member of a Faculty Board of Review and also serves on
other committees.

Juanita Keck is an assistant professor in the department of nursing of adults.
She serves on the Executive Committee of the IUPUI Faculty Council. She
also chairs the ad hoc committee to consider promotion and tenure guidelines. ~

Lee Schwecke is an associate professor in psychiatric mental health nursing
and also serves on the Faculty Council.

Ann Tomey is a professor in the department of nursing administration and
serves on the Faculty Council.

We were asked to make a few brief statements about unusual extra curricular
activities. As a relatively new dean, there are some things that I would prefer not
to know. One thing that I would like to bring to your attention.

Ann Tomey serves as the president of the Alpha Chapter of Sigma Theta Tau,
which is an international nursing honorary society which was started by six
IU students in the 1920's. The new building which you see across the street
will be the international headquarters of Sigma Theta Tau and the dedication
will be in November.

BEPKO: Thanks, Connie. From the School of Physical Education, Dean Nick
Kellum.

KELLUM: I am happy to introduce two members of our faculty who serve on the
Faculty Council. First of all, Karen Teeguarden is an assistant professor of
physical education. She teaches in the area of growth and motor performance and
elementary physical education.

The other member needs no introduction. He is your Council Secretary, Jeff
Vessely, who is completing his second year as your· Council Secretary. He
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also serves the University as IUPUI's Director of Intramural Recreational
Sports and teaches recreational sports leadership.

BEPKO: Thanks, Nick. Last, but certainly not least of the schools that will make
introductions, is our new dean of the School of Science, David Stocum. David just
joined us this year. He was a member of the faculty at the University of Illinois
at UrbanaI Champagne and had held a number of important academic positions at the
University of Illinois before joining us. Let's give David a warm greeting from the
Faculty Council.

STOCUM: Thank you. We have seven representatives to this Council. Unfor
tunately, I can't introduce the first one Roko Aliprantis from the department of
Mathematical Sciences because he is on ·leave at Cal Tech. Lucky him!

I will start with the first member of the group who is here -- Ted Cutshall is
from the department of chemistry. His discipline is organic chemistry. Ted
serves on the Executive Committee of the IUPUI Faculty Council and also on
the Faculty Affairs Committee.

Florence Juillerat from the department of Biology. Florence's discipline is the
teaching of contemporary biology and biology of women. She has a number
of outside activities. She is the immediate past president of the Hoosier
Association of Science Teachers and she is also the chair of the Test
Preparation Committee of the National Science Teachers Association. She is
also a member of the international committee of the national association of
Biology Teachers.

Jerry Kaplan from the department of physics. Jerry's discipline involves
condensed matter theory and medical engineering. This guy has a very
creative mind as evidenced by a number of inventions that he has come up
with. It is, therefore, no surprise that the kind of extracurricular activities
that he has involves a great deal of what he calls "non-fiction" reading. I
assume, Jerry, that means science fiction.

Bob Keck is from the department of biology, but he is also an administrative
dean of the School of Science. His discipline is plant physiology. He serves
on the Nominating Committee.. Bob's extracurricular activities include
parenting and farming. That sounds like another whole career in itself.

Bernard Morrel is from the department of mathematical sciences. His
discipline involves operator theory and functional analysis. He serves on
about eight different committees - chairman of the Academic Affairs Commit
tee, Academic Policies and Procedures Committee, Council on Undergraduate
Learning, Policy Council for Non-Degree Granting Units, Calendar Committee,
Viewbook Committee, University Division Advisory Committee, and the Access
Center Advisory Committee.

Katherine Wilson is from the department of biology and her discipline includes
plant cell and developmental biology. I just learned that Kathy has a very
musical extra-curricular activity. She plays the classical guitar. So, I am
going to ask her sometime in the future to play for one of our faculty
meetings.
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BEPKO: Thank you, David. Dean Sheldon Siegel is here from the School of Social
Work but the representative from Social Work has resigned from the Faculty
Council.

SIEGEL: We will be happy to introduce our new member at the next meeting.

BEPKO: The School of Law is not represented at all other than by me. Henry
Karlson was supposed. to be here as the Parliamentarian but was unable to attend.·

That completes our introductions.

BESCH: I was wondering if I could make an introduction of a School of Medicine
person who, for some reason, was not introduced, probably because the person is
not elected to this body but nevertheless has given this body long and strong
service. I would like to make that introduction, if I may.

My fellow faculty members, I would like to introduce to you Dr. Kathleen
Warfel. She is professor of pathology, is currently president of the School of
Medicine's Faculty Organization, and has served on this Council with distinction for
sometime. She also, either currently or previously, has been a member of the
University Faculty Council. She has chaired various ad hoc committees such as
the Smoking Committee for the campus. She has also chaired Scientific Research
Sessions. She is also considered by some an expert at ballet. Dr. Kathleen Warfel.

BEPKO: Jeff has reminded me that Kathleen is also a member of the Travel Policy ~

Review Committee. •

AGENDA ITEM VII - Unfinished Business

FREDLAND: Last month you mentioned that the Indiana Commission for Higher
Education was going to have a public hearing about the development of IUPUI.

BEPKO: There are actually two sessions planned by the Commission for Higher
Education. The first is next Thursday, October 12 at 3:00 - 5:00 in the Conference
Center in Room 137. That session will give us an opportunity to present informa
tion and plans for undergraduate education at IUPUI. The second session has been
set for Thursday, November 9. The time has not been set as yet but the room has
been reserved from 4: 00 - 7: 00. We think it will be late afternoon, probably 3: 30 or
4:00. At that time what is contemplated is that persons from the community will
offer their views on graduate education at IUPUI. We have talked to the Commis
sion staff and some of the Commissioners and we think that the position of the
Commission may have softened some since they issued this staff paper in the
summer which tried to draw dichotomies between undergraduate education on one
hand and graduate education and research on the other.

Now the only concern seems to be expressed that whatever new graduate programs
are created be set up in a way that would not directly and negatively impact on
undergraduate education. We have resumed discussions, that were under way before
all of this arose this summer, on how we can provide the sorts of quantitative
assurances that they want that our new graduate programs will not detract from
what we now do for undergraduate students. We have taken the position all along e
that the graduate programs that we have contemplated will actually enhance under-
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graduate education. At this time and this place, at IUPUI of 1989, we think that
graduate programs in those areas where we do not now have them will enhance
undergraduate education.

There is a possibility that this will be a subject of an agreement between Indiana
University and Purdue University and the Commission. If that happens, I am not
sure what will follow from that and whether there wil1 be a need for the public
hearing. We will, under no circumstances, not have the October 12th session. That
is already set and we are prepared to appear at that session, but the November 9th
session is something that could conceivably be cancelled if there ~ an agreement
and if there is a withdrawal of the staff paper that was distributed this summer.

We are proceeding as if there is no cancellation likely. We are proceeding as if we
not only have to present all of the important information that there is now
available about undergraduate education on this campus on October 12th, but also
we are prepared to have a lot of people who we know are interested in this subject
from the community, both community leaders and organizations,· go to the November
9th session and speak on behalf of the planning that has gone forward under the
auspices of IU and Purdue for this campus.

While we were dealing with that question and to take up on the lead of Henry
Besch, someone has now arrived who was introduced earlier and was not here. He
should be introduced because he is the President and one of the key leaders, along
with Henry Besch, of the new Faculty Club which we created this last year. That
is Dr. Henry Wellman. Would you make a report? I know you haven't been told
in advance that we were going to do this but I think it might be interesting to
have a report on the Faculty Club. You might restate the terms on which people
can join.

WELLMAN: As far as terms the Board has indicated that anyone who is a principal
faculty or staff member which, I supposed, is defined as anybody who is not a full
time student, is eligible to join the Faculty Club. Believe it or not, in terms of the
name of the club, and I defer to our legal beagles who went down and searched the
names that were available, this is one of the only names that we could come up
with that had University in it, namely University Faculty Club, that wasn't already
spoken for in the list of official corporations. Don't let the name dissuade you
from joining. That is to say, if you have some problem that you don't feel you are
fully a faculty member, as far as I am concerned every principal person around here
who has something to do with teaching is a faculty member. We welcome you all.

As far as the Club is concerned, we are happy to say that, as a physical facility it
is now completed. That took four to five years in the point of view of finding,
where it was going to be, identifying the space, getting the space ready, and with
the good offices of Jerry and President Ehrlich, I think they put upwards of
$100,000 into providing this facility for us and also a very generous lease which is
being signed for the sum of $1 per year. We want to' point out that this doesn't
mean we have to pay a dollar a year for the lease. Actually, we are getting the
dollar back by subleasing to the hotel. It is a wash in terms of lease. The hotel
has exclusive responsibility for the food and beverage services.

It is a very nice facility that we all can enjoy. I think the lunches have been
enjoyed by many. I have seen many of you there. Bring a friend who hasn't been
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there yet, particularly one that you can sign up as a member. I think we have
around 200+ members at this point. We are proud of achieving that within a
period of one year. Those of you who are members, I think, are enjoYing the club
very much. There is going to be a monthly periodical circulated. It isn't coming
out as frequently as we would like at this time but it should be coming out monthly
for the rest of the year with the news and also reminding those of you who are
members that you can also utilize the facility in the evening for a very nominal
fee, particularly those of you who put on departmental functions. I think that you
will find utilizing the Faculty Club is a rather more economic way than renting a
room in the Conference Center. The Faculty Club has a screen and you can put
on a very nice function there.

In addition to lunch, as of September on Friday afternoons the bar is open. I
encourage you to drop by and have a drink with your friends. We will see how
that goes and if there is enough participation on Friday afternoons, we will start
trying to open for other afternoons. It will always be open in the afternoons
approximately until 3: 00 if you want to come in and sit and chat with someone. I
think those are some of the things that I would say about the Faculty Club at this
point. We greatly appreciate all of the cooperation we have received. I think it is
a special place for everyone. I would be happy to answer any questions.

BEPKO: I would like to comment on one thing Henry said. He referred to nine
lawyers working on the lease. Early in his comments he made a type of slip, as
physicians often do. He said that there were "legal beagles" working on the-lease
and actually the metaphor or the animal involved is an "eagle that soars" not a dog. ~

We have one other person who is here and should be introduced and that is the
President of the Student Government, Kym Robinson.

AGENDA ITEM VIII - New Business

There was no new business.

AGENDA ITEM IX - AdjounuDent

BEPKO: Unless there is any other business, we are adjourned. (There was a
reception following the meeting.)
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FACULTY COUNCIL MEETING
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Law School, Room 116
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Members Present: Administrative: Chancellor Gerald L. Bepko, Carol D. Nathan,
William M. Plater. Deans: Constance Baker, John Barlow, R. Bruce Renda, Sheldon
Siegel, William J. Voos. Director: Barbara Fischler. Faculty: H. R. Besch, Jr., H
Glenn Bohlen, Varoujan Chalian, Theodore Cutshall, Ronald Dehnke, Dornith
Doherty, Ann Dunipace, Richard Fredland, Richard Hamburger, Narcissa Hocker,
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AGENDA ITEM I - Memorial. Resolution: Theodora. Allen, School of Social Work

BEPKO: Our first item of business today is a memorial resolution for Theodora
Allen from the School of Social Work. This will be read by Dean Sheldon Siegel.
(A moment of silence was observed).

AGENDA ITEM II - Approval of Minutes: September "I, 1989 and October 5, 1989

BEPKO: The next item is the approval of the minutes from the September 7 and
October 5 meetings. We could have one motion for both or take them separately.
Which is your pleasure? Do we have a motion? A motion has been made to
approve the minutes from both meetings. Do we have a second? Any discussion?

SIMON: I just wanted to say that I [Marc Simon] was present for Christian
Kloesel at the September 7th meeting.

BEPKO: If there are no other comments, all in favor say "Aye". Any opposed?
The minutes are approved.
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AGENDA ITEM III - Presiding Officer's Business - Chancellor Gerald L. Bepko

BEPKO: There are a couple of items from my desk, the first of which involves the
20th Anniversary celebrations and various events that we have had over the course
of the last nine or ten months beginning in January of 1989. These events have
been designed to not only celebrate the 20th anniversary of the merger between IU
and Purdue, but also to call attention to the many achievements that have been
recorded here at IUPUI in those 20 years and to make people in the city of
Indianapolis, and beyond, proud of what has happened. These events have also been
planned to cause people to think with us about what the future should bring and
how we should continue to plan for and implement our plans for the further
development of IUPUI.

There could be no better culminating event to draw all those things together, not
only to celebrate the 20th anniversary but to highlight the tremendous accomplish
ments that have been made here and also to think about the future, than this
symposium on "The Urban University and the 21st Century" which is coming up
within the next week. To talk. about the symposium and tell you how you may be
involved, we have invited Gene Tempel, Vice Chancellor for External Affairs, and
Joan Dalton, special staff person in campus administration, to tell you a little about
the symposium.

TEMPEL: Thanks, Jerry. I want to take just a moment to say thanks to all of you
for all you have done to help make the 20th anniversary a success. We have had
many events which have involved the community and the campus and done a lot for
us in terms of enhancing the image of IUPUI. We thought it appropriate to end
this year with an academic event where all of us could participate internally to talk
about the future of a campus like ours. We would like all of you to be present at
the next event. To extend the invitation, I want to introduce Joan Dalton who has
been coordinating all of these activities and who knows the intricacies and details
intimately of all the events next week.

DALTON: Thank you for allowing me a brief moment to tell you a little bit about
this symposium which is, as Gene said, a culmination of a year of very exciting
celebration activities. It has been my pleasure to have been involved in coor
dinating and organizing a lot of these events. We are very excited about the
speakers and panelists whom we have coming. I hope you picked up the brochures
regarding this as you came in. It lists biographies of the speakers and panelists
and topics of all the different sessions, along with times and basic information.

You might also be interested to know that we have had some very good responses
from throughout the country in terms of people who are going to be attending or
Participating in this symposium. Some of the other institutions of higher education
that will be represented, and I am not going to give you the whole list, include
DePauw University, George Mason University, George Washington University, Loyola
University, Northeastern University, Texas A & M University, University of
Houston-Downtown, University of Maryland, University of Missouri (both at
Columbia and at St. Louis), University of New Orleans, University of Wisconsin
Milwaukee, University of Wisconsin-Parkside, Virginia Commonwealth University, and
Rice State. That is in addition to our Indiana University campuses that will
represented here.



Leading the roster of speakers and giving our initial keynote address on Monday
morning is Dr. Marguerite Barnett, the Chancellor of University of Missouri at St.
Louis, who will give her address on the conference theme, "The Urban University in
the 21st Century." We are very excited about having Dr. Barnett with us. The
other speakers on Monday include Professor Johanna Meskill, who will speak on
"Undergraduate Education in an Urban Setting." Following her address at noon, we
will have Richard Cyert, President, Carnegie Mellon University, who will talk on
"The Information Revolution." The session immediately following that will feature a
special guest coming to us from Paris: Dominique Jamet, who is president of the
Library Association of France. The final speaker for that afternoon will be
Professor Walter Allen from UCLA who will be talking on access. I won't go
through everyday.

They are all three very exciting days. The symposium ends with luncheon addresses
at noon on Wednesday by Presidents Ehrlich and Beering. One of the other
highlights of the day on Tuesday is that a number of the schools from our campus
are putting on parallel sessions at 3:30 p.m., in their own facilities in most cases.
Those schools are Liberal Arts, Herron, Nursing, Medicine, and Engineering and
Technology. There is more extensive information on those sessions that will be in
the Green Sheet that you will be getting the first of next week. We hope many
of you will be able to attend. I hope you also received a reservation form. If
you can, fill it out and leave it with us today. If not, if you can get them to my
office by the end of the day tomorrow. We are most concerned about the luncheon
sessions in terms of getting commitments. If it is not a luncheon session, all other
sessions are in the auditorium at the Conference Center. The luncheon sessions will
be in the Ballroom at the Conference Center. May I encourage you that at the last
minute, if it is not a luncheon session, you find you can attend, please don't
hesitate to come over and join us, even if you haven't committed by sending in a
form and giving us your name in advance. If you have any questions, I am in the
AO Building, Room 136. My phone is 4-3800. Please feel free to give me a call.
Thank you.

BEPKO: Are there any questions for Joan? I would encourage attendance. I think
it will be a very good program. 1 would like to answer one question before it is
raised. When I thought only as a faculty member my first reaction would have
been, "Who is paying for this?" I want to mention that we have a very substantial
grant from Lilly Endowment, so it is not coming from a reallocation from academic
programs. So you can go with a clear conscience that you are not spending
someone else's money.

I have two other items. One is a repeat of a sales pitch that you-.have heard
probably altogether too often, but at the very end of the minutes and agenda that
were distributed for this meeting, you will find a membership application for the
University Faculty Club. Those of you who are not yet members, I hope you will
take this very seriously and consider membership. If you would like to attend the
Faculty Club and sample it without becoming a member, I think we can arrange
that. I think it is a very important institution that is growing in our midst. This
Faculty Club in a few years will be, I hope, way oversubscribed and we will have
to be looking around for new quarters for it because it will be so successful. Right
now, it needs your support. and I hope you will answer that call by sampling it and
will conclude that you should be a member.
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The other item which I have is the Indiana Commission for Higher Education
discussion that has been going on. We have made our appearance at their October
12 session. We presented, I think, a complete, comprehensive, maybe exhaustive
report on the various initiatives that we have undertaken to improve undergraduate
education. The next step in their inquiry into this matter is a public hearing
scheduled for one week from today in the Conference Center at 4:00. The room is
reserved from 4 until 7. They have indicated that they will start at 4: 00 and will
go as long as is needed to let everyone have an opportunity to speak. We have
encouraged our Board of Advisors for the campus to do what they think was
appropriate. They have, on their own, organized some people to speak at this
meeting and have some people who are in leadership positions in the community
speak and write letters to the Commission. There will be some community senti
ment expressed on behalf of the planning that is going on for IUPUI, the basic
point being that we have focused heavily on improving the services we provide to
our undergraduate student population. We are probably doing more each year than
we have done the year before and we think we have a good record in that respect.
That is not the only thing that we should be concerned about.

While we are worried about undergraduate education and retention of students, and
in particular achievement among members of underrepresented minority groups, we
also have to be concerned about the fact that Indianapolis is the only major city in
the United States, in fact it is the only medium-size city in the United States, I
might even say it is the only small city in the United States, that doesn't have a
complete range of graduate program opportunities for its residents. The sad fact
is that you cannot study in many fields at the graduate level in Indianapolis. You
have to commute to another city or move from Indianapolis to such metropolis as
Springfield, Illinois or Dayton, Ohio or Toledo, Ohio, Cincinnati or Louisville'.
Every other city has a full range of graduate program opportunities--Indianapolis
does not. This is a serious matter for the economy as well as the cultural develop
ment of this city. We think we had a responsibility to plan for this and we did
plan for it. The Campus Development Plan includes a projection that over the next
decade or more we will propose to have graduate programs in those areas where we
don't now offer them and where they are not now available to people in the city of
Indianapolis. We have proposed that kind of incremental growth only when we are
satisfied that the department involved is ready to present their graduate program
and where the graduate program will be complementary to the graduate programs
already in existence in that field - maybe at West Lafayette or Bloomington. There
will be perhaps an applied or an urban focus to take advantage of our special
opportunities here in the capital city. Perhaps most importantly, we can do
selected graduate programs without very substantial marginal costs while enhancing
the quality of undergraduate education.

We think that the interconnections between graduate programs and the quality of
undergraduate programs are self-evident for those people in the University, but it is
not to those outside of the community. This has been one of our problems .We
think this planning makes great sense for the University, makes great sense for the
community and that, we hope, will be something that is broadly supported by people
in the community. Although we know that there are some who oppose a) growth of
any kind of at IUPUI, b) especially growth of any kind of graduate programs
because some people in the community see this as taking away from undergraduate
education, not enhancing it, and c) some who are inherently suspicious of what
faculty members do. The suspicion is heightened when faculty members talk about



graduate education and research. I think this type of sentiment exists in most
communities and we have our share of it here in Indianapolis. We are going to
hear some things about that probably next Thursday from members of the public. If
you are interested in knowing more about this,' please let us know. We will send
you all the documents that have been exchanged. If you are interested in going to
the hearing, you can make your own arrangements to do so. If you are interested
in speaking at the hearing, you have a right as a taxpayer and as a citizen to do
so. You must make your own arrangements to do that because we don't think it
appropriate for either Indiana University or Purdue University to orchestrate and
make arrangements for people to appear at this public hearing.

KAPLAN: Could you give us your impression of the attitude of the persons on the
Commission?

BEPKO: I think that it is fair to say that the people on the Commission are the
ones who have raised this issue. I think that individually they may have widely
disparate reasons for concluding that graduate education at IUPUI should not
expanded at this time, but I think probably a majority of the Commission members
come into this with a bias against graduate education--that is, increasing graduate
education opportunities at IUPUI. I think that is the message that we have been
getting for the last several years. It is a selective kind of resistance to graduate
education and it focuses (and I think we finally flushed this out) on the humanities
and social sciences. The degree program that gave rise to all of this is in econ
omics, in my view, a very basic subject and one that is not unrelated to our
economic success as a region. It is one that I think is very important to busi
nesses, banking, insurance, and the state government in Indianapolis. It is rather
disappointing to me to think of a city that has pretensions of being a world-class
city, talks about itself as being world-class in this category and that category, and
does not have available for its citizens opportunities to study at an advanced level
iIl ..a basic field like economics. There is no where you can study at the graduate
level at the Masters Degree level in economics. Yet, I think there are people on
the Commission, Commissioners themselves, some of them from Indianapolis, who
think that issue much less important than devoting all of our time and attention to
undergraduate education. In fact, we began this discussion by some of them arguing
that there ought to be public universities which are only undergraduate, that have
no graduate education opportunities. "Can't we be like Wabash College?" some
people have said. We, of course, think there are great differences between IUPUI
and Wabash College. If we had a proportionate endowment to the endowment of
Wabash College and if we had an opportunity to select students only from the
highest five percentiles of high school graduating classes, and if we had summer
research and overseas sabbatical opportunities for all of our faculty every year,
then we might be able to say "Well, IUPUI and Wabash College will remain purely
undergraduate institutions." But, we are a completely different institution. There
is little comparability. We think it makes important and good sense for us to
complete the range of educational opportunities that we offer to the public here in
Indianapolis. At the same time, we strengthen the overall university by adding
these graduate programs as we projected to do over the next decade by proposing
them when we are ready to do so on the conditions that I described, the impor-
tance of which is that we think individually each one will add to our ability to
serve the undergraduate student population.
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We have also been told that IUPUI faculty are underworked (have fewer teaching
responsibilities) as compared to other universities in this state. That is an issue
that we have, I think, ample data to show is not a serious issue and is not a
correct impression of IUPUI, altough we will look further into the matter. That is
the sort of thing that we have been hearing from Commissioners themselves. We
hope that, if you have an interest in this, that you will contact us, get the docu
ments, if you want, or pursue whatever you think is appropriate for you to do.

HODES: Could you repeat where and when that meeting is going to be held?

BEPKO: It is one week from today, November 9, from 4 to 7 p.m. in Room 118 of
the University Place Conference Center.

AGENDA ITEM IV - Executive Committee Report - Jeffery Vessely

BEPKO: Now I am happy that we can get on to the next topic of the agenda
because it is one of my favorites. Over the years not only have I enjoyed the
Executive Committee Report, but today we get to talk about N. That has always
been one of the highlights of my year.

VESSELY: Chancellor Bepko, I don't know how to thank you for setting me up that
way. You should have before you the Faculty Council Apportionment Table for
1989. This document translates to an N of 46. The bottom line is where you see
totals- 1,364 faculty and then the columns reading "Reps entitled to for 90-91,"
"Reps Elected through 1991" and then "Reps entitled to in Fall 1989," and then the
"Unit Heads" - all of which totals to 97. We add to that the officers that are
normally included and that would be Chancellor Bepko, Vice Chancellor Plater, Dean
Carol Nathan, and then the Parliamentarian and the Secretary, in which the
Parliamentarian is a duly elected member so that would give us the potential for
101 should the Secretary next time not be normally elected to the Council as was
the case in my instance. We have the potential of 101 depending on the outcome
of that election. Are there any questions?

MOORE: I am puzzled by a little bit of the mathematics in a couple of cases. The
Dental School with a ratio of 1.89 has been rounded to two and Nursing with a
ratio of 1.78 has been rounded to three.

BESCH: I think that is a mistake.

VESSELY: When we discussed this, we came out with the notion that we shouldn't
have more than 101. There is a possibility of having 102 and maybe that is why we
couldn't get it to compute.

BESCH: The answer would have to be that whatever N is, regardless of the table,
that is the N you would get. Obviously, 1.89 rounds out to two and Nursing with
1.78 would round out to 2, making a total of 99.

VESSELY: Now we have the possibility of 100 or 99 depending on whether the
Secretary is an elected member. In the far right column of numbers across from
Nursing, since there are two unit representatives elected through 1991, the column
marked n# UReps Electable in Fall '89" should be 0 making the total of that column



16 instead of 17.

CUTSHALL: Would this drop the number of unit representatives to 39 then?

VESSELY: That is correct.

CUTSHALL: Will that have an effect on the at-large representatives because the
number of at-large representatives cannot exceed the number of unit representa
tives?

BESCH: The number of at-large will be 19.

BEPKO: Would you restate the changes?

VESSELY: At the bottom of the page there will be 23 Continuing Unit Representa
tives , 16 new Unit Reps, 20 Continuing At-large and 19 New At-Large Reps, 17
Unit Heads, plus 3 or 4 offices, Parliamentarian and Secretary.

BEPKO: We need to vote to approve this. Does everyone understand where we
are? There has been a motion to call the question which preempts any further
discussion. All in favor, say "Aye tl

• Opposed? [None] We have adopted N at 46.

VESSELY: I have a couple of other items. The Boards of Review Manual resides
with the Faculty Affairs Committee and the Constitution and Bylaws Committee to
look at various changes, as well as received input from chairs of Boards of Review
and members of the Executive Committee. You might channel to me any comments
that you might have had if you referenced this manual when you served on a board.
I think I mentioned that at the last meeting. Anyone is free to comment. We
didnIt circulate this manual widely. It is in the vein that it is difficult enough to
deal with this in the small groups that it is being dealt with but if you have served
on a board and think that you can add some comments, we would sure appreciate
hearing from you and can provide you with an update.

The Promotions and Tenure documents are still with the ad hoc committee that has
been studying those.

Most recently you saw circulated in a variety of forms some potential changes to
the Academic Handbook. I can tell you that we have asked our own Council
Academic Affairs, Faculty Affairs, Fringe Benefits, and Constitution and Bylaws
committees to review those changes and comment directly to Anya Royce, Dean of
Faculties in Bloomington, who has been spearheading the changes and also report to
this group those concerns that we have and there are several. There are some
changes in the areas of promotion and tenure. There were some wording changes
that, in fact, make the change somewhat substantive. There are some changes that
are probably considered by most to be a formality since we, for example, approved
a new salary policy and that policy will not appear so that is a change that is
required. Henry Karlson, myself, and Linda Kasper from Fringe Benefits Committee
met this morning for about one and one-half hours with President Ehrlich and Dean
Royce and voiced numerous concerns about the changes. In fact, the culmination
will probably be at the University Faculty Council meeting in February. Initially,
there was a rush to get this done by the November meeting which is in about two
weeks and there are some changes that just canIt happen that fast. Some changes
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will appear, but again those will be policies that have been approved and clearly are
not changes that one Council or another didn't deal with and I think in almost
every case the University Faculty Council. There was a concern about the preamble
and concerns about areas that dealt with tenure criteria and those will be studied
and not voted on until the February meeting. Are there any questions on that
process? If you have concerns about changes that you have read about or heard
about, please notify me so that we can carry forth those concerns. You can also
notify your University Faculty Council representatives. Many of those are on
committees that will be dealing with this over the next few months.

YOKOMOTO: In other words there will no longer be an IUPUI Handbook?

VESSELY: We are changing it so that there will be a section that has IUPUI
items.

YOKOMOTO: If we have concerns about sections that are not being revised but are
seemingly different from ours, how do we address those differences when at the
current time we are only addressing the revisions?

VESSELY: I think we can address any concerns. Those revisions are ones that
were singled out. Quite frankly, there are three or four items under revision that
have been in there for several years. No one caught them. They were changes
that were made in 1988, the most recent change, and nobody noticed the change.
We are discussing those now. If there are some others and you bring that to our
attention, those can be discussed also. These changes weren't all brand new in this
most recent round. Some have been there for over a year. If there are some that
have been there for four or five years and we have concerns about them, I think
we should talk about them now.

AGENDA ITEM V - Question-and-Answer Period

BEPKO: Our next item is our standard question-and-answer period. We have
received no questions in writing in advance. Are there any questions or comments

.about any of the affairs of the University?

MOORE: I have a question regarding the status of the Learning Resources Commit
tee and the plans for the annual Learning Resources Symposium.

VESSELY: There is a committee chaired by Jeff Grove which has a subcommittee
chaired by Becky VanVoorheis which is currently working on the symposium. We
are aiming for a date similar to those dates in the past, somewhere in the vicinity
of the last Friday in February. Dr. Boschman might be able to speak to some of
the progress that has been made.

BOSCHMAN: The theme for the conference will likely have to do with how
technologies have been integrated in the teaching process. We are searching for a
keynote address person and panel person~.

BEPKO: Are there any other questions or comments?



AGENDA ITEM VI - Unfinished Business

BEPKO: In the September meeting some questions were raised about admissions to
the University into the undergraduate programs of the University and the University
Access Center. We said at that time that we would report back at a later date and
give a full review of the admissions policies and the admissions activity that have
taken place this last year and how the University Access Center fits in with the
University Division and the schools. We are prepared to do that today. To make
the presentations we have three colleagues, Carol Nathan, Associate Dean of
Faculties, Scott Evenbeck, Associate Dean of Faculties, and Bernie Morrel from the
math department, School of Science, who is a member of the Enrollment Manage-
ment group that has been working with admissions matters and with the various
questions that have been raised in respect to how students become part of the
University. In particular they have talked about access to higher education and the
University Access Center. The three are here today, assisted by Kim Manlove, to
make a presentation. We will begin with Dean Carol Nathan to talk about admis
sions.

NATHAN: Thank you, Jerry. I do have to make a comment unrelated to this for
a minute. Listening to the discussion about N brought back some memories. Henry
Besch and I initiated N almost 13 years ago, so it is our fault. Henry, I am glad
you are still sticking with it. That's great!

I would like to say that I will be assisted today by David Donaldson from the
Learning Technologies department. I thought I would give you a brief overview to
begin with on what the student body looks like at this point. I think that we just
assume that everybody knows this and I think you'd probably like to take a look at
it.

[Slide 1] This is a slide of the IUPUI headcount as it has progressed during this
20 years that we are celebrating right now. You notice the leap that we have
there in 1989 which most of you are feeling but now you are seeing it. That is
mainly an undergraduate increase. That just gives you a graphic picture of where
we have been.

[Slide 2] This shows our very heavy commitment to undergraduate education. The
blue stripe on the two boxes is special undergraduates and special graduates. That
means people who are not pursuing a degree at this point. These are non-degree
people, graduate or undergraduate.

[Slide '11] The circle on the right shows the total credit hours and the red is the
amount of credit hours taken by full-time students.

[Slide '14] This is an interesting picture. Retention data is very difficult to
come by in our system and we are beginning now, and have been collecting since
about 1986, better retention data. It doesn't go back far enough for us to give you
a very good picture. This is a study being done by Michael Wince who is Director
of Student research in Student Affairs. He took the undergraduate matriculants
from 1986 and has been following them ever since. The red bar shows the per
centage of people who have been· enrolling consecutively either full-time or part
time. They have enrolled in something each semester since they began in 1986.
The green stripe shows those people who have intermittent enrollment which means
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they have enrolled every other semester or so. The blue checkered area shows
those people who have dropped out. These are people who have not registered for
four consecutive semesters since they began.

[Slide '22] This gives you a picture of where some of the ethnic groups are
enrolled. The stripe at the bottom is the graduate professional programs, the dark
blue is the University Access Center, and the green checkered part, which is the
largest part in each area, is the University Division and regular school enroll.m.ents.
The small box at the top is the Columbus campus. You can see that the schools in
University Division are where most of the students are.

[Slide 24] This shows the distribution across all of the major parts of the campus
- Graduate Professional, University Access Center. Obviously, again it shows most
of the students are in University Division and schools where they should be. The
Adult Education Coordinating Center and transient students are people who are non
degree. Next is the Columbus campus.

[Slide '25] This is an ethnic slide that shows you that we have started to increase
there now, particularly in our black population.

[Slide '36] This shows the student age groups. The ranges are under 21, 21-24,
25-30 and 31 and over in relation to full-time and part-time. You note, of course,
that the older we get the more part-time we are.

[Slide '40] This is the resident, non-resident chart. You can see that we are
serving Indiana residents very heavily.

BEPKO: IUPUI has the largest student population of Indiana residents, with over
2,000 more resident students than the second largest campus, which is West
Lafayette.

NATHAN: [Chart A] To proceed then to the admissions issue, the first chart that
we will show you is the criteria that we used for undergraduate admission. The
left hand column gives the criteria for regular admission to University Division and
the schools. The three items in that box are a full college preparatory program
which includes 26 high school semesters, eight of which are in solid English courses
and 18 of which are in a combination of math, sciences, social studies, and addi
tional English. The second is rank in the top half of the high school class and the
third is an SAT combined verbal and math score of 750 or higher. There are a few
exceptions there. Engineering and Science both require a higher SAT and more
math. There are other specifics. Nursing may have more chemistry. This kind of
thing does happen, but in general the student must meet these criteria. Also, if a
student has been out of high school for two years or more and the SAT is not
available, it is waived. So, the criteria would be the other two. If the student
does not meet the requirements in the left hand column, they then placed in the
University Access Center. They must meet all three of the criteria, SAT, high
school rank, and completion of college preparatory courses, to be admitted into
University Division or a school. Otherwise, they are entered into the University
Access Center. The third column, on the other side, I will go into in a minute.
That is the non-degree Adult Education Coordinating Center and we will be talking
more about that.



[Chart B] These are the kinds of courses that are considered college preparatory.
This is the list that the Admissions Office uses. It is the guide for all the IU
campuses. The upper half of the high school graduating class and the standardized
test score (SAT) is listed as the top half for Indiana residents. These are not the
criteria that we are using. We are using 750.

[Chart C] This chart shows the kinds of courses that are not counted as college
preparatory.

[Slide 5] If a student is deficient in one of the criteria but shows exceptional
strength in the other two, in the opinion of the admissions officer, the application
is forwarded to the Associate Dean of the Faculties who consults with the Chairman
of Academic Affairs Committee of the IUPUI Faculty Council. If there is agreement
between the two of us, the application is acted upon as we direct. If agreement is
not reached, the application is reviewed by the members of the Academic Affairs
Committee of the Faculty Council and their directive is followed. Only four such
requests have been made by the admissions office since the above criteria were put
in place in June, 1988 and there has been agreement between the Associate Dean of
the Faculties and the Chairman of the Academic Affairs Committee in all four
instances. Two of the people were accepted into University Division and two were
accepted into the University Access Center.

You noted a difference in the IU admissions policy and the IUPUI admissions
polic:. The SAT score of 750 on ours and the criteria of above the median for the
State for the IU policy. I want to show you how we fall according to the State
average and the National average. This data ranges from 1986-1989. Our average
SAT is on the right of each of those sections. In 1989 the National average was
903, State average was 871 and our average was 908. This does not count any of
our remedial students. The University Access Center is not included in those
figures. These are our regularly admitted students. The average SAT in Blooming
ton is 1025.

[Chart 5] In addition, we admit applicants who do not meet the criteria to IUPUI
into a special unit as I mentioned, namely, the University Access Center. The next
chart shows our SAT scores for 1988-1989. The left hand side is University
Division and the schools and on the right hand side is our University Access
Center and how the SAT scores fall. The top band is 1001 and over SAT scores,
the second checkered one is 750 and above, and then you have below the 750 in the
other two boxes. So, you can see, in our regular admits which is on the left side,
the greatest percentage ranged from 750 and up. There are a few exceptions at the
bottom of those columns.

[Chart ] Adults (those over 21 who have been out of high school at least two
years) who wish to take classes as non-degree seeking stUdents, enter the Adult
Education Coordinating Center which you saw on the right hand side of the original
chart. They may take a maximum of 30 hours through the Adult Education Coor
dianting Center before declaring a major or before leaving the institution. In
addition, the AECC staff serve the transient student population, Le., those students
who are enrolled at another college or university and are "just passing through" to
take a course(s) here for convenience to transfer back to their home institution.
Most of the transient traffic is in the summer.
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Students in the Adult Education Coordinating Center are considered temporary,
non-degree and are not admitted regularly to IUPUI until they apply for admission
into a school. However, they must take the English and Mathematics Placement
Tests if they plan to take any courses for which the completion of these tests is
required. A reading test, personality test, and interest tests are also used to assist
the adult student in his/her quest for success and future goals in higher education.
Students in the Adult Education Coordinating Center who need remedial courses are
referred to the University Access Center for these courses. We do find that a
number of our adult students then decide to major and get a degree and so they
then apply for regular admission.

[Chart D] The latest Indiana University Undergraduate Admissions Policy approved
by the IU Board of Trustees, August 4, 1987, will be in effect at all IU campuses
for the 1991-92 academic year. This policy increases the college Preparatory
Program to 28 semesters instead of 26 in high school, and is more specific in
science and mathematics requirements as well as strongly recommending four
semesters of a foreign language. The SAT requirement remains at the level above
the State median and the high school rank remains at the upper half of the
graduating class. (This is the upper third for out-of-state students.)

The new policy allows for applicants to be admitted on probation and also allows a
campus to accept students who are deficient in one of the specifications as long as
there is evidence that the applicant has combined strength in other areas to
support the admissions decision. This is consistent with our present exception
process which I have already identified.

[Chart E] We have been moving ahead in some of our plans for trying to manage
the enrollments that we have. The first step in that is to pose an application
deadline schedule for new students to IUPUI. We have had a suggested schedule
but we have never had a mandatory schedule of deadlines. This is a draft and is in
the process of being reviewed by the various committees which Bernie Morrel will
talk about in a few minutes. You will receive a copy of this to look at. We are
very much interested in having any reaction or questions you may have about this
proposed deadline document. It has been reviewed with the academic representative
to the major schools that will be involved in this.

The last two charts are related to this Chart E. I asked our Students Information
Systems staff to look at the enrollment before June 15 which is the fall proposed
deadline. This shows you that, let's look at the degree schools, before June 15 last
year, with no deadline, 75 percent of the people had already applied. Only 25
percent applied after the June 15 time. It seems to be a very reasonable time,
particularly for our degree-seeking students. When you go over on the left hand
side and look at our adult non-degree students who decide very much later, you
have an opposite pattern. It will take some education to institute the application
deadlines, but I think, for our degree-seeking students, it will not be a major
effort.

The next chart is interesting. It shows which potential students applied before June
15 and after June 15 and the percentage enrolled from those groups. The per
centage that enrolled from the group that applied before June 15 was 63 percent
and of the ones that enrolled that were admitted on applications after June 15, 65
percent enrolled. You can see that it is very close. It doesn't seem to have much



effect on whether they enroll or not as to whether they apply before or after June
15.

I do want to mention, before I stop, that there will be some handouts for you
when you leave that give you most of the charts that you saw here and ones that
Scott and Bernie will be using.

Are there any questions that I might answer?

PALMER: These registration deadlines are all new undergraduate students?

NATHAN: That is right. This is all undergraduate.

RENDA: You said the IU SAT is 1025 ...

NATHAN: No. I said that was the average SAT in Bloomington... Ours was 908 and
theirs is 1025.

HAMBURGER: What is our average? You said our average of the regularly
accepted students who meet a criteria of 750 or greater is 903. And, in fact, 20
percent or 18 percent tells me that the criteria is still in that list. What is the
average SAT of the students enrolled in the freshman year as undergraduates?

NATHAN: Counting the University Access Center?

HAMBURGER: Yes.

NATHAN: The only slide that I have on that is the one with the University Access
Center on it. It is in percentages and I would have to figure it. We have a
number of students in the University Access Center who have no SAT scores. It is
a mixture of students that don't necessarily have the scores for us to judge by.
That is also true, of course, of our adult students. I would have to do the
mathematics on that, Richard.

PLATER: Many of those students do not take course outside of the University
Access Center. That is, they are taking courses that are limited to that population.

HEEREMA: According to this chart, I see that we have about 26% of the students
on campus then who had SAT under 600. We have about 2400 students on campus
with SATs under 750. About 700 with SATs under 600. Is there any tracking done
of how these students do with regard to dropouts or successful completion?

NATHAN: Yes. We are doing that now. Scott will address those students on the
right hand side of this chart when he speaks.

BEPKO: I think the ones that are in the left column, that 6% have a low SAT or
actually 22% that has low SAT score are in the University Division or a school
because they had some feature in their files that suggested that they ought to be
regularly admitted. So, they are probably better risks students even though they
have low SAT scores than those scores alone suggests. They may be high ranking
in their high school class even though they didn't do well on their SAT.



NATHAN: That is right and that is how they would get in there. I think we also
have to realize that we cannot depend solely on SATs.

EVENBECK: I am pleased to have this chance to provide an update on our progress
in the University Access Center. I gave you an overview last year shortly after the
University Access Center had opened its doors. At that time, the Center was
housed at the 38th Street Campus in a house. We had one counselor and one
secretary. The Mathematics and English departments were offering non-credit
courses in what had been the sunroom of the house. We had, relatively speaking, a
handful of student records for the students we were advising. We had begun to
offer what I described as a good program. I described it as a good program
because the Mathematics and English departments were offering the courses. I
described it as a good program because our one counselor and our one secretary
had extraordinary dedication to the students--a vision of what these underprepared
students might achieve with the proper support. But what we had then was
primarily a vision of what the University Access Center might become.

Since then, the University Access Center has moved to the Union Building on this
campus. The Guided Study Program has been incorporated within the University
Access Center. Rather than a sunroom, we have four classrooms in the Union
Building. We have a Director, a Recorder, a secretary, and four counselors. Full
time lecturers in Mathematics and English have done an excellent job of developing,
implementing, and monitoring a curriculum for the UAC students. And, rather than
a handful of records, we have a whole room filled with student records.
But, still, what we have primarily is a vision of what. the University Access may
become.

The UAC was launched in January, 1980. IUPUI had once received federal funds
for a program entitled the "HELP" program which served the least prepared
students. When that funding was not renewed, the campus took advantage of the
recent literature on serving underprepared students to design a program we thought
best able to serve these students.

My report to you last year was delivered shortly after we had begun implementation
of that plan.

We have had the benefit of faculty and community advisory groups in developing
the Center. What I want to share with you today is then an overview of what
we're going--what faculty are doing--to serve underprepared students at IUPUI.

While I'm not sure that students see their lives as subject to a tripartite delivery
of services, we differentiate programs of testing, advising, and teaching the
courses. [Chart'2]

The testing is performed by the Testing Center, now also housed in the Union
Building.

The advising happens in the offices of the UAC, on the ground floor of the Union
Building.

The courses are for the most part delivered in the classrooms on the mezzanine
floor of the Union Building. The courses are developed, taught, and monitored by



Mathematics, English, and Education.

Students are referred by Admissions because their records suggest academic defic
iencies, as Carol outlined a few minutes ago.

[Chart '3] Testing in the UAC is designed to identify the work needed in order
for students to later succeed in university studies. All UAC students take the
English and Mathematics placement examinations. The faculty in those departments
have determined the appropriate placements for UAC students as a function of their
performance on those examinations.

In addition, all UAC students take the Nelson-Denny Reading Test. Studies of
students who perform poorly in college often identify a lack of reading ability as
the most important factor in their inability to do well. This test measures reading
by grade level. Education offers courses that help students improve in reading.

All students also take the Strong Campbell Interest Inventory. This test helps
students define their career objectives. It gives them a context in which to think
about their academic pursuits. The test itself and the interpretation of its results
are important. Also important is the students' thinking about their goals and
objectives, their beginning to take a long-term look at their efforts.

Finally, the students all take the Myers Briggs Type Indicator. This instrument
helps students understand how they process information--how we're all different-
how teaching styles and learning styles are not described by a single model.

[Chart '4] Once the tests are taken and the results shared, students are ready for
academic advising.

Ideally, Academic Advising in the UAC is always intrusive advising. These are not
students for whom a wait-and-see, non-pushy approach to advising makes any sense.

UAC students receive both the orientation to the University offered by Student
Orientation and an orientation to the UAC itself.

Advising should include careful attention to test interpretations. There is discussion
of the students' placement in courses, along with discussion of how the UAC
courses "fit" with University courses. The students leave with an outline of their
programs of study.

Those students whose records suggest extra efforts leave with contracts with their
counselors specifying the commitment the students have made for their performance.

[Chart '5] COURSES in the UAC include Mathematics, English, and Education
courses.

Jeff Watt of the Mathematics Department has worked with other faculty in develop
ing a sequence of courses designed to prepare students for later success in univer
sity-level math courses.

Betty Anderson of English works full-time in the instruction and oversight of
writing courses in the UAC.
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An important course, for many years, has been X151, Study Skills, offered by the
School of Education. This course was developed within the Guided Study program
and now serves the UAC and other IUPUI students when counselors see such a
course as valuable for the students. In addition, the School of Education offers
courses in Reading.

[Chart 16] This next overhead gives a summary of the number of sections and
numbers of students in these courses. The enrollments are sizeable.

The sections are small--of size around 20. The instructors keep in close touch
with other instructors teaching the same course and with the UAC. Many courses
are offered in the building which also houses the Testing Center and the offices of
the University Access Center. Preliminary data suggest that the courses are
effective. Students completing these courses do at least as well as those who
arrive better prepared when they move beyond the UAC courses.

[Chart 17] We use the word ADVANCEMENT to describe the progress of a student
from the UAC to the University Division or a school at IUPUI. Last year, the
appropriate faculty bodies, through a process Bernie Morrel will be describing in a
few minutes, approved the criteria to be met before a student is advanced from
the UAC.

The criteria are basically 12th grade-level performance in reading, writing, and
mathematics; a 2.0 GPA; the Study Skills course; and the completion of at least 11
credit hours.

For students whose records indicate the work is needed, these are certainly the
appropriate criteria. Carol's data summarize the numbers of students at IUPUI
who have class rank in the lower half of the class, combined SAT's of below 750,
or a lack of college preparatory courses. These are our indices that something's
wrong. When students perform at the 12th grade level, the faculty have judged
that they are prepared to advance to other University courses.

You will be getting a handout including the data Carol reported, a great deal of
data on the UAC, and background from Bernie Morrel. I want to call to your
attention only two of the charts you will receive.

[Chart 18] First, this chart summarizes the number of underprepared students at
IUPUI for five fall semesters. We have gone from a total of about 1,500 in 1985
to over 2,700 thds semester.

[Chart 19] The next chart reports on what students take in the UAC. This chart
collapses across those least prepared students and those we once called the Guided
Study students. About one-fourth of the students enroll in only UAC courses.
Another fourth take one University course.

You will find in your packets charts showing the placement of students in Mathe
matics and English. A sizeable minority of UAC students test into university-
level writing courses. A sizeable minority tests into W131, the college-level writing
course. Most UAC students do not enroll full-time. They're limited to those
courses for which they are prepared.



The Mathematics and English departments have studies underway to track the
progress of students in the UAC.

So, where are we near the second anniversary of our beginnings with a few
students in a house at 38th Street?

First, faculty committees continue to review academic policies and procedures for
students in the UAC. Now, for example, we have under review a probation and
dismissal policy for the students.

Second, we opened a tutorial center, equipped with 20 PC's, this summer in the
UAC. While the center is clearly a project in progress, the development and
implementation of tutorial programs is moving forward this year. I would hope you
would get a report on our progress yet this academic year.

Third, the increasing numbers of students do challenge the ability of the counselors
to deliver counseling as intrusive as we had envisioned. We will be making
recommendations this year to faculty on both the means and numbers of students
admitted to the UAC and on moving students from the UAC, whether that be
advancement to the University Division or one of the Schools or whether it be the
recommendation that a student not continue to pursue a university education.

Fourth, I talked early in my remarks about how early days were marked by a
strong vision of what we might develop in the University Access Center. I believe
Herman Blake's leadership with the UAC will help us make significant progress in
our efforts to refine and implement that vision.

Before Bernie talks, I want to introduce Nancy Obergfell, Director of the UAC.
Nancy's dedication and enthusiasm have made the UAC a special place.

Thank you.

LENZ: Do you anticipate a cap or anything like that?

EVENBECK: Tom, I think we are stretching our limits to do a good job right now.
One of the things that the Enrollment Management Committee is looking at is
whether there ought to be any limits on enrollment. There are two ways to have
fewer students there. First, is to see if, as we do research studies, there are some
data which would suggest that there are some students we are putting into the
University Access Center who would be better served in the Adult Center or the
University Division from the very beginning. So, we can attack the problem from
that end. We can also attack it at the end of moving students out of the Univer
sity Access Center. We have a limit of 30 hours. It is not only meeting these
criteria, it is also accumulating 30 hours in the University Access Center. Not very
many students have done that until now but they will at the end of this fall
semester because we have now had three semesters. What we are facing right now
is what we will do with students who haven't met the criteria if they have been
here for three semesters and have accumulated 30 hours and what our prognosis is
for their future: whether they, in fact, in a reasonable amount of time and at a
reasonable cost, can meet the criteria or whether their lives would be best served
by pursuing another route.
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MORREL: I am Bernie Morrel the chairman of the Academic Affairs Committee of
this Council. What I would like to tell you about is faculty involvement in and
oversight of the three non-degree granting units. [Chart '1] High School Percen
tile Distribution Down at the bottom you will notice each of three units--the
(Adult Education Coordinating Center (AECC), the University Access Center (UAC),
and University Division (UDIV). Each has its own advisory committee. These
committees are made up of roughly one-third to one-half faculty members. Or
dinarily, policies and procedures for each of the three units would be originated
here.

If you can follow the course of an imaginary policy change that is proposed, it
would go next to the Policy Council for Non-Degree Granting Units, chaired by
Dean Hugh Wolf of the School of Education, comprising about 50 percent faculty
members and 50 percent administrators.

Assuming that the policy change met with their approval and didnIt need to be
referred back to the Advisory Committee, it would then go to Academic Policies and
Procedures (APPC) up toward the northwest portion of the chart. Carol Nathan
chairs this committee which is almost exclusively an administrative committee and
which coordinates various policy changes and implementation of policy changes for
not only these three units but all academic units.

Assuming it meets with their approval, it next goes to the Academic Affairs
Committee. We are your voice in these matters. The committee is composed of 17
faculty members. You will have a list in the handout. Frequently, a policy or
proposed policy change will bounce back and forth between us. If we find it
unacceptable, we will send it back to Academic Policies and Procedures. In some
cases, it bounces back and forth a number of times, and one is still bouncing.

Assuming that we finally get a proposed change ironed out and it needs to go to
the Faculty Council, you would then be apprised of it, a notice would be handed
out and you would get a chance to vote on it. That only rarely would happen.
Ordinarily, it would simply go back to the APPC with our approval and then be
forwarded to the administration. Do you have any questions?

NATHAN: I would like to make one comment about APPC. Although it is made up
of administrators, that is correct, there is a representative from each academic unit
on the APPC. It usually is the Associate Dean for Academic Affairs andIor
Associate Dean for Student Affairs.

MORREL: I should have added that the chairman of the Academic Affairs Commit
tee gets to sit on all of these committees .

BEPKO: Thank you for your presentation. Are there any questions for the group
that made the presentation? I would like to thank them for first making the
presentation but also for the excellent and heroic work they do during the course
of these activities. It is fair to say that we have reached the point where we have
got to start thinking very seriously about limiting further increases in enrollment in
general and in particular for the Access Center. We will have to watch that very
carefully in the enrollment management group. This structure that Bernie has
described will be keeping careful watch on that and making recommendations on
how we can manage our enrollment without having the walls burst because we have



too many students. Are there any other questions or comments?

AGENDA ITEM VII - New Business

[There was no new business]

AGENDA ITEM VIII - Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 5:15 p.m.
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for P. Nicholas Kellum, Hugh Wolf for BO".4 M~hlinger, Scott Evenbeck for
James Weigand. Faculty: Joyce Martin for Victoria Champion, Dean A.
Hawley for John Pless, Linda Kasper for Bruce Waller.
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AGENDA ITEM I - Approval of Minutes November 2, 1989

~BEPKO: If you are ready, we will begin our meeting. The minutes of the
November 2nd meeting have been distributed. Is there a motion to approve?
[Motion made] IS there a second? [Second made] All in favor, say "Aye".
Opposed? The motion carries.

AGENDA ITEM II - presiding Officer's Business - Chancellor Gerald L. Bepko

BEPKO: Being that many of us have just spent ninety minutes with the
President going over a lot of business items and given that I'll be talking
later, I don't think I will use this occasion to bring any matters from my
desk under the heading of "Presiding Officer's Business," but we will go
directly to the Executive Committee Report.

AGENDA ITEM III - Executive Committee Report - Jeffery Vessely

BEPKO: Our next agenda item is the Executive Committee Report with Jeff
Vessely.

VESSELY: I have two concerns. One, I didn't know I would be under the
lights or I would have done a little more work on my makeup today. The
other is that I am going to try real hard not to take too much of the
Chancellor's State of the Campus Address in my report.

~There is an Academic Handbook Committee to be appointed next week by the
Agenda Committee of the University Faculty Council, for those of you who
have concerns about changes that you have seen and the proposed changes for
the Academic Handbook. The Agenda Committee representatives of IUPUI are
Kathleen Warfel, Pat McGeever, and myself. The three of us had input as to
who the two Indianapolis representatives would be. There also will be two
representatives from Bloomington and two from the other campuses. The
seventh person on the committee will be Anya Royce as the administrative
connection. She had a great deal to do with the original proposed changes
and the reason for keeping that continuity and is so that she could hear
from our representatives. The two people whom we are proposing to the total
Agenda Committee as IUPUI representatives, (and I have every reason to
believe it will be accepted), are Charles Yokomoto and Henry Karlson. So,
if you have input and you have maybe shared that input with the Academic
Affairs Committee or Constitution and Bylaws Committee or Faculty Affairs
Committee, and you want to share that also directly with the representatives
of this committee, then you should do that either to Charlie or Henry or
both.

To respond to Ted Cutshall's question, I think it was last month and I
can't remember whether it was in this forum or in our Executive Committee
meeting, at any rate lowe the entire Council a report. We forwarded to
the University Faculty Council Agenda Committee, and then they forwarded to
the Fringe Benefits Committee, the resolution that we passed requesting
TIAA/CREF for IS-month employees. If you will remember the timing at all,

e
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that was at the time when we were trying to decide questions about the
18/20 proposed changes for the health care benefits. I would like to thin
that, to add to the confusion, maybe it somehow got lost in our travel
changes also. I am not sure. But, at any rate it got completely lost. I
have paperwork to suggest that it was sent but I didn't get a return receip
to know that it was ever received. So, that question has never been dealt
with by the UFC, either by the Fringe Benefits Committee or the UFC
generally and will be on the agenda, if not for the February meeting,
at that meeting we will hopefully take up handbook items. It will be
least on the agenda for the March meeting.

The Executive Committee meeting will meet one week from today at 9:00 in
the morning. One of the items on our agenda is to recommend to the Dean
Faculties Office a board member for the Board of Student Publications.
There are some representatives from units on there now, including Jour
nalism. So, if someone from outside of Journalism has an interest in
student publications, and I think we probably would like to have someone
from Business or from SPEA or who has maybe small business experience, to
lend advice to student publications generally and the Sagamore specifical
ly, you should contact one of the Executive Committee members or myself to
indicate an interest in serving on that Board.

I might remind you, and I'll do this at least one more time, that the FACE
nominations are due in to the Associate Dean of Faculties for the Faculty
Development Office, Dr. Boschmann's office, by January 19. We have
indicated in our letter that if you yourself would like to participate in
that colloquium, you should be nominated by another faculty member. You c
twist someone's arm and have them nominate you. In fact, last year severa
very qualified faculty members were timid and didn't ask anyone else to
nominate them. I think it is important that we are able to look at the be
of all of our' faculty in making our recommendations to the overall FACET
Advisory Committee. We will send forth ten names from IUPUI, and five of
those persons will be selected to participate in the second faculty
colloquium on Excellence in Teaching.

AGENDA ITEM IV - Question-and-Answer Period

SEPKO: Next is our question-and-answer period. We do have scheduled on
our agenda ten minutes for questions and answers. Does anyone have a
question or comment? If not, we can go to the committee reports.

AGENDA ITEM V - Committee Reports

SEPKO: Our first report is the report of the Faculty Affairs Committee
Richard Peterson.

PETERSON: The Faculty Affairs Committee would like to report on two iss
that it has dealt with this year. The first is the Family Leave policy
faculty. This policy has been developed over the last several years wit
input from a variety of sources. It appears in its current form as an

3



Other proposed changes in the Handbook, including (1) deleting specific
information on who develops and modifies and approves handbook changes
(page 1), and (2) changes in why, how, and by whom tenure is granted, are
strongly opposed by the Faculty Affairs Committee.

The Faculty Affairs Committee feels that the first change, in how Handbook
changes are to be made, should not be incorporated. A further definition
of specifically how Handbook changes are made should be spelled out so that
there are no ambiguities in this area.

attachment to the first agenda which you received for this meeting. The
~IUPUI and University Faculty Affairs committees have extensively reviewed

this document. The university Faculty Council has looked at an earlier
version at its October meeting and has sent it back to individual campuses
for committees and councils to respond with their comments and reactions.
This document will be a discussion item at our January IUPUI Council meeting
and will be brought to the University Council for approval in February.
Your comments on this document are encouraged.

4

The changes which were suggested in the tenure section can be interpreted,
and has been interpreted by the faculty, as effectively being able to
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The second issue that the IUPUI Faculty Affairs Committee has dealt with
this year is the proposed revisions in the University Faculty Handbook.
Some of these may seem a bit redundant to some of the other comments that
have been made, but the Faculty Affairs Committee wanted to have some of
these things on record at this meeting. Several of these revisions were
anticipated, in particular those wh~ch relate to Chancellors being
appropriately described, the salary policy, some of the changes in fringe
benefits, changes in the FX grading policy and changes in the way the
University Computer Network is organized. Of these, the changes in the
fringe benefits, as they relate to health insurance and the early faculty
retirement program, are extensive. There is an expressed concern about the
extent of these changes and what additional changes might occur to save
money for the University. We, as the Faculty Affairs Committee, have not
been able to examine all of the details of the changes which were suggested
in this section; however, before changes are incorporated, we would
recommend that the Fringe Benefits Committees examine the details of these
sections to make sure that they are consistent with the actions of the

~councils. There was also an expressed concern about putting details of
,.,hea1th insurance in the Faculty Handbook since there may be some yearly

changes in specific details which would requi~e handbook modification if
these on a yearly basis. Although we are cognizant as the Faculty Affairs
Committee of rising costs and what that might cost the University, we are
also concerned that, if more and more of these costs are taken from the
meager salaries of faculty and staff, there may be a total loss of any
reason to want to continue to work for this University. We already have a
very difficult task in, recruiting and retaining qualified clerical and
technical support staff. The same problem, of course, exists with faculty;
this problem is going to be even greater in the future. The President has
assured us that he is seeking more support for faculty and staff. Hopeful
ly, that will be something that will be forthcoming.



eliminate tenure. This needs to be examined carefully by the committee
that is going to look into this.
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perhaps it would seem more appropriate for Dr. Richard Peterson to be
giving this report since much of the work on this policy has been done by
the UFC Faculty Affairs Committee under the leadership of Dr. Peterson and
Dr. Susan Eastman from the Bloomington campus. As Dr. Peterson indicated,
a number of other committees have worked extensively on this document. All
deserve recognition for their efforts. I also appreciate those IUPUI
faculty members who have communicated their thoughts and concerns regarding
the policy to me bver the last couple of weeks.

KASPER: As Chair of the IUPUI Fringe Benefits Committee, I have been asked
to give a brief report on the status of the proposed Family Leave policy.
The current version of the document was sent to you as Circular U9-90 (or
IUPUI Circular 89-20).

BEPKO: Thank you, Dick. Next we have a report from the Fringe Benefits
Committee to be presented by Linda Kasper.

As a summary on this, I think we as faculty are very interested in produc
ing a better University. But, we also have an opposing perspective on
University tenure and much pressure is being brought against tenure at a
variety of levels across the world, yet, academic freedom and the very
essence of great universities are enveloped in this concept. We must
recognize the potential abuse of a system that is interpreted as granting
an individual the guarantee of a lifetime position. For the most part, I
do not feel that this trust is violated by non-performance, however, we as
faculty have to safeguard against this th~eat without allowing the
principles of tenure to be violated. A fair policy which would allow
dismissal of faCUlty members who 'no longer can or will perform their duties
in the University is a much preferred method of dealing with potential
violations of the tenure principle. I believe faculty would support a fair
dismissal policy which would make sure that we were all performing our
duties in the University. After all, that would mean that there was an
equal distribution of the load.

An additional criterion for tenure has been put into the proposed changes:
"the institution's need for such expertise over the long term" as an addi
tional criterion and that was added. This should be a criterion for
producing a faculty slot in an area or for the hiring of an individual on
tenure track, not a criterion for the granting of tenure. A second
sentence states that, "a decision not to confer tenure is not a determina
tion that the candidate lacks in the qualities that might appropriately
justify a non-tenure appointment or a tenured appointment elsewhere." This
seems to clearly say that an individual who is qualified for tenure could b~

denied tenure and kept on in a non-tenured position. As a last point, the
insertion of the phrase "whom the President also recommends" on page 21 puts
the authority for the enti're decision in the hands of the President. This
potentially could disregard the peer review which is part of the current
tenure process. I realize that these changes have not been incorporated
these changes do need to be looked at in light of these comments.



i~fore reviewing the basic provisions of the policy, there is one correc
~ion on page 3, paragraph 6 under Background Information. The last

sentence in that paragraph should read: "A six-week leave at full pay plus
an additional nine weeks at half pay is the same as ten and one-half weeks
at full pay, the equivalent of 78% of salary."

Lines 3-5 on page I describe the proposed leave options. Basically, the
pregnancy leave for women remains as it is currently stated in the Academic
Handbook with the exception that those who require a semester leave will not
have the time credited toward tenure, sabbatical leave eligibility, or early
retirement. Since credit towards tenure is normally counted in one-year
increments, we are working on clarifying this sentence. One suggestion is
that line 22 of page 1 read: "will not have the year credited toward
tenure, ••• " rather than "the time credited". The confusion seems to be
the word "time" vs "year."

If you compare the wording in line 13 carefully with the present wording in
the Academic Handbook, you will notice that some wording has been dropped.
This was done at the request of the Dean of Faculties Office. I believe
that it provides more flexibility than the old wording.

Concern has been expressed regarding the affects of the one semester
pregnancy leave for l0-month appointees. What happens when the leave
extends into the summer? Does the paid leave then cease and convert to
leave without pay at the end of the Spring Semester? Can a l0-month
appointee split a leave between the end of the Spring Semester and the

ginning of the Fall Semester? How would a pregnancy leave begun late in
he Spring Semester affect summer teaching assignments? Some of these

issues have been discussed at the UFC level. Since one purpose of the
policy is to provide a mechanism to take care of short-term problems, some
of these options would clearly be against the intent of the policy. The
'Fringe Benefits Committee and the Faculty Affairs Committee will follow up
on clarifying these issues before we bring the document to you in January.

Page 2 of the circular describes Family-Related Leaves, which may be taken
as a partial leave for one semester or a leave without pay. According to
the Academic Handbook, leaves of absence without pay are limited to one
year, unless exceptions are granted for unusual circumstances. Lines 1-3
on page 2 give examples of reasons for requesting such a leave. Line 4
indicates that a partial leave can be granted for up to 15 weeks. We will
insert the phrase "or one semester" in parentheses following the 15 weeks
to clarify its intent.

The introductory phrases in the second paragraph (or lines 7-10) have also
caused concern. The first sentence begins with the phrase "in the usual
case", and the second sentence begins with the phrase "in exceptional
cases". The intent of the two phrases is as follows: "In the usual case"
would cover those academic appointees who would be granted a leave from
teaching as well as those who would be granted a leave from clinic (or
patient service) responsibilities such as occurs in the Medical and Dental
schools. The second phase, "in exceptional cases", was inserted to cover

hose individuals who do not have typical academic appointments and to

6



T

allow flexibility for the appropriate administrative officer and the
appointee to arrange such a leave when appropriate.

paragraph 3, page 2, describes the salary arrangement for a partial leave.
It has been suggested that the second sentence, beginning in the middle of
line 13, be rewritten to read: "The appointee may arrange with the
appropriate University office the option of a contribution to retirement so
that the amount is deducted from salary before taxes." This clearly places
the responsibility with the appointee for making the arrangement and not
with the University. The question has been raised as to why the Univer
sity's contributions to TIAA/CREF would continue for an appointee on
pregnancy leave but not for one on a family-leave partial leave. This has
been discussed. The president has placed considerable emphasis on direct
ing extra funds toward salary and not to fringe benefits. Any new benefit
under the restrictions would ideally then be at zero cost to the
University. This was one way of trying to recoup some of the costs of the
proposal.

The last paragraph discusses family-related leaves without pay. The
wording is slightly different, but I believe it does not change the intent
of what is currently available.

This policy is available to those appointees who are considered as full
time academic appointees by the Dean of Faculties Office. The Academic
Handbook describes those positions on page 15. Coverage under the policy
for appointees at the Lecturer rank are campus specific.

This policy does not cover part-time faculty. A policy is being developed
for full-time staff.

The Fringe Benefits Committee has looked at an earlier version of this
policy and the committee was in general support of the document. We will
be discussing this version tomorrow. Please continue to send your comments
to Dr. Peterson or myself. We hope to bring this back to you in January for
consideration, approval, and forwarding to the UFC in February.

BEPKO: Thank you. Finally, we have a report from the Staff Relations
Committee to be presented by Elaine Korba.

KORBA: In 1989 this committee has hosted two workshops entitled
"Partnerships: We All Work Better If We All Work Together". Part I
focused on the multiple roles and responsibilities of the staff within our
system. Part II focused on those of the faculty. Both emphasized specific
techniques and the general importance of collaboration to provide quality
service within the IUPUI community and to the community at large. Both were
co-hosted by the Faculty Relations Committee with Shirley Newhouse from the
Staff Council as Co-Chair.

The committee is in the process of discussing the possibility of making a
recommendation to the administration that a survey be conducted to assess
the perceptions of life at IUPUI. The purpose of the survey would be to
maximize the qualIty of life at IUPUI and thus to the community at large.
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~VESSELY: I wanted to say that I am sure that both Dick and Linda will take
~his appropriately, but Elaine's report was quite short and, while Dick and

Linda have worked long and arduously on very important issues that deal with
our faculty and the relationship that we have with the various benefits and
those types of important issues, and they are very important, but what
Elaine's committee did this year was sort of on the other side of what we
are all about. Those two programs were excellent. I had the distinct
pleasure of participating in the second one. I think the length of your
report was appropriate, but it didn't do justice to the hard work of your
committee and what an important role they played for all of us here on
campus.

BEPKO: I would like to add that, as we conclude the year, there have been
a lot of committees, not just the three that reported today, but many
others and many members of the Faculty Council and others who have assisted
with Faculty Council work who deserve an expression of gratitude and thanks
from the University because I think their work has been excellent and has
contributed greatly to the smooth and good management of the academic
affairs of the University. I would like to thank those who reported today
and also the others during the year who have contributed in such important
ways to the success of our common missions and to IUPUI.

AGENDA ITEM VI - Unfinished Business

BEPKO: We have Unfinished Business as our next agenda item. Does anyone
~ave any old or new business?

YOKOMOTO: This is a reminder from the Nominating Committee to mark your
ballots for at-large nomination elections. The deadline is December 14. I
know it is a hectic time and you probably have papers stacked on your desk
but please don't lose the ballots.

FISCHLER: For many years we have talked about the on-line catalog. On
January 30 we will be able to bring up all the on-line catalogs for all the
libraries. You should be receiving announcements telling you all about it
and what is going to take place. Please everybody read it and ask your
friends to read it. We will be having special training sessions for
everyone.

PETERSON: Is this something that we can access with a modem?

FISCHLER: Absolutely.

BEPKO: Can you get a copy of the proposed Student Rights and
Responsibilities Handbook by modem?

VESSELY: In fact, the Student Rights and Responsibilities document is on
Vax for those of you who have Vax accounts. I think it is listed ap
propriately so you can pick it out from a menu. It is something like
6,660 lines long but it's there. Don't try to down load it to your PC,

4ItthOU9h, because you are liable to have a power outage.
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AGENDA ITEM VII - New Business

AGENDA ITEM VIII - Adjournment

[There was no new business]

BEPKO: We have a scheduling matter that I should conclude this session
with. The State of the Campus has been scheduled for 4:88. We are
inclined to go ahead and keep that schedule and have the State of the
Campus message at 4:88 because sometimes colleagues come to hear that
message who were not able to attend the Faculty Council meeting. So, we •
can't start the State of the Campus at the conclusion of this meeting which
is likely to be at 3:12. I recognize that means a number of you will not
hear the State of the Campus address. But, I would like to repeat one part
of it for you just in case you can't come back at 4:88 and that part is I
hope that each and everyone of you has a wonderful holiday.

BEPKO:

BEPKO: If anyone does need an extra hard copy of the Student Rights and
Responsibilities proposal, please call my office and we will do our very
best to make sure that you get one right away. I understand from the
session that we had during the last hour with the President that the only
copy up until now has been in the main library other than copies that were
pirated. I think that is wrong. I think that, if this document is going
to be seriously considered, it has to be distributed as widely as possible.
To the extent that anyone couldn't get a copy of that document from my
office, I apologize. We are operating under the instructions of the
committee that is responsible for having prepared this document and trying
to encourage its adoption. It seems to me that the worst way of trying to
encourage adoption is not make it available as readily as it's needed. So,
if anyone does need a copy of it, I would be happy to try to make it
available for you or for your unit.



INDIANA UNIVERSITY-PURDUE UNIVERSITY AT INDIANAPOLIS
FACULTY COUNCIL MEETING

January 4, 1990
Law School, Room 116
3:30 p.m. - 5:30 p.m.

Members Present: Administratiye: Chancellor Gerald L. Bepko, Dean
William M. Plater. Deans: John Barlow, P. Nicholas Kellum,
Sheldon siegel. Faculty Members: H Glenn Bohlen, Frances Brahmi,
William Crabtree, Theodore Cutshall, Ronald Dehnke, Joseph DiMicco,
Ann Dunipace, Richard Fredland, Philip Gibbs, Narcissa Hocker, Dolores
Hoyt,Norman Hudson, Linda Kasper, Juanita Keck, Robert Keck, Christian
Kloesel, Richard Kovacs, Michael Kubek, Bruce Long, Lynda Means,
Richard Meiss, Judy Z. Miller, B Keith Moore, Carl Newton, Jerold
Paar, Catherine Palmer, Richard Peterson, John Pless, John Rafert,
Edward Robbins, Bruce Roth, Carl Rothe, Michael Ryan, A N Siakotos,
Karen Teeguarden, Donald Tharp, Jeffery Vessely, Harriet Wilkins,
Kathryn Wilson, Charles Yokomoto, Jack Zecher, Susan Zunt.

Alternates Present: Deans and Director: Mary Fisher for Constance
Baker, James Carter for Walter J. Daly, Bill Orme for Barbara
Fischler, Hugh Wolf for Howard Mehlinger, Scott Evenbeck for James
Weigand. Faculty: Jo Ann Brooks-Bowen for victoria Champion, Joseph
Harmon for Vania Goodwin.

Members Absent: C D Aliprantis, H. R. Besch, Jr., Jonas Bjork, David
Bodenhamer, Thomas Broadie, David Burns, Varoujan Chalian, Dewey
Conces, Dornith Doherty, Andrew Evan, Martin Farlow, Morris French,
Richard Hamburger, William Hodes, Charles Hutton, Florence Juillerat,
Jerome Kaplan, Henry Karlson, Richard Lawlor, James McAteer, Robert
Mendelsohn, Chris Miller, Michael Mitchell, Bernard Morrel, Byron
Olson, Robert Pascuzzi, Richard Rink, Thomas Ryan, Glen Sagraves, Lee
Schwe~ke, Scott Shapiro, Susan Sutton, Jay Tischfield, Ann Tomey,
Marion Wagner, Henry Wellman.

Ex Officio Members Absent: Maxine Tutterrow (President, IUPUI Staff
council) •

Visitors: Dana McDonald (Faculty Council Executive cqmmittee), Glenna
Dudley (Director of Community Relations), Bill Spencer (Assistant to
Chancellor), Mike Perkins (Sagamore), T Kay Carl (Division of Allied
Health Sciences), John Snyder (Division of Allied Health Sciences),
Donald J. Niederpruem (Department of Microbiology, School of
Medicine).

AGENDA ITEM I -Memorial Resolution - William Hugh Headlee, Emeritus
Professor of Parasitic Diseases, School of Medicine

BEPKO: If we Gould come to order, Happy New Year everyone. Our first
item of business is a memorial resolution for William Hugh Headlee,
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e Emeritus Professor of Parasitic Diseases from the School of Medicine.
The memorial resolution will be read by Dr. Donald Niederpruem.
(Following the reading of the memorial resolution a moment of silence
was observed.

AGENDA ITEM II - Approval of Minutes - December 7, 1989

BEPKO: The next item of business is the approval of the
December 7, 1989 which have not been distributed as yet.
minutes will be distributed and approved at the February
the Faculty Council. Those minutes include the State of
Address which requires a little more printing time.

minutes of
Those

meeting of
the Campus

AGENDA ITEM III - Presiding Officer's Business - Chancellor
Gerald L. Bepko

(I

~ le

BEPKO: Next, under Presiding Officer's Business, there are a couple
of items. First, you will probably be reading more about Wishard
Hospital. Some of you here, I am sure, have read or seen or heard
media reports about Wishard Hospital's problems and the University's
involvement. You will probably see and hear more about that over the
next couple of months. As you probably know, Wishard Hospital has had
financial problems, not unlike other hospitals. Wishard Hospital does
not have as many fUll-paying patients as would be needed in order to
offset some of the losses that it has. It has a smaller percentage of
fUll-paying patients than most hospitals do. It is the hospital with
most of the medically-indigent patients and it does not get cost
reimbursement for those indigent patients. Also, it takes on some
other burdens of responsibilities. It has a substantial number of
prisoners from the state for which it does not get full reimbursement.
Wishard also has mental health responsibilities as the Mid-Town Mental
Health Center for which it does not get full cost reimbursement.

All of these problems are aggravated by the fact that the support that
Wishard does get from the city is geared to a property tax levy which
can't increase by more than five percent per year. All of that
together has caused Wishard to have very serious financial problems.
Incidentally, with respect to the property tax levy increasing five
percent per year, you can see how that would cause difficulties if
that levy was a principle source of Wishard's finances because costs
in hospitals gave gone up by much more than five percent a year. If
you chart those figures, with costs going up by 12 percent or more and
the increase in the base funding of Wishard going up by five percent a
year, you can see how those lines diverge on a chart and how the
financial problems are exacerbated. All of this became apparent
sometime ago to both the Health and Hospital corporation, which
operates Wishard Hospital, and the University, which has a major stake
in Wishard Hospital because it is the site for most of the clini
cal/medical education at Indiana University.
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This became obvious a year and one-half ago, and Health and Hospital
Corporation and the University jointly appointed a task force to study
Wishard's problems and the future of Wishard Hospital and its
relationship with the University. The Task Force was chaired by Neil
Pettinga, who is a retired Lilly executive and the chairman. of the
Board of Advisors for IUPUI. This community group sits as an advisory
board for the campus. The Task Force retained Ernst and Young, which
did a study of Wishard Hospital. The conclusions that were reached by
that group were that Wishard was an lmportant community asset, that it
provided the very lowest-cost care that would be possible for the
patient popUlation that Wishard serves, and that Wishard should be
continued but with more money to operate. It needed more money for
the care that is provided for prisoners. It needs more money for its
mental health responsibilities, for Medicaid care which it furnishes,
and for medical education. In most places where a county hospital is
associated with a university, money is paid to the indigent care
hospital for the medical education that takes place on the site.

These recommendations have been received, and they are now being
considered by a number of groups, including the leadership of the city
and the City-County Council; and, in collaboration with the city
County Council, the University will be asking the General Assembly to
provide additional funding for Wishard Hospital so that it can con
tinue in its current role and continue to be a key site for clini
cal/medical education. It is not clear what type of funding will
provided, but requests are being made for prisoner care and mental
health. A request also is being made to reclassify Wishard under
Medicaid within a new category of hospitals that have an extraor
dinarily disproportionate share of indigent patients. There is an
analog under the Medicare system which allows some hospitals to get
paid more than others, and that is something that the state controls
and can set definitions for. If there is a redefinition, more funding
would come both from the federal government and from the state for
Wishard Hospital. And, finally, funds will be requested for medical
education purposes at Wishard.

In addition, there is a movement that is fairly well along to have an
issue of bonds for capital improvement at Wishard Hospital. There are
very few barriers left in the issuance of those bonds. The bonds have
the approval of the state agency that must approve these things before
they are actually issued. The remonstrance period, which allows for
opposition in the community to develop, has already expired so that
the bonds will most likely be sold and the funds gathered for the
capital improvements at Wishard. Also, we hope that there will be
some money that will be provided by the City-County Council in one way
or another for indigent care at the Wishard Hospital -- all of which
we hope comes together to provide a solution to Wishard's critical
financial problems. If Wishard does not have additional funding,
within a year it will be operating seriously in the red', and, over the
next couple of years, would probably have to close. This would be a
serious problem for us because of the fact that, as I said, Wishard
provides an important site for clinical education. You are likely to
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hear more about this over the next month or so as the General Assembly
convenes and goes about its business.
At the same time, there is good news on the medical education front.
We were just informed that Ruth Lilly has made a $1.5 million gift to
complete funding for the Medical Research and Library project allowing
some of the other funds, which had been committed, to be used for
other purposes. That was a nice holiday present for the campus.

The budget discussions for 1990-91 will be taking place with Respon
sibility Center managers over the next few weeks. There are three
dates in particular that are of interest to schools. We are doing our
bUdget discussions on saturday, January 20, Saturday, January 27, and
Wednesday, January 24. There will be representatives of the Budgetary
Affairs Committee at all of the budget discussion sessions. There
also will be meetings of the Budgetary Affairs Committee of the
Faculty Council coincidental with the discussions with Responsibility
Centers so that we hope we can have some preliminary decisions made on
budgets for
1990-91, pending the conclusion of the legislative session sometime in
late February or March. with respect to the legislative session, as
you know, this is a short session. Ordinarily, there would be no
bUdget changes presented and we would be living with the budget bill
that was enacted in 1989. But, because of reported surpluses of the
state, there will be some effort to reopen the budgets, and there will
be some effort to obtain additional funding for higher education. The
universities have agreed to a set of priorities, the highest of which
will be faculty compensation. An effort will be made to add to
faculty compensation in a couple of different ways in the short
session.

Also, is there is an opportunity to do so, the universities will
suggest that the enrollment change adjustments that are made for
either enrollment increases or enrollment declines be moved up into
the year following the year in which the enrollment changes actually
take place. Right now we have an enrollment adjustment formula which
rewards enrollment increases and subtracts from budgets for enrollment
decreases in the next biennium after those enrollment changes have
taken place. What is being suggested by the institutions is that the
changes be moved up in time. Money already committed to the univer
sities would be moved up into the second year of this biennium, so
that enrollment adjustments would be made in the 1990-91 academic
year. That would be very important for this campus because we have
had significant enrollment increases. If that enrollment adjustment
funding is moved up, we would have some additional flexibility in
bUdgetmaking for 1990-91. We will keep you apprised of developments
as they occur. I don't think anything will happen until the very end
of the session, which will probably not be something we can report on
until probably our March meeting at the earliest. But, we will keep
you informed if there are any significant developments.

Finally, another matter about which you may read or hear in the next
45 days or so is being discussed right now. The Indianapolis Center
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for Advanced Research was created through a partnership of IUPUI, the
Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce, and the City of Indianapolis about
18 years .ago. ICFAR, as we call it, has operated successfully over
those 18 years. In the past few years, however, a number of persons
have questioned whether the reasons for ICFAR's existence have
diminished, whether there aren't other organizations that have taken
up some of the responsibilities that ICFAR was originally created to
shoulder, and whether ICFAR's very recent financial problems shouldn't
suggest, at this time, some reorganization of ICFAR's activities. One
of the possible reorganizations of ICFAR'S activities would be to
merge ICFAR's operation, or parts of ICFAR's operations, into the
University. Now, the only way this would be done is if those respon
sibility centers that have a relationship already with the various
divisions of ICFAR wished to have this merger take place and if those
responsibility centers or schools wished to have a closer affiliation
and an absorption of some of ICFAR's activities.

These discussions are taking place right now between the three ICFAR
divisions and three schools within the University. ICFAR has a
medical instrumentation division through which they have experimented
with and have developed some patents for ultrasound technology.
Discussion is taking place now between ICFAR's Medical Instrumentation
Division and the School of Medicine, Radiology Department. If there
is to be any merger or absorption of ICFAR's activities, it would only
be at the choice of our Department of Radiology and the School of
Medicine.

The second division of ICFAR is the Environmental Division, which
conducts educational programs and serves as a consultative service to
business, industry, and state government on environmental problems.
The Division is discussing the same sort of possible merger or absorp
tion with the School of Public and Environmental Affairs. If those
discussions go forward, there is a possibility that the Environmental
Division may become a part of the University as a part of the School
of Public and Environmental Affairs.

Finally, there is the Technology Transfer Division. This is the old
ARAC program, deriving mostly from NASA technology and NASA technology
transfer programs for private business. Discussions have been under
way with both the School of Engineering and Technology and the School
of continuing Studies. Our Indianapolis campus representative is
Scott Evenbeck, who has been discussing the possibility of bringing
the technology transfer operation into the University in connection
with the economic development activities that have taken place as a
part of Continuing Studies. None of these things would go forward,
however, unless the facultiea and appropriate deans were in favor of
the absorption and satisfied that there would not be a financial drain
and that absorption would be in the best interest of the academic
programs of their units. You may hear more about this shortly.

5

I
I

I

e I ~
I
I

I



i!;··.8[,
~:

',~

fa

AGENDA ITEM IV - Executive committee Report - Jeffery Vessely

BEPKO: Our next item of business is the Executive Committee Report
with Jeff Vessely.

VESSELY: The last two months we have had committee reports as part of
the agenda and we will have two additional committee reports today.
That will being you up-to-date on the items that those two committees
are working on. Also, our ad hoc committee will report today.

The only items that I have are two reminders. One is the FACET
deadline for nominating your outstanding colleagues to participate in
the second annual FaCUlty Colloquium on FaCUlty Excellence. I
apologize but I am not sure if we have reached the deadline on the
Pinnell Award, but those are two opportunities for you to nominate
outstanding faCUlty. I know the FACET deadline is not here yet, but
about the Pinnell Award I am not sure.

Also, your ability to participate in the Students Rights and Respon
sibilities handbook revision is a process that I am sure continues to
go on. I get memos from faculty indicating that they are unhappy
about some section or they are thrilled about some other sections. I
have indicated that they should communicate directly with the chairman
of that group so that their particular notations on items that are
contained in that handbook are made clear. Those discussions continue
to take place and will. I urge you to continue corresponding until
you see the printed version of that come out.

The last item I have is not really from the Executive committee but
more from my role as the chair of the Travel Review committee. It is
an item to indicate that the Omega travel group is with us, continues
to be with us, and I think will be here for a time to come. I guess
what I would ask is that we try our best, in dealing with travel
management staff and Omega staff and to put on our best faculty face
on when we have telephone conversations with those people. I have
contacted each of them individually and tried to sit down and discuss
with them what kinds of problems they are experiencing. The one item
that keeps surfacing is that they are continually abused by some
people who call. They are doing a job just as you and I do in our
partiCUlar units. They didn't choose this policy and they can't
refuse its implementation. It is thrust upon them just as it was on
us, and I think the only spirit is that of cooperation. If you have
problems, those problems can be directed to the Travel Review Commit
tee. You may say that you have sent us memos and nothing has hap
pened. I am out there pitching just as much I can. You can also send
memos to Vice President Hackett and indicate your displeasure at
whatever is happening. I think if you follow some appropriate chain
of command; it will be more helpful than to tell the persons who
answer your query that they are idiots. The point is that, if each of
us has to spend an amount of time on the phone each day, which these
people spend almost their entire day on the phone, and most people are
not happy when they talk to them, it gets to be a pretty grinding
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routine. I think what we need to do is to try to work through what
ever problems exist. I must say that in each of the tickets that you
get you have the opportunity to respond to a short survey that indi
cates your experience with that particular booking. Those responses
have continued to become more and more positive, with fewer problems
and tickets are being delivered on a more timely fashion. I would
hope that we could continue to move forward because I don't t~ink this
is going to go away. I think, early on, we thought if we raised
enough cain about it, Omega would fade into the sunset and we would
get back to business as usual. I don't see that happening. I think
that we should continue to try to make this system work. We are
expecting a report shortly on how much revenue it has generated for
the University. If, in fact, there isn't any revenue being generated,
then we may regroup and do something different, but in the meantime,
we have to make the best of what some of us consider to be an adequate
situation and others consider to be a horrible situation. But,
abusing the people who answer the phone, I don't think is the solution

That is all I have.

BEPKO: While I agree with you that we have to always maintain the
highest standards of politeness, there are some people whose job
descriptions will involve receiving some abuse. These include people
who work in complaint departments, deans, and campus administrators.
You more or less have to expect some measure of abuse. I think that
would go also for people who work for Omega. But, I think Jeff has a
very good point. I think we should rise above that, even if it isn't ~
in our job description, and be very civil to them.

AGENDA ITEM V - Question-and-Answer Period

BEPKO: Next we have our question-and-answer period. We haven't had
any questions or comments for a while.

ROBBINS: In your report about efforts being made to possibly reopen
the budget considerations in the legislature you suggested that the
top priority of that was faculty compensation. You alluded to the
fact that it was going in two different directions. I don't know
whether you meant the effort was taking two different paths or there
were two different directions which you were trying to affect the
compensation package. Could you elaborate on that?

BEPKO: I don't remember tne details but what I meant was that there
was more than one approach to increasing compensation. One way would
be to just tack on a percentage point to the whole compensation
budget. The other would be to get money for fringe benefits. That
is, not fringe benefits that we may be talking about later today, but
to say that health care costs have gone skyrocketing and get a special
appropriation for offsetting some of those higher health care costs.
The health costs that we pay ourselves are not compensated by the 4.7
percent that the state has already appropriated for an increase in our
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compensation.
compensation.

So, that is another way of getting more money for
That is what I meant by mUltiple approaches.

e

ROBBINS: Thank you.

MCDONALD: Could you tell us what is happening with the Olympic
committee? It is off or on?

BEPKO: Well, yes. Any other questions? [laugher] It is off and on.
That ~ probably the best way to put it, if you don't mind my stealing
your quote. The problem is that the Olympic Committee can't decide
how to fund these training centers and they have been unwilling to
make decisions until they are pressed to make decisions. The group
that is here in Indianapolis trying to advance this cause has not yet
served an ultimatum to the Olympic Committee. I understand that San
Diego did. They pressed hard to be designated and got their members
of the Olympic Committee who are from San Diego to advance their case
and the Olympic Committee did act on the San Diego request. We have
been designated as an interim or temporary Olympic training center,
and our request now is for a permanent designation. I think there
will be a meeting in February that could resolve the issue, but, if
history repeats itself, that will probably not happen in February. It
will be held over until the summer and we have not given an ultimatum
yet to the Olympic Committee - an ultimatum like, "If you don't give
us permanent Olympic designation now, we withdraw our offer and we
will go on our own way." Whatever happens, I don think there ought to
be something here even if there is not a full-fledged Olympic Training
Center with the Olympic five-ring seal on it. We will probably have
something that resembles a training center because we have all of
these national governing boards already here in Indianapolis who, I
think, will want to use the city of Indianapolis as a training site
for its athletes and their sports. The facilities, in part, are
already here. The National Institute for Fitness and Sport has been a
major attraction not only for these governing boards but for the
Olympic Committee. I think there probably will be something here, but
whether it is a full-fledged Olympic Training Center,we will have to
wait until either February or this summer to find out.
Financing is an issue, and my knowledge of this is somewhat dated, but
as of sometime last year the question was whether the U. S. Olympic
Committee was going to provide funding directly to the Training Center
to operate or whether it was going to provide money to the governing
boards of the different sports so that, in turn, they could buy
services from the Olympic Training Center, or whether the Olympic
Committee was going to license the training centers to use the Olympic
seal for some sort of corporate mark~ting to raise money to operate
the Olympic training centers. I think the last is the least likely.
They are very covetous of the Olympic seal and don't want to have the
seal used in corporate marketing programs.

BRAHMI: What is the status of the Warthin Apartments?
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BEPKO: They are no longer a factor. At one time, there were very
preliminary discussions that if there was to be an OlYmpic Training
Center on campus, it would be located at the very western tip of the
campus on the river and that the Warthin Apartments would be used as a
dormitory for the athletes. But, that was only if negotiations were
successful and those negotiations were predicated on the assumption
that the OlYmpic Committee and our local Indianapolis sports Corpora
tion would arrange for a SUbstitute building for the Warthin Apart
ments so that nobody would be displaced. The current plan is to build
a totally separate building to house OlYmpic athletes, so Warthin is
not any longer a part of the plan. The current plan would be to
locate the OlYmPic Training Center just south of her in the area where
the National Institute for Fitness and Sport is now located. It
wouldn't affect Warthin at all.

ROTHE: Is it a campus-wide policy now that all mail will be metered
now through the 16th Street postoffice? I guess my real question is,
is this because of possible theft or is it to speed up the mail
process?

BEPKO: I think that it is a combination of reasons. I think that we
somehow save money by using all metered postage. Now whether that is
a direct discount on the mailing when we send it over in bulk metered
or whether it is based on the loss that we suffer through the use of
stamps, I can't tell you. But, there is a significant cost savings
across the board for having metered mail. Now, I also understand,
though, that this policy is to be applied with circumspection so that ~.
we don't have ironic situations or delays that could be harmful. I
know when we send things to the post office for metering I am never
sure how long it takes for mail actually to get out of there. If I
have something that is extremely important that has to be in another
city the following day, I feel a lot better dropping it in the mailbox
at the postoffice. So, I think we have to have a policy that allows
for ,some jUdgment to be exercised by faculty. But," the purpose is to
save money. I can't tell you exactly what produces the savings.
Probably, part of the loss that we encountered by buying stamps.

ROTHE: But, that savings is sort of like travel. It does not go back
for the sake of the grant if the grant is paying the cost.

BEPKO: I think there is another measure of savings as well, and that
has to do with the metering process. I think we get a reduced rate
although I am not for sure of that. It's a qood question. Let me
bring a more definitive answer back next month. It is something new,
though. I saw the memo myself within the last 30 days, I think.
There was an audit of our postage and mail handling and the auditors
mandated, correction I guess they can't mandate, but they strongly
urged that we move more toward a totally metered system.

YOKOMOTO: During the last month, I have had to make a lot of phone
calls being the chair of the Nominating committee and I seem to get a
lot of line-busy tones. Does this seem to indicate that the phones
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are overloaded? It is not the normal line bUsy tone. Are we having
trouble with our telephone system being overloaded? Any number if
would dial was bUSy. I don't think they are all on the phone.

BEPKO: I don't think so unless this is coincidental with the es
tablishment of the lottery. [laughter]

YOKOMOTO: Has anyone else had that problem?
BEPKO: If you are having a problem, I think you should call the
Communications people.

YOKOMQTO: I have even tried my own phone at home and it is busy and I
know there is no one home.

BEPKO: I think you should call the Telecommunications Office and tell
them your problem. Unless you know where the batteries are and check
that on your own. Connie Pottenger is the person who heads Telecom
munications. She is an extremely able person. I don't know whether
she would actually come out and look at your phone, Charlie, but she
would be, I am sure, happy to arrange to have somebody look into
Whatever the problem is.

ZUNT: To get back to the travel issue, I have had the opportunity
within the last two months to talk to a number of faculty members who
still have a very low level of confidence in our current travel
system. I wondered, is it your sense that they are becoming more
competitive with ticket prices? My understanding from my conver
sations is they get a ticket price and then they look into bookings on
their own and they are much better. I understand the issue of devel
oping income for the University is an important one, but should it be
at the expense of the departments?

VESSELY: The Travel Committee sees this computerized report that
Omega puts out which tells the ticket price that the person travels on
and has a run of ticket prices that were around that time. Once in a
while, it does show that a lower ticket price was available but what
we don't always know is that the faculty member may have stipUlated
that they had to leave in the morning or they had to leave in the
afternoon or they couldn't stay over until Sunday or -whatever and that
is the reason. If a faculty member has an exact instance, if they
would communicate that, they could communicate that to me. We can
continue to notify Travel Management that this is happening. We have
received fewer and fewer reports of that happening so we are assuming
that they are more and more competitive.

The one area that is still a problem is international travel. There
are so many people marketing international tickets that the travel
agent doesn't always get the lowest priced ticket. That continues to
be a problem. They have a person specially trained to get the lowest
priced international ticket, but we find that that is still not always
the case.
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BEPKO: I would like to also comment on one thing. An assumption that
you made, Susan, is that, if a person or department did pay more for a
ticket, that that would be a commission. I don't think that is the
case. I think what Jeff was talking about when he said "realize
benefits for the- University" is to reduce the price of travel to the
department. That is the primary objective of using a big national
travel agent like this.

VESSELY: One of the things that the/committee has continued to push
for is some sort of indication of where income will go once it is
realized. The first quarterly report indicates that there may be
somewhere between $30,000 and $40,000 of commissions that would come
back to the University in the original plan from university travel.
The committee continues to ask the question and there is a plan being
devised on what will happen to that.

BEPKO: But, if all that the University was realizing was $30,000 or
$40,000 a quarter and we had to measure that against the losses that
all of us have encountered, I think that we would conclude along the
way that it wasn't worth it. I think that is where the real savings
come, and if we are wrong about this, of course, then the program
should probably be discontinued, but the potential savings come from
getting the lowest possible travel cost. I don't think commissions
are going to be the major factor. But, what will be a factor is that
we were thinking maybe we could save hundreds of thousands of dollars
a year by getting the very lowest travel and bookings for hotels and
rental cars. Those savings will be realized by the departments
themselves, not by the central university.

ZUNT: I agree with you that that is the way I can see it working.

BEPKO: I don't know if it is. I am just saying that that is the
philosophy for the whole program. I think if it is not working that
way, ~hen we should probably review the policy.

BRAHMI: For one of our national meetings, we had arranged a special
fare through a specific airline, handled by a specific agent. When I
made reservations through Omega telling them of this special arrange
ment, they informed me that they could not handle it because it had to
be handled by this special agent. So, the fare that I could have
bought going through that agent for this meeting was about one-half of
the fare the University paid through Omega. That may be an isolated
case, but it was a national meeting. Perhaps other people have
experienced the same thing.

BEPKO: It is my understanding that if you could show that, then Omega
should give the University the ticket at the price that you could have
gotten it. The agreement says that, if you can get a lower price,
they will match it.

VESSELY: You could send the documentation directly to Travel Manage
ment.
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PETERSON: I don't think I have noticed any gross differences like
this, but I have ordered a number of tickets and I have checked the
ticket prices against other travel agencies around town just to
double-check the system. I haven't found that I have been able to get
better prices but the prices are comparable. I don't see that there
are any significant savings to having Omega do this on the tickets
that I have purchased. Any other travel agencies that I have called
either matched the prices or were within a dollar or two of the price.

BEPKO: The theory was that a lot of people were not using lowest cost
ticket fares through travel agents. Omega does get some larger
discounts because of the volume of business that' they do. They also
make their own special contracts with rental care agencies, hotels,
and probably some of the airline. Anyway, if it is not working, it
seems to me that it should be reviewed and maybe we should chalk it up
as a noble experiment that didn't work.

VESSELY: One of the things that I think is being discovered in this
process that was an erroneous assumption to begin with, and that was
that faculty don't travel very inexpensively The assumption was that
faCUlty travel like corporate people travel: You just call up and
order a ticket and go. I think one of the things that Vice President
Hackett has realized, through this process, is that faculty members
are very frugal and very protective of their travel monies. So, it
may be that six months from now we will have scrapped the whole
process because we realize that, as the Chancellor just pointed out,
the real savings aren't there. The faculty already are figuring out
ways to travel as cheaply as they possibly can.

BEPKO: I have always remember that there was a tremendous incentive
to look for the cheapest ticket prices if you were paying for part of
it yourself.

AGENDA ITEM VI - Election of Faculty Boards of Review

BEPKO: Next we have the ele£tion of the Faculty Boards of Review.
Charles Yokomoto will handle this.

YOKOMOTO: I am here for the Nominating Committee. This is the first
election of the year. If you remember from the Bylaws, the Faculty
Boards of Review take office February 1.

You will see that there are three different ballots. We have three
Boards of Review and you will be allowed to vote for five members on
each Board. We have carefully selected the nominees so that they
satisfy the Bylaws. No more than two members of each Board may be
from the same academic unit, no more than three members of each Board
from the same academic rank, at least three members of each Board
shall be tenured, and no more than two consecutive terms shall be
served by an individual. By electing five people for each board, we
will satisfy all of those items in our Bylaws.
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FACULTY BOARD OF REVIEW #1

AGENDA ITEM VII -

KECK: As you will probably recall, today's agenda item is in response
to the discussion which occurred during the May 4th IUPUI Faculty
Council meeting regarding concerns with the promotion and tenure
guidelines for dossier preparation. A representative of the Faculty
Affairs Committee listed some primary concerns. These were that new
criteria or requirements were incorporated into the guidelines that
would require faculty and peer review and that there were some wording
changes where some aspects of the IUPUI faculty and IU handbooks were

BEPKO: Our next agenda item is a report of the ad hoc committee to
study the guidelines for preparation of tenure and promotion dossiers.
This will be reported by Juanita Keck.

BEPKO: All in favor say "Aye." Opposed? Thank you.

[Note]: The following persons were elected:

While you are marking your ballots, I will tell you that the at-large
nominees have been compiled and the final ballot will be mailed out by
the end of January. You will be receiving those ballots soon, along
with the ballots for the University Faculty Council elections. I
would like to ~ove that the ballots from today's election be
destroyed. The tally sheets will be maintained in the Council Office.



incorporated into the guidelines.

Specific issues that were addressed by the chair of the Faculty
Affairs Committee in making the report on May 4th were that the
proposed number of letters in the guidelines was a new issue, a new
criterion; that the requirement of biographies of outside letter
writers would be a problem; and that the addition of an approval or
disapproval line on the route sheet by the Dean of Faculties was an
issue. "The Council voted to have the documents examined and approved
by the Council before they are implemented." That is a direct quote
by the motion that was approved on May 4th.

This is a report on what has transpired since that time. Dean Plater
has reissued the guidelines document that was dated 1987-88 academic
year and sent a letter which, in my opinion, was extremely well
written and responsive to the concerns of the Council during the
summer because we did leave administration with the difficulty of
providing guidelines for new tenure candidates for this year. The
Executive Committee then, in the immediate meeting following the May
4th Faculty Council meeting, discussed the problem at hand in an
attempt to contribute to a satisfactory conclusion of the difficulty.
The Executive Committee recalled the contribution of an ad hoc commit
tee that addressed the salary policy that had occurred in the previous
academic year when there were some different opinions about what might
be appropriate in the salary policy statement. In that case, members
from two sides of an argument were asked to come together in a small
ad hoc committee and address their concerns or their disagreements.
That worked very well with the salary policy committee. We made a
major impact on the eventual salary policy, and we thought it might
work again in this case.

An ad hoc committee was appointed to address the concerns that this
body stated they had. The committee was formed of two members of the
Executive Committee (Juanita Keck and Varoujan Chalian), two members
of the Faculty Affairs Committee (James Wallihan and Hitwant Sidhu)
and Dean Plater. We had members from Faculty Affairs committee, Dean
Plater and members from the Executive Committee to try to reach an
acceptable solution. I might add that Bill Plater is to be extremely
commended for his willingness to help us in this endeavor. It has
been a positive experience in reaching what we believe is a satisfac
tory and, in fact, very good conclusion~

The ad hoc committee met a number of times. We met with Dean Plater
and then it was the conclusion of the five-member ad hoc committee
that perhaps if the four of us, other than the administrator, met
together first to voice our concerns and the issues that we thought
needed to be addressed might facilitate matters and that's what we
did. We went through the promotion and tenure guidelines line by
line. We looked at the reports which the Faculty Affairs Committee
had submitted in the past to Dean Plater, and we believe that we
incorporated every suggestion or at least addressed every suggestion
that has been made in the interim. We then put together a written
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document that we, as an ad hoc committee, then addressed as a commit
tee of the whole. The primary issues that were addressed, and were
eventually resolved, followed from the three things that Dick Peterson
had addressed in the May 4th meeting. The document attached to the
agenda for today's meeting is the latest draft of the guidelines. The
recommendations of the ad hoc committee have been incorporated as
follows:

There is no mention of a required number of letters, although it is
clear that outside letters are an appropriate and necessary means to
support a candidate. The issue was the number of letters. There is
no mention of number.

There is no reference for the need of biographies. There is a state
ment that a short two or three paragraph statement about who the
person is that you are asking to write a letter be included. That
kind of statement would be necessary for an outside letter in any
case.

There was, in the 0p1n10n of people who had looked at the guidelines
in the past, mandatory language that was bothersome, particularly in a
list of things that a candidate might do to support excellence in
teaching. The mandatory language is no longer there. The list of
things that someone might include to support teaching now reads as a
list of potential suggestions.

The lines for both the Dean of the Faculties and the Chancellor have
been deleted from the route sheet.

Word usage that was perceived to be somewhat different from the
faculty handbook is now the same.

The ad hoc committee concluded that there are no new criteria or new
requirements or new issues in the proposed and the final draft that
was attached to the agenda that you received in the mail prior to this
meeting.

A report was then made to the Executive Committee and the Executive
Committee concurred. The new draft then was attached to the agenda
for today. One of the issues last spring was that this body had not
had a chance to look at the guidelines. We picked them up on the way
into the meeting and there was not time for the faculty to read them.
They were sent in advance of this meeting. Therefore, we are assuming
that you have had an opportunity to review the proposed document prior
to today's meeting. It is problematic to us that the vote from May
4th was that the guidelines be brought back to this body for approval.
Guidelines have always been submitted by the Dean of the Faculties
Office as guidelines. They have never been approved. It is not
something that faculty approved. What was a concern for approval was
that if there were new criteria or requirements. We believe that that
is no longer the case. There are no new criteria, requirements, or
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wording changes. In fact, we believe that the new document is an
excellent guide for someone preparing a promotion and tenure dossier.
It is our recommendation that, rather than approving something that is
really not appropriate for approval, that, as a body, we agree that
there are no new criteria that require approval. Do you have any
questions or comments?

WILSON: Have you considered any letters of recommendation?

RECK: Do you mean outside letters?

WILSON: Yes. They are either all wonderful or they are so short that
they a"re deceiving or they have something in them that condemns the
person no matter what any other letters say.

RECK: What I would like for us to remember was the charge for this
committee to begin with. The original charge for this committee was
to look at the guidelines for new criteria, and there have been
mentions of outside letters of support in guidelines from years past
so outside letters of support are not a new issue. At some time,
someone may want to consider whether outside letters are an issue but
that was not the charge of this committee nor was it an issue that was
suggested as a problem in the May 4th meeting. Our charge was to look
at potential new criteria or requirements, subtle wording changes that
made for a new process, etc. There are things that people may want to
address in another time but that is not something that is different
from guidelines in the past.

ROBBINS: Would you comment or elaborate on your point about the
committee's view that it wasn't necessary for this body to approve
these guidelines? Does that mean that it would be inappropriate for
them to do that or just unnecessary for them to do that? I am unclear
as to the implications.

RECK: Our opinion is that it is not appropriate for this body to
approve guidelines that have historically come from the Dean of the
Faculties Office. Guidelines are helpful hints, essentially for a
person putting together a dossier. The guidelines have never been
approved by faculty in the past. At least that is my understanding of
what has historically happened.

ROBBINS: But, is that a basis for your view that they should not now
be approved by faculty?

RECK: Our basis for the view that it is not now necessary to approve
them is that what we understood faculty wanted to approve was the new
rules or requirements or criteria and there simply are not any there.
So, at this point, there is nothing new to approve. In our opinion,
what we have and what Dean Plater has done extremely well, we believe,
is put together an appropriate explanation of how one can best prepare
a successful dossier.
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VESSELY: May I respond to this? The other part of that was, at least .~
from the Executive Committee's view, was that, if this became a docu-
ment for approval by the Council, then it would need to continue to be
that. We would set the precedent that this is now a document that the
Faculty Council is issuing by their approval. Again, we didn't want
to enter into that domain. We didn't want to be the issuing group for
the guidelines. We wanted those guidelines to be issued by the Dean
of the Faculties. If it had criteria in there, we concurred that it
ought to be something that would have some sort of vote. In the
absence of that, the Executive Committee agreed with the ad hoc
committee that it never had been approved and we not get into the
business of issuing the guidelines ourselves.
ROBBINS: I don't know whether I want this body to approve this or
not. What I want to do is to explore a vote of some sort of the
various implications. I am not persuaded one way or the other because
we either have never done it or never ought to do it. I am impressed
by the logic that there are certainly some kinds of administrative
roles and responsibilities that we ought not be dealing with, but I
could be persuaded, in the case of something as important as promotion
and tenure, that we might not make an exception there, that we might
not want to, as a body, consider endorsing our rejecting or at least
showing our disapproval with a particular set of guidelines of someth
ing that particular or that important. I would like to hear other
views about whether we like this, whether we think it is a great
document or think it is not, the issue of whether or not we ought to
approve, because I think there might be logic that says, if this is a
very good document, I have no reason to think it is not. I have read
it and I tend to agree, but that is a different issue. I could see
some logic that suggests that it is a great document because it is
something that is as important as promotion and tenure there might be
some advantage of having this body approve it.

KECK: Part of the reason for our conclusion was that there is a
di~ference between approving aspects of the promotion and tenure
process and approving a document that is meant to be instructions on
how to do that. For us, this document was instructions on how to meet
the requirements that have been set by faculty through the discussion
process. If faculty would approve what happens in a promotion and
tenure process, we would have no problem with that. But, that is not
what this document is intending to support. The process comes out of
the IUPUI and the IU faculty handbooks. One of the reasons that we
were having trouble with the approval portion at this point is we were
responding to the reason that we had the motion on the floor to begin
with. The motion on the floor to begin with stemmed from a discussion
about new criteria and new requirements, etc., that were perceived to
be in the document. It was our understanding that those were the
kinds of things that this body voted on May 4th that they wanted to
approve. Since those things are no longer here, then the things that
we voted to approve on May 4th are no longer a part of the document.

ROBBINS: I don't think that you could say with the finality that you
have that there are not criteria implicit in this document. Some of
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KUBEK: I was wondering about the question regarding guidelines vs.
procedures. Is this a procedure or are these guidelines and where are
the differences as far as where similarities begin or end? I think in
some units primary committees may view these guidelines as procedures
for faculty to follow.

the people who raised the question before made an alte~native sugges
tion. There were criteria implied by some of the language in the
guidelines that they opposed. That is a relative matter and I think
we will have different jUdgments about that which leads me back to the
fundamental question that I am still struggling with and that is
whether or not in the general frame of things there would be some
advantage for the faculty governing body to deal specifically with the
issue of the approval of something such as a set of guidelines for
something that is clearly as important as promotion and tenure. I am
still interested in hearing other points of view and logic about why
it would be to all of our advantage -the institution, the individuals
with the institution - not to approve this and I have not heard this
yet.

PLATER: In answer to Ed's point, the distinction is whether the
guidelines are to be issued by the Faculty Council, or some committee
of the Council, and be understood as a Faculty Council document vs. an
administrative document issued by the Dean of the Faculties. These
were prepared by the Dean of the Faculties. The version that you have
before you now represents distillation over many months, many commit-

~ tees, and many hands. But, it has been viewed as an administrative
~ document issued by the Dean of the Faculties. Were this body to

decide they wish to issue this very same document, take off "the Dean
of the Faculties" and put "Faculty Council" on it, I don't think it
would make any great difference right now. But, in a few years there
may be changes that would be necessary or appropriate, and I think the
document would have the effect of becoming kind of a legalistic
document that would have to be revised and debated point by point. I
am not sure that is something the Council would like to do. It if
does, then I think it could make that decision to do so. At the same
time, in my view, it wouldn't preclude a responsibility of the Dean of
the Faculties to issue guidelines that, in the Dean of the Faculties'
jUdgment, may be necessary to expedite or to carry out the process of
promotion and tenure review. If for some reason they were not ad
dressed in these guidelines, they ought to be addressed in some other
way. It would, presumably, be within the authority of the Dean of the
Faculties to issue additional guidelines, suggestions, and recommenda
tions and to issue schedules, for example, about when materials are
due, etc.

I don't think they have to be mutually exclusive, but we should under
stand what they are. What Juanita is saying is that, in the past,
these have always been issued by the Dean of the Faculties. I think,
historically, always in consultation with the promotion committee and
the tenure committee. I think that is what we are reflecting in the
way in which the document is being presented here.



In response to the question that was asked most recently, we will view ~,

these as guidelines. They are not absolute rules or requirements. ..,
There are procedures that are specified in the IUPUI Faculty Handbook
for the way in which promotion in particular will be handled. It is
less clear how tenure will be handled. But those items in the hand-
book we consider to be requirements - procedural statements that have
to be followed - in which the two processes (promotion and tenure) are
handled on campus. This document is intended to reflect the way in
which the dossier itself is constructed. The kind of information that
is there should provide some consistency across schools so that,
particularly at the campus level, as campus bodies look at dossiers
from 17 different units, that they can have some basis of understand-
ing the same kinds of information.

WILSON: My question is what was followed in these guidelines? After
listening to this discussion, I think that what we ought to do it, if
you want to vote on anything, we ought to resolve that these are in
fact just guidelines and not requirements. In our unit, the discus
sion with our faculty is that, when the dossiers are not absolutely
correctly prepared, the person either doesn't get promoted or has a
lot of problems, whereas rather than looking through the information
as to what is needed in a dossier, people are looking at the form of
their dossier - is it right, etc.? I would rather see these remain as
guidelines so that people aren't penalized when they goof and leave
something out.

PLATER: That may be the case in your unit. The Purdue schools are
governed by a different set of guidelines than these, following the
Purdue University guidelines for promotion and tenure dossiers.

WILSON: Are they guidelines or requirements?

PLATER: That is something that I am not quite certain that I can
answer.

RECK: What I would like to see us do is stick to the motion that we
approved in May and the potential resolution because the Purdue guide
lines were not an issue for this particular discussion.

MILLER: I think one of the ways is to have a resolution that says the
current document meets the concerns raised on May 4th.

RECK: Would you like to make that in the form of a motion?

MILLER: I would like to move that the document discussed today meets
the concerns addressed May 4th, and the Faculty Council approve this
as it meets the concerns raised May 4th.

UNKNOWN: I second the motion.

BEPKO: Is there any discussion?
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ZUNT: I would like to speak to this motion. I am not confident that
our Faculty Affairs Committee has had time to meet specifically about
this revised document. Does this document address the concerns which,
as I understand, have been going on for almost two years now? My
evaluation is that we have some policies and procedures in our hand
book and that these guidelines, through their interpretation, have
introduced some new criteria ••• If everyone agrees that this is what
we want to do, that's fine. This is new criterion that is introduced
here and I am hesitant to approve these essentially on principle.

Another area is that this document speaks to is annual reviews and
says that they should not ordinarily be included in the dossiers. As
a faculty we have the IUPUI Tenure Committee and one of the missions
of that committee is to assure that procedures have been met. If we
don't see annual reviews that have been submitted, how in the world
can we assess whether procedures have been followed? I don't see how
we can approve these guidelines that don't integrate annual review
process with promotion and tenure.
KECK: Let me speak first to the Faculty Affairs Committee having an
appropriate amount of time. That the committee was originally con
structed to include representatives of the Faculty Affairs Committee
to make sure that the committee's concerns were addressed by the ad
hoc committee. Dick was kind enough to send us copies of the com
munications that the committee had sent to Dean Plater, and to the
very best of our ability, with the two Faculty Affairs Committee
representatives, we have incorporated Faculty Affairs Committee
concerns.

The issue of annual reviews, which was supported by Faculty Affairs
Committee members, and in fact came from the Faculty Affairs Committee
member's concern, said that the purpose of annual reviews is to help
candidates on their way to successful achievement of tenure and promo
tion. Added to that, tenure and promotion then are awarded on the
strength of the candidate's dossier at the time of the candidacy.
There were some concerns that there might be some things in annual
reviews that someone may have had a problem with three years ago and
that person has now corrected the problem and three years later has a
strong dossier. And, that that annual review might appear as a
negative statement about the capability or quality of.the work. The
way that the document now is written does not preclude that a tenure
committee might not ask to see annual reviews.

Are they available upon request?

'LATER: Sure. If the Tenure Committee asks to review the annual
views, these can be provided. It is not precluded, but it is not
quired.

e concern has come from faculty who are concerned that there may
ve been negative annual reviews that will be held against them, and
ey would prefer that reviews not be required to be put in the
ssier. That is what I think that point is trying to address. In
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terms of the issue that you are ra1s1ng specifically about the campus
level tenure committee and its addressing whether the procedures have
been followed, if there were need for annual reviews of the particular
faculty member to be considered as a part of that process, they could
be provided.

ZUNT: Dean Plater, if we don't have the annual reviews, how can we
identify whether or not there is a need to look at them? I am not
talking about 95 percent of the cases. I am probably talking about
five percent of the cases where the is a problem. Perhaps it is with
the guidance or whatever. How can we as faculty assess that?

PLATER: I think there are a couple of issues. One is whether you are
talking about the substance of what each annual review says vs.
whether or not annual reviews were conducted and the candidates were
informed. You are talking about, I think, two different matters,
looking at perhaps whether or not SUbstantively the annual reviews
were considered appropriately by the reviewing bodies along the way.
I think that is a matter of jUdgment. But, if the Tenure Committee
wishes to review those reviews, I think they can be made available.
More practically, this issue, in my experience (Which is limited to
only two years), at the campus level comes up only when there has been
a negative recommendation. It seems to me in that case it is very
clear that if you want to look at the annual reviews that you have a
reason to. If all the recommendations have been positive, I am not
sure why anyone would ever want to pUllout the annual reviews and
look at them.

ROTHE: It seems to me that peer review is important. These annual
reviews are reviews of the individual by peers who chair the depart
ment or the dean. Not having them would require letters. It seems to
me that this is very important. More definitive is the question of
guidance to the candidate. As you say, if there had been a series of
positive annual reviews and then not, it appears to me that there are
some real problems here. It seems to me that this should be automati
cally included.

HOYT: In the library, a parallel system would require that annual
reviews be enclosed in dossier files. What we have found is that
people tend not to give very good annual reviews because they are so
afraid of what that is going to do to that person when it comes to the
committee. So, they are very hesitant to put anything in writing that
appears as negative. Unless it is so flagrantly bad, you feel that
you are damning that person.

MCDONALD: Call for the question.

BEPKO: There is an undebatable call. We have to vote on the ques
tion. Does everyone understand the motion that has been made? The
motion was to state that:

It is the sense of the Faculty Council that the revised
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statement of guidelines, contained in the agenda for
today's meeting, satisfies the concerns that were raised
at the Hay 4, 1989 Faculty Council .eeting.

BARLOW: And also that we accept the report.

BEPKO: And the Council accepts the report of the ad hoc committee.

ZUNT: This initial vote is to close discussion, is that right?

BEPKO: There was a call for the question. We don't have our Par
liamentarian here today so we are left handicapped. We usually rely
on him. I am not sure of Robert's Rules of Order on the resolution of
this, but in fairness, Dana, I know that the time is short, but if
there are a couple of more comments that could permit us to conclude
discussion, then maybe that would be the best way to approach this.
If that is the sense of what people are suggesting, maybe it would be
well to hear those couple of comments before calling for the question.
Would you be willing to consider waiting?

MCDONALD: Yes. For a couple more comments.

MEISS: There was a comment added to the motion saying "and this group
accepts the report." That is mutually exclusive if we decide that it
didn't address the concerns but we accept it. What are we voting yes
or no for?

BEPKO: Your vote would be to accept the report of this committee
which is that this document ••.

MEISS: Receive or accept?

BEPKO: If you want to get the person who made the motion to distin
guish between accepting or receiving, I would be happy to have which
ever the Council prefers for the purpose of the discussion. I don't
want to defend the use of the word "accept" or "receive". The sense
of the motion that I was trying to restate is that the Faculty Council
created an ad hoc committee to study these guidelines because there
were concerns raised in the May meeting. That this ad hoc committee
has met and has filed a report. That report states that this revised
set of guidelines addresses the questions and satisfies the concerns
raised at the May meeting of 1989. Is everyone clear on what the
motion is as I have stated it? Is that acceptable to the person who
made the motion?

Yes.

Are there any other comments?

In the absence of any comment from representatives from the
'acuIty Affairs Committee that suggests that this does not address the
ssues that they raised, I am prepared to vote for the motion that has
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issues. However, I want the record to show that there are some issues
that have been raised and discussed that I don't think we have
resolved. I think the issue that I raised initially about whether or
not documents of this type ought to be or ought not to be approved by
this body whether or not they are initially the documents prepared by
the administration or by the Council itself through one or the other
of its committees.

I think a second issue is also related to whether or not in fact the
Council ought to be exercising that particular responsibility is the
question of whether or not these are in fact guidelines. The language
of this document suggests that there are many "shoulds" include that,
if deviated from, are likely to have negative implications for the
review of the person's dossier. I think that is an issue that still
ought to be addressed. I don't think it has been satisfactorily
resolved.

KECK: May I make one comment? There are some "oughts" and "shoulds"
about dossier preparation that are there. That is the reality of
life. One of the things that we did when we were looking at the new
document is go back to the previous guidelines for which, as far as we
know, there has not been major concern with. Some of the "oughts" and
"shoulds" that are in this document are the same ones that have been
in the guidelines for generations. Remember that the issue here was
addressing the new or perceived new issues and criteria that were
included. As a body, we want to address what are appropriate proced
ures and criteria for promotion and tenure at another time is not the
issue that we are addressing at this point.

BEPKO: Are you ready for the question? All in favor, say "Aye."
Opposed? The ayes have it. Thank you, Juanita. Does that conclude
the business of the ad hoc committee?

KECK: I certainly do hope so.

BEPKO: Thank you very much.

AGENDA ITEM VIII - committee Reports

BEPKO: We have two other committee reports. First, the Faculty
Affairs Committee report with Dick Peterson.

PETERSON: I have a minimal report here. The report that I have is
that you have received copies of the Faculty Leave Policy. You should
have picked up additional copies of it as you came in today. Linda
Kasper is going to bring up a few issues related to this and present
those to you. We will then open this Family Leave Policy for discus
sion.

BEPKO: We should move to the Fringe Benefits committee Report by
Linda Kasper.
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KASPER: We discussed that this morning and, as we understand it as it
relates to the 1S-week pregnancy leave, it would be mandatory because
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BEPKO: On the first point, that the academic year will not be counted
toward the probationary period for tenure, am I correct in assuming
that would not be a matter of discretion within the school, but would
be a mandatory extension of the probationary period?

2. Partial leaves for family-related reasons may extend up to 15
weeks, or one semester.

7. The plan is available for individual considered as fUll-t~

academic appointees. (See Academic Handbook, pave 15.)
for lecturers is a campus specific responsibi,lieyV· '....
coverage for part-time appointees. A similar pian't~j

developed for full-time staff.

A clean copy of the document that addresses these points will be
available for your review prior to the next meeting. We hope to
attach it to the agenda for the February meeting. Any questions or
comments? Dr. Peterson is here to help in responding to those ques
tions?

3. A partial leave is intended to provide the faculty member with
release from the primary area of responsibility, whether it be
teaching, service, or research.

4. The "exceptional case" phraseology provides administrators and
appointtes the flexibility to arrange such a leave when the
appointee does not have a typical academic appointment.

While on a partial leave with pay, appointees can arrange for a
contribution to retirement by deducting that amount from the
reduced salary.

6. Discussion is continuing regarding some of the issues raised in
the interest of 10-month appointees.

1. When a 1S-week pregnancy leave is taken for medical reasons, the
year is not credited toward tenure, sabbatical leave eligibility,
or early retirement.

Dr. Peterson and I have worked together to try to respond to the
issues/concerns/points of clarification as addressed by a number of
faculty members. Briefly these are:

KASPER: At the December Council meeting, I gave a rather extensive
report on the Proposed Family Leave policy with the understanding that
the document would be voted on today. Since this body will meet again
prior to the next UFC meeting in February, we would like to delay a
vote until our February meeting.



that person during that 15-weeks would be totally on leave from
University responsibilities.

BEPKO: Is it correct that either spouse is entitled to the 15-week
pregnancy leave?

KASPER: I don't believe so because it says that the 15 weeks has to
be for medical reasons.

PETERSON: We essentially tried to perceive these as considered by the
rules and regulations to be a disability leave. Pregnancy is con
sidered to be birthing and since there would be a disability, as a
man, you don't have that disability.

BEPKO: I thought I had seen in there that there was an option for
either spouse to take a leave in connection with childbirth.

PETERSON: On the Family Related Partial Leave you get it in under
that, particularly if there were difficulties in the birth.

BEPKO: That would not trigger an extra probationary year for tenure?

PETERSON: Not necessarily. Under that you could work part-time and
you would not have to take a full leave from all University activities
in that particular case. It says "may exclude" so it is optional.

BEPKO: I~ is the jUdgment of the person taking the family-related
leave whether to have an extra year probationary period. It is not
mandatory. It is up to the individual not the school.

PETERSON: I assume that it would be up to the individual. There may
be some negotiation with the school.

KASPER: Again, to negotiate that at the time the leave is negotiated.

BEPKO: But, then it would be the school's right to approve or not
approve if it were negotiated?

PETERSON: I don't know if we addressed that or not.

KASPER: I don't think anybody has raised that issue before.

PETERSON: That maybe should be addressed.

BEPKO: JUdging from the experience that I had in trying to create an
informal process of this kind, without this policy, there were argu
ments on all sides about the fairness of giving an extra year in the
probationary period, especially for spouses of women who had babies.
I am not sure why that was singled out as being the case which caused
the most difficUlty, but persons who had not had a leave during the
probationary period had to get their dossier prepared in five and one
half years. Persons who did have an extension had six and one-half
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ITEM XI - Adjournment

BEPKO: Is there any unfinished business? [There was none.]

BEPKO: Is there any new business? [There was none.]

BEPKO: If there is no further business, we are adjourned.

AGENDA ITEM IX - Unfinished Business

AGENDA ITEM X - New Business

PETERSON: We have talked about that issue and there is no way
giving one-half of a year credit. You would have to lose one ful
year. The terminology would be better to be put in as one year.

BEPKO: Are there any other discussions? Thank you.

PLATER: The Chancellor spoke of "a year" but the document tal
"the time," and I think that one ought to be clear about that
It is very difficult to have one-half of a year credit towards
either suspended or not counted.

~half years. Persons who did have an extension had six and o~.~~

'.years. If they were measured by exactly the same standard, tb
an argument that the person who had the leave was given a sign'
advantage in preparing the dossier.
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INDIANA UNIVERSITY - PURDUE UNIVERSITY AT INDIANAPOLIS

FACULTY COUNCIL MEETING
February 1, 1990

Law School, Room 116
3:30 - 5:30 p:m.

Members Present: Administrative Members: Chancellor Gerald L. Bepko,
Carol Nathan, William M. Plater. Deans and Directors: Constance Baker,
John Barlow, Barbara Fischler, P Nicholas Kellum, R Bruce Renda.
Faculty: Jonas Bjork, H Glenn Bohlen, Frances Brahmi, Varoujan Chalian,
Victoria Champion, Theodore Cutshall, Dornith Doherty, Ann Dunipace,
Martin Farlow, Richard Fredland, Vania Goodwin, Richard Hamburger,
Narcissa Hocker, William Hodes, Dolores Hoyt, Florence Juillerat, Henry
Karlson, Linda Kasper, Robert Keck, Bruce Long, James McAteer, Lynda
Means, Judy Z. Miller, B Keith Moore, Byron Olson, Jerold Paar,
Catherine Palmer, John Pless, John Rafert, Edward Robbins, Glen
Sagraves, A N Siakotos, G N Smith, Susan Sutton, Joann Switzer, Karen
Teeguarden, Donald Tharp, Jay Tischfield, Ann Tomey, Jeffery Vessely,
Marion Wagner, Harriet Wilkins, Charles Yokomoto, Susan Zunt.

Alternates Present: Deans: Catherine Palmer for Walter Daly, Hugh Wolf
for Howard Mehlinger, Gary Lowe for Sheldon Siegel, Scott Evenbeck for
James Weigand, Tom Lenz for Jack Wentworth. Faculty: Marc Simon for
Christian Kloesel, Susan Gunst for Richard Meiss, Beverly Ross for Lee
Schwecke, Judith Kosegi for Henry Wellman, Norman Lees for Kathryn
Wilson.

Ex Officio Member Present: Maxine Tutterrow, President, IUPUI Staff
Council.

Members Absent: Deans: A James Barnes, Trevor Brown, H William
Gilmore, Norman Lefstein, David Stocum, William J Voos. Faculty: C D
Aliprantis, H R Besch, Jr., David Bodenhamer, ~homas Broadie, David
Burns, Dewey Conces, William Crabtree, Ronald Dehnke, Joseph DiMicco,
Andrew Evan, Morris French, Philip Gibbs, Norman Hudson, Charles
Hutton, Jerome Kaplan, Juanita Keck, Richard Kovacs, Michael Kubek,
Richard Lawlor, Robert Mendelsohn, Bernard Morrel, Carl Newton, Robert
Pascuzzi, Richard Peterson, Richard Rink, Richard Rogers, Bruce Roth,
Carl Rothe, Michael Ryan, Thomas Ryan, Scott Shapiro, Bruce Waller,
Jack Zecher.

Guests Present: Darrell Bailey, Erwin Boschmann, Kim Manlove, Dana
McDonald (IUPUI Faculty Council Executive Committee), Hitwant Sidhu.

AGENDA ITEM I - Approval of Minutes: December 7, 1989 and January 4,
1990

BBPKO: We should come to order and the first item of business is the
approval of the minutes for both December 7 and January 4. They could
be dealt with in one motion, if you choose to do so. Do we have a
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motion of any kind?

[Note: One correction is that Ann Tomey was marked absent at the
January meeting and should have been marked present.]

KARLSON: I move the minutes be accepted. [This motion was seconded]

BEPKO: All in favor say "Aye". Any opposed? The minutes are
approved and will be recorded.

AGENDA ITEM II - Presiding Officer's Business - Chancellor Gerald L.
Bepko

In the minutes, among other things, is the State of the Campus Address
from December. Given that that has been distributed, I feel that I should
keep my Presiding Officer's Business to the bare minimum. Therefore, I
will just mention a couple of things that are on my desk currently.

I would like to offer a word of congratulations and compliments to
Barbara Fischler and all those who have worked on creating what is
called "Information Online" which became operative earlier this week.
The system is one that has been shown in many places. I hope you have
an opportunity to become familiar with it. It makes available electroni
cally the catalogs from a great part of the Indiana University library
system. I think our library leads the whole university in going on-line.
We were pleased to have a little ceremony here this week at which there
were a number of persons, including the Commissioner for Higher
Education and his principal associate. I think that is a marvelous step
toward automation of our information resources. Congratulations,
Barbara.

FISCHLER: Thank you very much, Jerry. We missed you. We are very
pleased that we had Bill and the others. Bill put on a marvelous
presentation.

BEPKO: Also, I would urge you to become familiar with this "10" as it is
called. I think you will be excited by all the possibilities that it offers
It is not only something that can be used in the library but something
that can be used from your computer workstation here on campus or
elsewhere.

There are some things developing in the legislature that I should mention
but we don't know very much about how all of this will come out so I
can't say very much at this point. What I can say is that there has been
very little good news to date. The efforts made to increase personnel
compensation at the universities have fallen a little short. Right now
there is only the hope that in the Senate there will be a resurrection of
the proposal to add two percent for employee compensation to the state
university budgets. I think they are working with .05 percent right now.
It would be our hope that two percent would be added to the 4.7 percent
that was already appropriated in 1989. There is also a collective bargain-
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ing bill which includes the universities right now. There has been a lot
of debate over how inclusive public employee collective bargaining should
be. The way it stands right now, the House bill covers universities
including faculty. That is, it gives all the universities' employees an
opportunity to vote, to be represented in a collective bargaining relation
ship. The issue is not yet resolved however. There is a good deal more
that I think will have to be said, and no one is sure at this point how
all of this will come out.

The campus is likely to have, as a neighbor and as an affiliate of the
School of Engineering and Technology, the Electronic Manufacturing
Productivity Facility of the United States Navy. All of the relevant
decision makers in the Department of the Navy have concluded that they
should move this facility from China Lake, California, where it is now, to
Indianapolis to be affiliated with the School of Engineering and Technol
ogy. There are a few political obstacles that remain, but negotiations are
under way right now that should lead to the signing of agreements that
will result in the EMPF moving here, probably in the fall. Is that right,
Bruce?

RENDA: That is correct.

BEPKO: Finally, yesterday there was another dedication of part of a
building. It wasn't very widely publicized but I think it is very important
in terms of the academic mission of our campus. Yesterday the Walther
Oncology Center was dedicated and celebrated. It has been in operation
for several months, but this is the first time that Dr. Joe Walther and
others who are responsible for creating the Walther Oncology Center
were available and could come together to receive the congratulations of
all. The Walther Center is the research program that occupies the fifth
and top floor of the Medical Research and Library Building. It is
something that I think will put the Indiana University Medical Center
into the national forefront in oncology research, but it also is a broad
and inclusive type of research program that spreads beyond medicine
across disciplinary boundaries and across university boundaries. Purdue
University, West Lafayette is part of the Walther Oncology Research
Program and we think that linkage brings a proud addition to the campus.

Also, we have a new President of the Staff Council who is here with us
today and I would like to introduce Maxine Tutterrow. Maxine, would
you stand up and let us greet you? Welcome to the Faculty Council.

AGENDA ITEM III - Executive Committee Report - Jeffery Vessely

BEPKO: Next we have the Executive Committee Report from Jeff
Vessely.

VESSELY: I have a couple of dates for you to put on your calendar.
The Learning Resources spring symposium will be March 16. We have a
great program in store. I have worked with the subcommittee of the
Faculty Development group that is heading this up and it is really an
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exciting group. Erv, I don't know whether we have any more details yet
to bring to this group to get them motivated toward attending that event.

BOSCHMANN: We have Chancellor Bepko doing the welcoming and
President Ehrlich (via satellite) doing the greeting. We also will have
Emeritus Dean Moore via satellite. Our presenters will be Daniel Lewin,
Vice President for Sales, NeXT Computer Systems, and John Patrick
Russell, Consulting Engineer, Apple Computers. Counterpoint will be with
Uri Treisman, Professor at U. C. Berkeley and Professor for Social
Change, Swarthmore College.

VESSELY: We hope to have some other people with us by interactive
video. The sYmposium is named after the former Dean of the Faculties,
Edward Moore.

The following Friday, March 23, is at least the tentative date for the
President's spring visit. The President has been on campus once each
semester, as you know, since he has been at the University. We are not
sure of the format of that visit, but it will probably be on the order of a
brown bag lunch and round-table discussion about whatever each of us
wants to discuss with him.

The Handbook Committee, on which has as representatives from IUPUI
Henry Karlson and Charles Yokomoto, are in the process of meeting. The
convener of that group is Henry Karlson. If you have concerns about ~
those changes that have been outlined in the Handbook, those should be
sent directly to Henry or Charlie. The standing committee chairs I know
have been fielding concerns from their committees and discussing that in
committee and probably have sent forth some items that way. Henry, do
you want to add to that?

KARLSON: I have one comment. Those proposed changes have been
withdrawn. Our charge is to basically look at the Academic Handbook
and propose any changes that we think are appropriate and to support
anything that is presently in the Handbook that we think is appropriate.
So, we have a very broad charge, with particular emphasis on faculty
rights and academic freedom.

VESSELY: Thank you, Henry. The last item that I have is, as you know,
I have announced on several occasions that you should submit nominations
for the FACET (Faculty Colloquium on Excellence and Teaching). Those
names have now been sent forward to the All University Committee for
selection. We send from our campus ten names, five of whom will be
selected. We would like to think that it would be an honor just to be in
the group of ten. So, I would like to announce who those people are
now. I might also add that, both for the FACET nominations and the
Pinnell nominations, we would have liked as a group to have literally had
to go through 100 or more nominations. In fact, the group was much
smaller than that. That doesn't make the quality of the selected group
any less, but I am certain that there are lots of deserving faculty ~

members who don't get nominated. This list, in no particular order, .,
comprises Barbara Cambridge, English; Gerald Powers, Social Work; Andrea
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Ziegert, SPEA; Charles Barman, Education; Linda Kasper, Medical Tech
nologies; Richard Meiss, Ob/Gyn and Physiology/Biophysics; Richard
Powell, Medicine and Biochemistry; Mary Maitland Kimball, Physical
Education and Dance; Terry Zollinger, Public and Environmental Affairs
and Richard Pfile, Electrical Engineering Technology.

The three names that have been submitted'for the Pinnell nomination
have been recommended by the Faculty Development Advisory Committee
and the Executive Committee are those of Ralph Gray, History; Florence
Juillerat, Biology; and Patrick Loehrer, Medicine. That concludes my
report.

AGENDA ITEM IV - Nominating Committee Report - Charles Yokomoto

BEPKO: Next we have the Nominating Committee Report from Charles
Yokomoto.

YOKOMOTO: The first item is one of housekeeping. We have the ballots
for the at-large elections for our Faculty Council and the election for
the University Faculty Council representation which are about to be
delivered to you via campus mail. Please notice when you receive them
that the deadline is February 16.

" The second item is the announcement of the nominees for the position of
Secretary of the Faculty Council. We will be electing this position at the
March meeting. The two nominees, identified by the Nominating Commit-
tee through extensive phone calls, solicitation of recommendations, and
the list of faculty who volunteered through our preference sheets, are:
Richard Peterson, whom you all know as chair of the Faculty Affairs
Committee, and Richard Fredland, who is also a member of the Council
and the Executive Committee. I would like to thank all of the people
who participated in the solicitations and the discussion, giving us
nominations. We made several phone calls to colleagues and faculty
members to ask for recommendations and we are very pleased with the
two candidates whom we have come up with.

AGENDA ITEM V - Question-and-Answer Period

~

BEPKO: Next we have the question-and-answer period. I have one
comment to make in response to a question that was raised last time
about postage stamps and metered mail and a new policy that was put
into place a month or two ago in response to an audit that was con-
ducted last summer. The auditors insisted that the University do more of
its mailing by metered postage and reduce the amount of postage stamps
that are distributed in departments around the campus. The question was
"Why is that a good idea?" The reason is twofold. I think we speculated
about those reasons last time but weren't sure about them. I can confirm
that our speculations were correct. First, we lose a lot through having
stamps located all around. In fact, there was one particular incident that
I thought of at our last meeting but was not sure if it was connected
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with this policy until we inquired of the auditors. The incident was at
IU Kokomo where a person had embezzled about $400,000 over a period of
about 10 years from the postage fund because there were postage stamps
and cash kept in the campus fund. It was possible to drain that much
money over a period of about 10 years. It is startling but true. That is
fortunately not something that has happened here, but there has been an
assumption that there is some loss associated with having so many
postage stamps around. The second reason for this policy is cost savings.
When we use the pre-sorted mail system that we have here on campus
and meter mail with our postage meter we save an amount (a cent or so
per item). That amounts to a significant amount of money over a period
of time, so we save money for the University by using the pre-sorting
process that we operate here on campus. Those two things, I think
compel us to do as much metering as we can possibly can. The policy, of
course, has got to be flexible. There are some things that people will
have to send off by other than the pre-sorting and metering process on
campus. I suppose that we have to have some flexibility to accommodate
those special cases.

The one question that was important to me, as a person who over the
last 18 years has mailed out a lot of things, was whether the pre-sorting
and metering process will result in the piece of mail going into the mail
system as quickly as if I took it to a mailbox. I have walked to the
mailbox many times myself because I have always believed that if you put
a stamp on yourself and place the item in the mailbox, it would reach itstt\
destination faster than if you went through the campus process. I am '
told that that is not so, that in fact the pre-sorting and campus handling
process may be faster than if I walk to the mailbox and put it in myself.
We are going to do some experiments to validate that assumption. If you
would like to be a participant in the experiment, we would be happy to
have you join in. We are going to do some simultaneous mailing under
normal conditions and see which process gets the mail to the addressee
faster. I am encouraged by that assurance already and, if we do
validate it, then I can be more even more confident that you lose no
time by using the pre-sorting and metered mailing process. That is the
one reason I can see that you would want to have the option of having
your own postage stamps and walking to the mailbox.

TISCHFIELD: I would like to comment on how this might affect the
integrity of the mailing process. We recently had an absolutely horren
dous experience with the mail service. We received from Cincinnati a
piece of Express mail, which would be the equivalent of registered mail,
which was signed for by the mail room. It contained samples that were
irreplaceable and were collected at a cost of $200,000. They were lost in
themailroom.Mr. Geshwein speculates that they might have been thrown
in the wastebasket. The fact is that it was never recovered, it was
signed for, it would never have gotten to me. Since then, I have been
sending nothing to the mailroom. Since the actual items had no value,
just the cost of collecting them (they were DNA samples from an
itinerant family from Iraq), I have not been able to recover them and I ..
have not been able to recover the loss, nor have I ever received the .,
samples. As a consequence, I send nothing via Express mail nor do I
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receive anything via Express mail.
apology.
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Mr. Geshwein wrote me a letter of
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BEPKO: That is inexcusable. What can I say?

TISCHFIELD: I have a made a big deal out of this because I presume
that this is an isolated incident. I raise it here only because, if it is not
an isolated incident, I think you need to know about it.

BEPKO: I wish I had known about it before. I am really sorry and I
think that we better make sure that it is an isolated incident. If it is
not, then we must take urgent steps to correct the problem.

TISCHFIELD: This was exclusively Federal Express. I will send you
copies of the letters.

BEPKO: I would like to have that.

KECK:I can tell you that it is not an isolated incident. We have
problems at 38th Street also, especially with Express mail.

BEPKO: You mean receiving mail?

KECK: Yes.

BEPKO: That is a good thing to hear about. It may be that we have a
problem handling Express mail, in which case we will deal with the
problem.

KECK: I want to make sure that you know that it is Express mail. I
don't think it is mail services at IUPUI.

BEPKO: So you had trouble with the U. S. Postoffice?

KECK: We believe that is our source of the problem.

TISCHFIELD: In my case, it was received by our campus mail. They
signed for it.

BEPKO: Well, I think it is a good thing that we had this discussion
because I would like to make absolutely sure that we have safeguards
against that type of problem. The problem is really shocking. Are there
any other questions?

ZUNT: I have a question about the development salary policy within the
units, and I believe this is separate from what we are going to have as a
report here at the Council. I understand that there is a deadline or a
timeline for individual units at IUPUI to submit their individual unit
salary policies. I was wondering what that is and are there guidelines
that have been issued to the units to instruct units' administration and
faculty on how to develop these guidelines? The reason that I bring this
up is that I am aware of two units that remain unnamed that have
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developed these policies by writing down what they do now and passing
them around for review. That is the collaborative fact.

PLATER: We asked that all schools submit their unit policies by
February 1, but the intent is not to have a rigid deadline but to insure
that policies were on file before salary decisions are made. In several
instances, schools have asked for additional time to allow for consultation
with committees or additional reviews. We gladly extended the time
deadline to accommodate that as long as the salary policies would be on
file before we actually make salary recommendations.

ZUNT: Then, my question about guidelines. Historically, the process in
the University Faculty Council started about three and one-half years ago
and we have many, many hours of Faculty Council minutes that would get
us to a point where we have a policy today. I am not sure that every
unit has a sense of that historical development.

PLATER: In issuing the request that the guidelines be on file, I don't
remember exactly but I am confident that we sent along a copy of the
University Faculty Council's adopted policies, which contained the
information that is necessary for each unit to develop its own unit salary
policy. There may have been some additional suggestions but no guide
lines for the units to develop theirs. Instead, we simply referred to the
policies as adopted by the University Faculty Council.

BEPKO: There is some reluctance to go beyond the policy of the
Faculty Council because, although it is a policy we have raised now, it
was generated and adopted by the Faculty Council. There may be some
limit on what would be considered in interpreting that or whether we are
stepping over the boundary line and making policy inconsistent with the
salary policy by issuing guidelines or by making more specific whatever is
in the salary policy that was adopted by the Faculty Council. We are
sensitive to that.

RENDA: I believe that the permission that came out of your office had
an attachment. It had some statement to the fact that the policies
should be developed by the units by an elected body. This document here
does not say that. It says "by the units." I think those instructions in
one way were specific in that the faculty had to be involved in drawing
up the unit policy.

BEPKO: That is in the policy adopted by the Faculty Council.

PLATER: It says "an elected body or a body appointed by an elected
body."

ZUNT: I have a concern that we had intended that there would be three
levels of policy to address. That is what we needed at the campus and
at the unit. I am concerned now that this has fallen apart and the
consultative aspect of it perhaps is not being adhered to.

BEPKO: We have no way of knowing at this point.
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PLATER: We will conduct a review of all the policies, after they are
collected, in consultation with the Budgetary Affairs Committee. That
has not taken place because today is the deadline and no one has even
looked, as far as I know, at the policies other than to collect them. As
I said, we have granted extensions in some cases to schools to accom
modate the very process you are talking about. During the next several
weeks and perhaps even longer, we will review those policies and take
them up with the Budgetary Affairs Committee. So, the concern that you
are raising can be addressed at that time, although I hope that it will be
resolved before there is any kind of review.

VESSELY: It would seem to me that when the policy gets to the Dean of
the Faculties or the Chancellor it won't be clear that it was not
developed by an elected body or by a body appointed by an elected body.
I would think it would be appropriate at some point, the earlier the
better, to make known either from an individual school a concern from a
faculty member of that school that the adherence of that policy has been
circumvented in some way, either to the Executive Committee and
consequently consultation with Budgetary Affairs Committee, because I
don't think when we developed the policy we talked about any kind of
enforcement. I would think that before the process gets too far along
that, if those guidelines haven't been adhered to, they ought to come to
someone's attention. The final policy may be fine. It may fit within
certain guidelines but how it was arrived at, if it is not according to
those adopted policies, may be in question.

ZUNT: That is the whole issue.

VESSELY: I would think that if you submitted that, or whatever faculty
didn't get to participate in that, informed the Executive Committee, I
would think that would be at least a starting point to say to the
Budgetary Affairs Committee, "We need to put some teeth in the ad
ministration of this or the adherence to this."

HODES: I may have misunderstood, but Henry remarked that there are
certain amendments that have been withdrawn in the Handbook revisions,
and I was wondering to which set of amendments you were referring?

KARLSON: The President's proposed changes to the Academic Handbook.

HODES: All of the things that we have been discussing and reacting to
for some number of months now? Does that mean that they are starting
brand new with the old Handbook as it stood as of January 1, 1989? I
am little confused by that.

KARLSON: Basically, the answer is yes. We are starting from that
point.

VESSELY: Charlie, do you agree with that point?

C!r YOKOMOTO: Yes.
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VESSELY: I saw that puzzled look, that is why I asked.

YOKOMOTO: Some of documents that came to various committees have
been pulled back except for those ones already passed such as 18/20 and
salary policy. But as far as the other parts are concerned, we aren't
even looking at it now. We will looking at the Handbook and trying to
bring the Handbook into consistency with what we know to be going on
now and to try to improve the wording.

HODES: At the January meeting of this body wasn't there approved a set
of recommendations having to do with the number of letters and the
promotion and tenure process?

BEPKO: That is a different issue. That was a set of guidelines issued
by campus administration to help people with promotion and tenure. That
is not the Handbook.

HODES: I know that but to the extent that it was supposed to ... It is a
different part of the document and it is still supposed to mesh with the
Handbook.

VESSELY: It would seem to me that that would come under putting the
Handbook in line with what already exists.

BEPKO: I think, by virtue of the vote at the January meeting, we can ~.
conclude that the guidelines that have been offered in the interest of
trying to help people prepare their dossiers are consistent with what is in
the existing Handbook. Now, the proposed changes would change the
Handbook. That is the subject of this other committee discussion.

BRAHMI: This is really a comment or follow-up on something that I had
brought up at the last meeting that had to do with Omega Travel. After
the last Faculty Council meeting, I wrote to Travel Management Services
about the discrepancy in fare between what I was given and what I had
available to me. Jackie Case called me and has resolved that. My
department will be refunded the difference between the lower fare that I
could have had and the fare that I was given. I also wanted to point out
that if anybody else comes across a similar situation, that Travel
Management would appreciate very much to be told that before ticketing
and if some special plan is available to you that would afford a lower
rate please make that clear to the person that you are dealing with. If
you don't get any response, she would very much like to know before the
ticketing takes place. I just wanted to report that that was resolved
very nicely and I did appreciate it.

BEPKO: Good. Thank you. Is there anything else?
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AGENDA ITEM VI - Standing Committee Reports: Salary Policy - Budgetary
Affairs and Family Leave Policy - Fringe Benefits
Committee

BEPKO: We have two standing committee reports. The first is from the
Budgetary Affairs Committee. Dana McDonald will give the report on the
behalf of the committee. Beverly Hill was listed but was unable to be
here.

MCDONALD: Beverly Hill regrets that she was unable to be here and
apologizes to you. I will do the best that I can with this. I did attend
all of our sessions. I think I should address, before I start out, a point
that is made under #8. This document did not intend to address the
activity that goes on within a unit to implement those things which all
faculty at Indiana University have agreed to and being the democratic
salary throughout the University.

This policy is a budgetary kind of matter. That is the only reason the
Budgetary Affairs Committee was looking at it. It has to do with
monetary implementation of what the faculty want to do. The faculty
want to have monies allocated in a certain way after democratic rules are
established within their units, and, their campus has to be able to operate
also. Therefore, the campus approached the Budgetary Affairs Committee
and said this is a rough draft of a set of steps that will enable us to
operate. And, Budgetary Affairs didn't like some of the items and did
like some of the other things and added things and interacted on other
points with campus administration. The Committee feels that this is a
workable set of steps. I think the problem is that we have used the
word "policy" too many times that this campus will have to follow if we
are physically responsible to adhere. Under Responsibility Center
Budgeting, which is different, there will be no monies withheld by the
central campus at the beginning of the year. Therefore, two inactive
initiatives which we have all agreed to, or at least we have not
protested, the campus must have money to do that. And, how are they
going to get funded? The preamble of this document is just a statement
that brings to your mind that this is a new system of budgeting. This is
Responsibility Center Budgeting and under that system, and we have no
choice but to operate under that system. Under that system, two policies
that all of the IU campuses have agreed to, these steps should be
followed. I don't want to read them to you. You can read the preamble
for yourselves. But maybe I could go through these five points.
[Reading five points]

1.

C' 2.

All Responsibility Center Budgeting units will establish their own
written salary policy (which should be reviewed annually) consistent
with University policies and procedures. These individual unit salary
policies will also be reviewed annually by the Dean of the Faculties
in consultation with the Faculty Council Budgetary Affairs Commit
tee.

Each Responsibility Center Budgeting unit will determine what
portion of its resources shall be allocated for salary increases in any
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given year, although an announced average campus-wide minimum
percentage increase may be established for all Responsibility Center
Budgeting units.

BEPKO: Do you want to take questions now?

MCDONALD: Yes.

RENDA: It seems to me that it would be easier to say it in a different
way. I can interpret it in what portion of the total resources. If you
have a $50 million total budget, are you talking about a portion of that
resource or are you talking about ... To me this doesn't seem very clear.
In addition to the campuses percentages, if a unit determines or feels
justified to add amounts, is this permissible?

MCDONALD: Absolutely.

RENDA: I can see some different interpretations in this wording.

PLATER: It seems to me that it is fairly clear, but if there is a mis
interpretation, maybe we could take it back and try to clarify it. The
intent is to say exactly what you said -- if the unit wants to allocate
rnore than what may be established to the campus-wide average minimum
increase, that it could do so. It has the latitude to do so under Respon
sibility Center Budgeting. There may be years in which there would not 41'
be a campus-wide minimum average increase. If there are only funds for .
a one percent salary increase, there may be no point in announcing a
minimum to be observed by all units.

RENDA: At least I would like to see additional wording to the affect
that this amount is in addition to the campus-wide minimum percentage.

MCDONALD: The math won't work out once you get down to #4
possibly.

RENDA: The interpretation here is that you are talking about an
additional amount. If a campus is four percent ...

MCDONALD: Or less. Maybe a dean wants to put his money in some
other place besides salaries.

PLATER: He couldn't do that. If the campus average were to be 10
percent as a minimum and a dean wanted to invest 8 percent in salaries,
this could not be done.

MCDONALD: If the deans and the campus administration aren't clear, the
Budgetary Affairs Committee is doing its best to guarantee that whatever
administrative arrangements are made, that faculty understand who is
making the final decision here.

RENDA: I will make one more comment and then I will stop. My
interpretation of this is that this is an additional amount of money.

e
You
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just told me that it could be less than campus average. That is where
the problem is. It is not clear.

BEPKO: If there is a minimum, then I don't think it could be less than
the minimum. I think that the intention is to provide flexibility so that
each unit can decide how important salary increases are. But, it is noted
that there may be a minimum established as an average for the campus
for salary increases in which case the average for every unit would have
to be at least that minimum.

TISCHFIELD: I think the use of the word "average" here is a misnomer.
I don't think you can have a minimum average. You can have a minimum
but you can't have a minimum average.

MCDONALD: We know that. There is a problem. We took it out and
put it back in several times.

BEPKO: There is, in this sense. When a unit allocates money for salary
increases and all the increases are given and then you take all of the
salaries after the increase has been given and you compute averages,
whether it is a mean or median (I think the word average here suggests
an arithmetic mean, then there will be an average for that unit. Now,
the type of minimum that is contemplated here is a minimum or floor for
that average. In other words, it isn't a minimum that requires every
faculty member to get at least that amount. It is a minimum that says
that for every unit there should be a average increase of at least a
certain percentage so that the salary funds would have to distributed in a
way that produced an average for that unit that was at least the
minimum. Also, it says here "may." That means also that there may not
be a salary average minimum.

HODES: Two or three times in the way you stated and also we talked
about how each RCB unit will determine. It sounds as if you were using
that word to mean the administration of that unit. It seems to me that
the point that was raised before is in fact this point. Do we mean to
refer to units making decisions or people within those units making
decisions?

MCDONALD: The units are supposed to be depending on a system that is
supposed to be democratically elected. The deans certainly knew about it
and the deans have a deadline and some of the deadlines are met and
some of them aren't.

~

HODES:
the one
made me
will ...

In other words, the dean or whoever is head of the unit will be
who is reporting this onward but the way you characterize it
think that a dean will actually be deciding what percentage

e
MCDONALD: Through an elected group.

BEPKO: That is not my recollection of the salary policy. Maybe I am
wrong about this but the salary policy requires an elected group to
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counsel with the deans. There is a consultative process contemplated,
it doesn't say that the elected group will make salary decisions. The
dean is responsible for making those decisions now.

SIDHU: Am I allowed to participate in the discussion? I am just asking
permission otherwise I won't participate.

BEPKO: My advice is to agree that Professor Sidhu should be allowed to
speak. Is there any opposition? In fairness, if there are members who
wish to speak, I think they should come first. Dolores had her hand up
in any case.

HOYT: In Item #2, it states that "although an announced average
campus-wide minimum... "Who is announcing it or, I guess even more
important, who is establishing this average campus-wide minimum per
centage? We do have this additional constitutional average salary
minimum established at some of the campuses which we try to follow. I
am not sure how this whole thing affects that.

BEPKO: The campus administration may choose to have an average
minimum and if the campus administration chooses to do that, it will be
in consultation with and with the support of the Faculty Council Budget
ary Affairs Committee, which is the campus consultative group under the
University Faculty Salary Policy.

HOYT: It might be good to clarify that point.

MCDONALD: That would influence decisions made about whether the
libraries could meet or could not meet Bloomington bases. That is not
addressed in this.

3. The RCB unit administrator shall report to faculty/librarians the
average percentage salary increase in the unit.

It will be reported people to the people who ...

RENDA: When? Five years later?

MCDONALD: We didn't feel that we had to do that. We didn't feel that
we had to give time lines.

RENDA: It seems to me that we could just say "in timely fashion."

BEPKO: I apologize. I forgot Professor Sidhu was going to make a
comment.

SIDHU: Sir, sitting on this committee who develops all of these policies
and knowing a little bit, as far as my knowledge goes, when the Univer
sity Faculty Council approved a policy at that time, the contention was
that there will be guidelines which will be followed at this campus.
Under that, as far as the policies of the schools are concerned, those
will be decided by the representatives of the faculty, elected or

I
,~
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appointed as the group. Then the recommendations would be made on the
basis of only the procedural basis. As far as the final decision is
concerned, that will be made by the dean because there was a move that
that authority should be taken by the deans and should be given to the
faculty, and if there was a person between the two, the final decision
lies with the dean. Therefore, all of these things which are coming up
now seems to be more or less bureaucratic. There is no need for that.
The main thing that we need to watch is if the general policy being
carried out. That will be submitted by the dean. As Professor Vessely
pointed out, it can be found out from those schools whether the policies
have been established by the representatives of the faculty. What I am
saying here is that we are adding more steps which will make it more
difficult and which will take away flexibility from the schools. I hope I
am not completely wrong on that. There is no need for all of these
steps because the major need will be followed whether the school has
established their policies or not, whether the schools ..•

FREDLAND: I have a question. Is this for action today or is this just
for information?

VESSELY: The assumption was that it is the advice of the Budgetary
Affairs Committee and it wasn't intended to be an action item.

FREDLAND: So, now it is to the unit committees that were to report on
February 1st for the unit policies?

VESSELY: That is correct, unless somebody moves differently. The
Budgetary Affairs Committee is not suggesting that it is an action item.
Let me leave it at that.

BEPKO: This is being presented to get a sense of the Faculty Council on
whether these are good strategies to advance the principles that are
found in the overall university salary policy. If there is something in
here that is troublesome, then that is what this is being presented for.
Is that correct?

YOKOMOTO: I have a question. Could we also ask that the campus
minimum be divulged at the same time as the units' averages? In other
words, if there happens to be a campus average for the year, would that
be implemented as a result of the unit administration announcement.

BEPKO: If there is a minimum for the campus, it would be announced
before there was any salary setting.

YOKOMOTO: The Dean of the Faculties would announce that every year
then?

BEPKO: I would have no difficulty with stating publicly whatever policy
was adopted at the campus level. We would be happy to make it public
in whatever way it was best designed to reach those interested.

YOKOMOTO: I have another question. Would the campus salary that a
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unit's resources that are not allowed to use the average would then the
administration find some way to move money into that unit or how would
that happen? Would it be possible for the unit's resources not to be able
to meet the average?

BEPKO: You would have to reallocate.

MCDONALD: I think that is Responsibility Center Budgeting. It goes
back to central administration because they are getting their money from
outside -- money is going the other way.

YOKOMOTO: It seems that the working document says "establish a
minimum". You are not establishing a minimum.

BEPKO: If a minimum is established, you have to meet it.

YOKOMOTO: You have to meet it?

BEPKO: Yes.

YOKOMOTO: Okay.

BEPKO: It is up to you to decide how to do it.

ZUNT: If the Faculty Council does not approve or endorse or accept this 4ID
report, am I hearing that this document will be an administrative practice
then? Would the schools be held accountable for this as a matter of ad
ministrative practice rather than Faculty Council policy?

BEPKO: I have not been involved in these things but my sense is that
we are trying in implement the University Faculty Council salary policy.
There are questions that have arisen. There are some things that the
Budgetary Affairs Committee thought would be a good idea to have go
into place to coincide with the first year of implementation of this
University Faculty Council salary policy. This is what the Budgetary
Affairs Committee has concluded would be good to have in place this first
year. It is being presented here for reactions. Is that correct?

MCDONALD: That is correct.

BEPKO: The only point that the campus administration has a real
interest is #4. Under Responsibility Center Budgeting, the campus
administration has moved all resources to the responsibility centers and l
there is a necessity, because we have responsibilities as a campus, to
have a reallocation fund. The reallocation fund, which I think we talked I
about in this body would be established by #4. It is put in here because
it would affect salary setting. But, it would be even broader than just
salaries. The proposal that we are working with right now is that each
year when the legislative budget was set -- the budget that authorized an
increase in the total base of the University of let's say five percent ~1.

that the University administration would take between one-half and one ..
percent of the new money for a reallocation fund. That was to be
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redistributed back to the academic programs, but that would be available
for the important changing shape of the University. Now, in any given
year, the allocation fund could be used in different ways and the
reallocation, as administered by the campus, would be made after consul
tation with the Budgetary Affairs Committee. But, it is simply impossible
to operate the University without having that sort of reallocation fund.
In fact, the other universities that have adopted Responsibility Center
Budgeting that have moved all of their resources into responsibility
centers as we have, don't use the device that we have proposed to use,
but instead, take a reduction of every unit's base budget every year.
What has been considered in Bloomington for next year, when they go
into Responsibility Center Budgeting, is to reduce every unit's budget by
five percent to begin the year. So, you would start your budget planning
for each year with 95 percent of what you had the year before. Then,
the reallocation fund is administered by the campus administration and
returned in various ways to the units. Now, it produces a nice discipline
to say to yourself every year, "We have got to make do with 95 percent
of what we had last year," but we think with our units, having been as
poorly funded in many cases as they have, having not had an opportunity
to grow to the state of affluence that some of the academic units on
other campuses may, that it would be unfair and too difficult for us to
reduce our budget bases to 95 percent of what they were the year before.
So, the least painful way of establishing a reallocation fund is to take
that from new money. The percentages that we have described in ourct own thinking about this and the tentative policies that we have adopted,
are small enough that it would not be difficult for the units to accept
and to shoulder as a financial responsibility. There will be a reallocation
fund and we think this is the best way to do it. Part of that impacts on
salaries because part of the increase in budget base involve salary
increases, and we thought, as a result, that the Budgetary Affairs
Committee ought to put this into the draft of ideas that were being
floated here as a part of the salary policy implementation. That is the
one thing, I believe, that campus administration suggested.

ROBBINS: Just how preferable to reallocation of five percent of the base
budget, but could it not also occur if those funds in the reserve were all
to be allocated for salary purposes that the average campus salary
increase could be less than the state appropriation of new salary money?
For example, if they appropriated five percent of new salary money and
one percent of that is placed in reserve and reallocated for purposes
other than salaries, as I understand it could be, then the campus average,
unless it was allocated from other sources within units, could in fact
come up to an average less than the state appropriation. It seems to me
that, politically, would be problematic. Now, if the legislature would
appropriate five percent of new salary money, it assumes that at least the
average salary increases would be five percent.

BEPKO: We hope that salary increases never are as low as the amount
that was appropriated by the General Assembly. They haven't been for a
long time. We certainly would be very concerned if the salary increase
averages dropped, to reflect the reallocation fund, to a percentage below
the amount that was actually in the minds of the General Assembly.
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However, I don't think that would create a political problem in the
legislature because I don't think the legislature generally would worry a
lot about that kind of reallocation. In fact, we are having a struggle to
try to convince them to add a point or two to compensation for Univer
sity employees in a year that it appears they have some money to spend.
I don't think that would create a political problem for us downtown.
But, the short answer to what you are saying is that I don't think it will
happen. We would be very concerned if it did happen. What we
contemplate happening is that the academic units will have resources now
to make up this difference because the academic units now have resources
that they have never had before. In the past, when there was enrollment
growth and tuition increases, that money was all gathered by the campus
administration. It could be distributed for salary increases. That is
exactly what we have done, because I think that salary increases have
gone up here faster than any percentage that was ever enacted by the
General Assembly, at least as long as I have been involved with it. Now
the schools are going to have to make that up because they are the ones
that have the income.

HODES: I just want a clarification in #4 and then I want to go back
#2. Are you saying that, when you are talking of "retaining between
one-half of one percent ... " it is not one percent of the salary base
that they are retaining one percent of the increase in salary base.
that correct?

to

but
Is

BEPKO: No. It is between one-half of one percent and one percent of
the total base.

HODES: It is the total base? It doesn't quite fit when they are talking
about new salary funds?

MCDONALD: But that would be raised.

HODES: I thought they were talking about the increment figure and that
you were retaining only the one percent of the incremental amount.

BEPKO: I suppose you could read it more than one way. It says " ... the
reserve will be generated by retaining between one-half and one percent
of the salary base ... " That is the total base from state appropriations.

HODES: So the only difference in Bloomington would be the difference
between five percent and one percent?

BEPKO: The way that it is being done too. This comes from new
money. The other requires a unit to reduce its base by five percent and
then making a budget.

HODES: By "new money" you are referring to the percent increase
(could not hear -- too much other talking)

BEPKO: If there was no increase in our base, then there would be no ~
reallocation fund.
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Then would you still get one percent of the whole base?

BEPKO: No, because it would only come from whatever increases were
given by the General Assembly.

MCDONALD: Maybe we should say new state appropriation.

BEPKO: It would be better probably to say new state appropriations to
make it clear.

HODES: In item #2 I would suggest, in the third line, take the word
"average" and just literally move it over so that we are talking about
"campus-wide minimum average percentage ... " The problem that we have
all had is that it now looks like, when you say "campus-wide minimum
percentage" it sounds like each individual faculty member is getting a
minimum increase and you said that that is not what we are talking
about.

FREDLAND: As for clarifying the language in #2, #3, and #4 in light of
the questions that have been raised here, specifically, that the average
campus-wide minimum actually means so it is made less ambiguous. I
would so move this.

I will second it.

I guess that is an appropriate motion and we should take it up.
to repeat my sense is, and Dana and Bill should correct me if I

am wrong, that this was being presented for your reactions. The drafting
was not something that was considered to be an issue because it was not
being presented for a vote. I would like to get your sense of the
substance of these things because it is important. I think the Budgetary
Affairs Committee would like to get a sense of the substance of these
points, too. I think it would be well to redraft these things in any event
after hearing the comments that have been made here.

fYour motion, Dick, was to redraft the ...

Nos. 2, 3, and 4.

I think we can take as an indication of the places where there
is ambiguity the comments that have been made here. Do you want to
vote on that motion or should we just take it as a sense of the Council
that that should be done? That was the spirit in which it was presented
so why don't we just assume that that will be done unless you would like
~to have a vote. Let's take a vote. We haven't had any votes today

cept on the minutes. The minutes were adopted by a vote of 3 in
~favor, none opposed and 71 abstentions. All in favor say "Aye". Any
C posed? Only a political scientist would be able to make an extem

raneous motion and have it carry unanimously, Dick.

I don't know whether you are eager to hear the last one.
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4. "Each unit will be required to have an expenditure budget on file
prior to submitting salary recommendations for the next fiscal year.
The expenditure budget will be reviewed for consistency with the
unit's five-year academic plan by the Dean of the Faculties.

ROBBINS: Would somebody explain what appears to me to be a double
implication of #4. First, allocating new salary appropriations in accor
dance with the current campus academic plan which assumes that there
will be some judgments made about how the actual allocation is dis
tributed to the units. Then, of course, the second part of that double
implication is the use of the reserved funds to be allocated in accordance
with the efforts to implement the current IUPUI development plan.
Would you do the same thing twice or how do those two allocations
occur when the campus plans differ?

BEPKO: I am not sure I understand.

ROBBINS: At the beginning it states, "New salary funds from state
appropriations will be allocated to each unit in accord with the goals of
the current campus academic plan." So, there are going to be some
judgments made about how new salary funds will be allocated to units,
apparently in terms of the campus plan. Then, from those funds allo-
cated, there is going to be this reserve established that will be allocated
to units to implement the current development plan. It is unclear to me
what the dual nature of those two allocations are. Whether or not if you~
do it in the first place why you have to do it in the second place.

BEPKO: I think that you are right. The first and the last sentence
could probably be combined. I think the reason that they were not
combined is to emphasize the primacy of salaries. In the first, the money
is distributed for salary increases or at least an allocation is presumed
for salary increases. But, held back is the one-half percent or up to one
percent, depending on the generosity, of the General Assembly in any
given year. I might add, parenthetically, that we don't think that this
year is a year of generosity, so it will more than likely be a half percent
rather than a percent. But, the half percent is reserved, then that is
distributed as well in accordance with the academic plan which may mean
that it will be more money for salaries, but it may mean lots of other
things as well.

ROBBINS: Would it not also mean that the amount of money allocated
initially for new salaries could vary by units depending upon what they
were doing was consistent with the academic plan? So, in affect, if the
allocation was five percent from the legislature, it could turn out that
the allocation of those funds could be three percent to eight percent to
another unit because that was more consistent with the campus academic
plan than simply allocating the five percent to the units across the board.

BEPKO: That is a possibility.
but is certainly a possibility.
written this way to account for
of it is a reading that I agree

That hasn't been the practice in the past
That wasn't something that we urged be ~

that possibility either, but your reading~

with.
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ROBBINS: It seems to be one that we ought to try to adjust because it
seems as if there are two opportunities to allocate funds, both of which
could be used for the same purpose. So, there ought to be some

'language that would combine that concept about adjusting the allocation
of this new money either from the initial appropriation or from the
reserve so that it doesn't turn out that a unit gets it taken away on the
one hand and it is taken away again on the other hand.

BEPKO: What we are really doing is trying to move more things to the
units. As a matter of fact, the whole thrust of Responsibility Center
Budgeting is to put more of the resources into the schools. Along the
way there may be some things reserved but it has to be understood
against the backdrop of the assumption that every school starts from zero
every year. That is, you have a program and you ask for the money. It
is not our plan to close the schools. It is not our plan to curtail any
schools. That is the backdrop against which all of us work. What we
have done now is assume that the schools have a base of funding that is
beyond the University Administration's reach, that is to be expended by
the Responsibility Centers consistent with academic plans that they have
all adopted. The vast bulk of decisions that are wrapped up in that
movement are to put more money into the schools, to have more flexi
bility in the schools. Now, I think what you are saying is that, in that
process there may have been a few things reserved to the University
Administration. I don't see that as a problem especially given the
backdrop against which we have operated, which is that the University
Administration decides how much money each school has from the
beginning. We are trying to create a system where the schools can plan
better by having a specific knowledge of funding patterns so they can
plan out three or four years, look at their own income sources, along
with general expenditures pattern, and thus do a better job of allocating
resources to advance their academic missions. Are there any other
comments? The Budgetary Affairs Committee will take this up in
consultation with us.

Next, we have the Family Leave Policy. This is an action item from the
Fringe Benefits Committee presented by Linda Kasper and Richard
Peterson.

KASPER: Dr. Peterson is unable to be here today due to the death of
his father-in-law earlier this week.

The IUPUI Fringe Benefits Committee would like to present two motions
for your consideration. With your permission, I would like to present the
motions separately.

Motion #1: The IUPUI Fringe Benefits Committee recommends that
the IUPUI Faculty Council approve the adoption of the Proposed
Family Leave Policy as described in Circular UI0-90 (IUPUI Circular
89-26).

BEPKO: Is there any discussion?
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BEPKO: It is commanding that they pay for it.

HODES: That the percentage should or should not?

form by

YOKOMOTO: From the position of the Dean of the Faculties

KASPER: In discussing that with Dick Peterson before he left, he had
had further discussions at the University level and felt that the word
"time" allowed more flexibility than the word "year".

YOKOMOTO: What about the question of the time versus one year?

PLATER: From our point of view, it would have to be construed as a
year.

HAMBURGER: The proposal commands that it pays for it. As a Univer
sity wide policy of a benefit.

KASPER: The changes that have been made "are the changes that we
recommended and discussed at the last meeting. Those were the only
changes ...

YOKOMOTO: Is this the same document with changes being made since
we last discussed it?

HAMBURGER: I disagree with that in that this is being put forth as life
insurance, health insurance, and other such things. It is commanding
Responsibility Based centers to pay for it.

BARLOW: It seems to me that since this would be a decision to be made
by the responsibility centers and not the Faculty Council. School
facilitators are incensed with this decision of Faculty Council telling
responsibility centers how to spend their money, which seems to me, in
Responsibility Center Budgeting to be the decision of the units or the
centers. It would be perfectly appropriate, I think, for the Faculty
Council, as the motion stated that it would be mandatory to say that it
desirable for each unit to come up with a policy. I think this is
something that the faculty of the units basically might want to make on
their own or not to make on their own or have their own arrangements.
It seems to me as a whole new way of doing things that Responsibility
Center Budgeting opens up.

KASPER: I think that certainly is a legitimate concern.

R. KECK: It seems to me that there might be a different
different responsibility centers.

R. KECK: Has there been an estimate of the costs related to the
responsibility center units?

KASPER: Not to my knowledge, sir. We have not looked at that at the
IUPUI level.
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So, if it is not a full year, it is not flexible then?

PLATER: I don't know how else we could implement it other than taking
it as being given a full year of additional time.

YOKOMOTO: So it would be one year rather than making it sound ...

KASPER: Because in some of those other instances where the time is not
credited, if you lose a year you have lost more than the time you took.
Credit towards tenure is only awarded in one-year increments. I do not
believe that is the case with sabbatical leave.

KARLSON: I would like a point of information. It says here that this is
to be treated as are any other temporary medical disabilities for purposes
of granting sick leave. Now the question which I ask is are other
sicknesses such that you can have up to six weeks absence with pay
because of illness or are we treating this differently from other sick
nesses or other disabilities? In other words, is this consistent?

KASPER: The current sick leave policy, I believe, is in the Academic
Handbook and I don't know what that policy is. Does anyone have an
Academic Handbook with them? I don't. Or does anyone know what that
policy is specifically?

~MILLER: I believe it is six weeks.

HODES: It is six weeks and I think they extended it to nine more half
days.

KARLSON: So this is exactly consistent with that. That is what I
wanted to know.

VESSELY: To answer Bob Keck's comment about cost, I don't know the
answer to that either, except that the staff policy that has been ad
vanced by the staff group, and maybe Maxine could help me out. The
staff are being asked to fund that by a day's vacation or a day's sick
pay -- something that the staff person, everybody gives up and pools the
money to fund the staff policy that is comparable to this. It is not like
new money. The question arises that Dean Barlow suggested is that still
technically is Responsibility Center money. So, if we made the argument
on our side, I am sure that the other argument could be made on the
staff side that that day's pay actually belongs to the Responsibility
Center.

BEPKO: I think that Responsibility Center Budgeting really doesn't
change the choices of whether to add fringe benefits or to use the money
for some other purpose. I think that the University faculty, in its role
in helping shape decisions like this, could make a decision to add fringe
benefits. What I think it does is it helps everyone understand that new
benefits cost money and the money has to corne from somewhere. It is
more vivid when you see it in the responsibility centers, but it is really
just a reflection of the sort of thing that we have been talking about in
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other discussions over the last few years. The resources for new benefit
programs have to come from somewhere. When it is viewed in terms of
Responsibility Center Budgeting, you see those resource reallocations a
little more clearly because they are closer to home. But, it is still reall
a choice of policy of whether to use the money for A or B. A is for
fringe benefits and B is something else, whatever that may be.

KELLUM: Wouldn't that other thing most likely be faculty salaries?

BEPKO: It has been in the past.

KELLUM: Where else can most of us find it in our budget? That is
what scares us about it. It is ultimately going to lead to reduced actual
take-home pay. I think the leave policy is fine, but unless you get new
money to pay for it, it is going to mean reduced salaries.

HODES: I think we need to acknowledge that what it is, is indeed a tax
on all of us but I am in favor of raising my own taxes on this issue even
though I am not benefited by it. My children have already been born,
but I think it is perfectly proper for me to take money out of my budget
to give you young women and young men who are coming into the
faculty. That is what our whole tax and social security system is. So, I
am in favor of it precisely because it is mandatory and it comes out of
our budget.

BARLOW: I am personally in favor of it too, but I think, once again,
this is going to have a greater impact on smaller schools and on the less
financially endowed schools and units than the larger ones. I would feel
much more comfortable about it if I knew the faculty, for example, in the
School of Liberal Arts wanted to do this and voted on it themselves and
decided that they want to reallocate their few resources this way rather
than another. I think that is Nick Kellum's thinking, too.

VESSELY: I am wondering if, not for discussion today, we are at the
point of entertaining the notion of having some sort of a menu of fringe
benefits. I think when we first had health care and then pregnancy
leave, or whatever, I am sure somewhere along the line we probably
thought, "Well, we have reached the end of the line on potential
categories of fringe benefits, but this, I am certain, is not the last fringe
benefit that we will see." Someone else in the marketplace will compete
for our same faculty and staff and offer other kinds of things, some of
which will be ones that you want to select. We have faculty now who
don't get benefits from the university's contribution and ultimate paYment
of health care because they use health care that their spouse may have
which mayor may not be better. So they don't get that benefit. I
know that the costs of those fringe benefits will get a return of $.90 on
a $1.00, maybe because they will be more expensive if everybody doesn't
participate. There comes a point in time when I think we ought to think
about how all of these fringe benefits impact only smaller segments of
the group and whether you want your money now or later. I don't think ~

you can opt out of health care, for example. I think that would be a ..,
requirement. I think there are some things that you might want to opt
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We ought to think about that.

HAMBURGER: I think this is one of the things that we each, as an
individual, can opt in or out of. When we are in our childbearing years
we are apt to opt in and when we are not in our childbearing years, we
are apt to opt out. Therefore, the total body, meaning the faculty, or in
this case the faculty, staff, and professional staff need some sort of a
policy of risk sharing, saying that each of us over our lifetime will
share in this benefit and it should be done for the body -- the whole
group. So, I realize it is coming out salary monies and it is going to hit
some schools harder than others. The main discussion in the University
Faculty Council was how does a small school buy the services of a
teaching assistant, for instance, or when they are not available to fill in
for that need, when a person goes on a 15-week leave instead of a 6-
week leave or, for that matter, even takes a 6-week leave instead of a
4-week leave. These are real questions that I think need to be addressed
now and this money gets moved around or how best to get the job done.
But if we don't give a maternity benefit, then we are wrong.

VESSELY: This has gone way beyond a maternity benefit. This is taking
time off so that you can be with your elderly parents, and we may have
many people in the room who don't have elderly parents. This has gone
beyond that. I don't have an argument with the basic maternity leave
because I think that is not something you can opt in and out of. But,

~we probably have many faculty members who come on the faculty who
o don't have some of these needs.

PALMER: But we are just discussing the first part which is the mater
nity leave part right now. The second part is not being discussed.

VESSELY: I don't know how you can separate the two.

HAMBURGER: I thought we were discussing maternity.

VESSELY: We are, but in my suggestion of the menu of things, it may
be that these will be two separate items on the menu.

HODES: They are not completely separate because I think that the
. reason is put into terms of family leave is that it allows maternity leave
as well. Maternity leave is one thing, but the only way you can even up
the sides in the modern world is to allow young men to have a com-
parable benefit as well.

That is different from just having an elderly parent that you
want to spend time with. We are talking about catastrophic, I am
assuming terminal type illness.

;HODES: But, you could decide to just get rid of that one. I don't think
;it is legitimate in today's world to talk about separating maternity leave

rom paternal leave.
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KARLSON: I would like to follow up on that. I tend to agree with you.
We should not have sex-based benefits. What we are creating here is a
benefit that can only be benefited by one sex. If you want to make it
neutral, we can have paternity leaves. Personally, I think it would be
very appropriate for a father to have a six-week opportunity to bond
with his child after birth. It would be very healthy.

KASPER: I think you would have access to that, Henry, under Family
Related Partial Leaves.

KARLSON: That is at 70 percent payment, not full pay. The only
difference is the sex.

BEPKO: Is there any other discussion? We have a time problem.

HODES: I think in policy I think we should, as much as possible, even
up the sides between maternity leave and paternity leave. It is not a
matter of discrimination because women are the only ones who can be
pregnant. The real discrimination is between the pregnant person and all
other persons who are not pregnant. Technically, we could if we wanted
to have something that is exclusive to maternity leave only.

BEPKO: We have a minor time problem. Is there any other discussion?
Would you like to re-state the first of the motions so we know exactly
what we are voting on?

KASPER: The IUPUI Fringe Benefits Committee recommends that the
IUPUI Faculty Council approve the adoption of proposed Family-Leave
Policy as described in Circular U10-90 or IUPUI Circular 89-26.

BEPKO: That does include though the Family-Related Partial Leave,s.
So, your motion does include more than maternity leaves.

HOYT: I would hate to pass the first part without considering the
second one.

KASPER: We are asking for the entire document.

VESSELY: We were separating the discussion but not the vote.

BEPKO: I have a question about the Family-Related Partial Leaves that
was raised last time. I think the committee was going to look into this,
too. It has to do with the extension of a probationary period. We asked
if that was intended to be automatic as soon as a person decided to avail
herself or himself of the family-related partial leave. If, automatically as
a matter of right, that would extend the probationary period by one
year?

KASPER: In my discussion with Dick Peterson after the meeting, we
agreed that that was a legitimate concern and it was our feeling that ..
this should be negotiated, that it was not an automatic extension. I .,
think we also brought up the case in point that, if persons came to that
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could use this as a mechanism for getting that, that is not the intent
this policy. That extension of tenure should be negotiated with the
department head and the faculty member or other appointee at the time
the leave is negotiated.

BEPKO: Are there other questions or comments?

of

HOYT: Just one thing in relationship to the time, we had the case where
someone took two maternity leaves and she thought she was going to be
off one year and one year there not counted. That is not the way they
did it. She was only off, for tenure purposes, for one year not two
years. So, I think the time really could be interpreted rather than a
year depending on the circumstances.

BEPKO: I don't know how that is done though, because tenure reviews
are only done on an annual basis. I would assume that the person would
have to be considered for tenure in the usual review process -- the
tenure" committees in the units, the peer review in the units, the tenure
committees in the schools, the tenure review at the campus level, and the
faculty tenure committee -- takes place in a sequence each year.

VESSELY: Dolores, you are saying that she was off six months in her
third year and six months in her fourth year and thought that would

~ make two full years when in fact it was only one year.

FISCHLER: Which was not the information that we had been given.

PLATER: I assume that in any case that, if this is being implemented,
there would be a new tenure agreement drawn up, and it would be in
writing for each individual employee so that there would be no ambiguity.
Should there be a second pregnancy that occurred, in the situation you
were suggesting, a new agreement would be drawn up in which case, if it
were appropriate, it would be another year extension.

MCDONALD: I would like to speak against the second part of this
because we don't know how much it cost. It seems as if we are worrying
about money, salaries, and a new system and because of emotion or
embarrassment, we are going to vote for a nice big benefit that we don't
how much it will cost.

BEPKO: Are there any other comments? Are you ready for the ques
tion?

HODES: Is the question on all of these or just the parental version?

BEPKO: The whole thing.

BEPKO: We are voting on Circular U10-90. Are you ready to vote? All
in favor, say "Aye". Opposed? I don't think the voting is clear. Let's
have all of those in favor, stand up. [27 in favor] Opposed, stand up.
[25 opposed] Motion carries.
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Linda will present our other item.

KASPER: As many of you know, individuals who are employed by Indiana
University on or after January 1, 1989 do not currently have access to
the University's early retirement option. When changes were made in the
18/20 plan in 1988, the administration promised to bring to the faculty a
proposal for an early retirement plan for new hires.

A skeleton document from Vice President John Hackett was presented at
the University Faculty Council meeting on April 25, 1989. To my
knowledge, no additional work has been done on that document. The
University Fringe Benefits Committee is very concerned about the lack of
response.

To provide a basis for discussion, Chris Lohmann, chair of the University
Faculty Council Fringe Benefits Committee, drafted a document for an
early retirement plan. This plan would be modeled after the plan
described in the Long-Lindemann Report published in December, 1987 and
adopted by this body. You should have picked up a copy of the Lohmann
document, as well as a copy of an alternate proposal from Vice President
Hackett, as you entered the room today.

Briefly, the Lohmann draft document and the Long-Lindemann report
recommended the same minimum age and minimum years of service
requirements. The Lohmann draft is slightly richer since it proposes
percent of terminal base salary with a terminal base salary being the
average of salary for the last five years of employment for each year of
service, whereas, the Long-Lindemann Report had recommended only two
percent. Both limit the credit of years of service to a maximum of 35
years. Both would calculate benefits for 10-month appointees based on
12/10 of the individual's annual budgeted salary for the last five years of
employment.

Under both the Lohmann document and the Long-Lindemann proposal IU
would continue contributions to TIAA/CREF for five years from the time
of initiating the plan or age 70 or death whichever comes first. The
Lohmann draft also addresses reporting of earned income after retirement
and would prohibit the retiree from working for the State of Indiana in
any other capacity without a reduction in benefits.

In response to the Lohmann draft, Vice President Hackett submitted an
alternate early retirement plan, which is the third page of the document
that you picked up. Vice President Hackett has requested that we look
at this draft merely as a thinking document since it has apparently not
been discussed with the administration nor the Trustees. In other words,
this does not represent the administration's official position on this
matter.

The alternate early retirement plan would not continue TIAA contribu-
tions after an individual initiates the plan. The plan would stop at age~
65, regardless of the age at which one retired between the age of 60 and ,..
65. The only advantage of this plan over the 18/20 plan is the earlier
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age at which one could begin retirement. One goal of a new early
retirement plan should be to encourage those now under 18/20 to select
the new plan. Since the alternate plan is not comparable to 18/20, it is
quite doubtful that anyone currently covered by 18/20 would opt for this
as an alternative.

Vice President Hackett has suggested the need for discussion to identify
the goals for an early retirement plan. When we identify exactly what
we are trying to accomplish, then a plan can be designed to meet those
objectives. The UFC Fringe Benefits Committee is planning to introduce
this subject as an agenda item for discussion only at the February 13th
UFC meeting here in Indianapolis. Any recommended action or specific
resolution will be delayed until the March 27th UFC meeting in Bloom
ington.

When you have had a chance to review both documents, you may forward
your concerns and suggestions to me, to Ted Cutshall, who is the other
IUPUI representative to the UFC Fringe Benefits Committee, or to any
member of the IUPUI Fringe Benefits Committee. The IUPUI Fringe
Benefits Committee will be meeting again on February 16th. This was for
information only today.

BEPKO: Is there any new business? [There was no new business]

BEPKO: If there is no other business, we are adjourned. Thank you.

AGENDA ITEM IX - Adjournment

[There was no unfinished

AGENDA ITEM VIII - New Business

AGENDA ITEM VII - Unfinished Business

i~BEPKO: Is there any unfinished business?
business]
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AGENDA ITEM I - Presiding Officer's Business - Chancellor Gerald L.
Bepko

BEPKO: We have a full agenda although it may not look like that from
the published agenda. There are some items that are coming from
committees that may take some time to discuss, so let's begin. We don't
have minutes to approve so we will move directly to matters from campus
administration.

Let me mention that we have begun forming a committee which will
have good representation, we believe, from the Faculty Council. So far
Dick Peterson, Dick Fredland, and Jeff Vessely have been invited to join
with us to plan for a regularized process of review of and feedback for
campus administrators. We have only one campus administrator who is
subject to the University policy for a five-year review and that is me.
We have talked, though, often about establishing other mechanisms for
giving us an opportunity in campus administration to have the benefit of
feedback from across the campus on policies, decisions, and performance
so that we can do our jobs better and help to evaluate ourselves. We
think that this is an important part of a collegial environment. We think
that an ethic should develop that invites this sort of collegial conversa
tion about the activities of campus officials. We are going to start that
process in hopes that it will either begin right away, if that is possible,
but most likely it will evolve out of the five-year review that will be
conducted under regular University procedures for me at the beginning of
the next academic year. We think that this is the first step in establish~

ing that ethic. We invite your comments as we go along. If you have ~

suggestions to make, you can talk to one of the three representatives
who will be working with us -- Richard Peterson, Richard Fredland, or
Jeffery Vessely. We would like the benefit of your advice along the way.
We would like to establish a pattern that moves us forward in terms of
this overall ethic.

Secondly, we have a redraft available of the campus Salary Policy that
was discussed at the last meeting. We invite your comments on this
redraft. We think that it addresses the concerns and questions that
were raised at the last Faculty Council meeting. We have discussed this
policy again with the Budgetary Affairs Committee, and they have agreed
that this redraft does address the concerns raised and have approved of
this draft. I would mention, just to conclude this, that this a policy that
we, as campus administration, have been asked to adopt in consultation
with our faculty consultative group which is the Budgetary Affairs
Committee. This is a responsibility delegated to us by the University
Faculty Council by way of the policy on faculty salaries that was adopted
last year. However, we would like to make this as participatory a
process as possible, and that is why we invite your further comments on
what is now in the policy. Unless we see good reason for another
change, it will be adopted in the form that it is published and available

you here today.

irdly, there has been some discussion in the newspaper about personnel
ters of late, one of which I would like to comment about briefly and ~
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then one of which I would like to ask Bill Plater to comment upon on
behalf of the campus.
The first is with respect to something that was published in the news-
paper today concerning an employee named McGrath. It was reported
that he was expecting to be fired from Indiana University. It is our
understanding that he had already resigned. There were, consistent with
our policies of progressive discipline, concerns expressed about various
aspects of his emploYment leading up to a particular incident which
caused a discussion between him and his superior. At that time, a range
of possibilities were discussed including resignation. He opted for
resignation and wrote a polite and pleasant note of resignation. That is
the way the matter stood as far as we understood the issues until we
read about it in the paper today. So, I wanted you to be aware that it
wasn't exactly as it may have seemed based on the article that appeared
in this morning's paper. There was a careful evaluation of circumstances,
careful handling of the matter. There are available to every employee
procedures for appeal to rectify what an employee might perceive as a
grievance. Those have not been availed of as yet.

PLATER: If you will indulge me, I have a statement that I would like to
read to make certain that it is said in the right way, after some thought:
In the past few weeks, there have been numerous media reports regarding
the dismissal of a part-time lecturer who, upon investigation, was found
not to be competent in his teaching of history. The dismissal of any
faculty member at any time is a serious matter and requires utmost
caution and consideration. Although it is not the intent of the Chancel-
lor or the Dean of the Faculties to address the specific case which has
been so widely reported, we would nonetheless like to take this occasion
to make a few comments that are related.
First, we wish to compliment our colleagues in the Department of
History, the Department of English, and the administration of the School
of Liberal Arts for addressing a complex and sensitive public issue fairly
and expeditiously. As a faculty, we should be reassured by the fact that
we have the capacity to review and to resolve matters of competency
without compromising our most fundamental principle as scholars and
teachers, that of academic freedom. Although it is our judgment that the
issue involved in the review and dismissal of the part-time lecturer in
history is limited to one of fitness and competency, we cannot ignore the
implications for academic freedom. We want to affirm the singular
importance of this principle in our primary missions of teaching and
research. No one in our scholarly community should feel that his or her
freedom of exposition has been threatened, compromised, or restricted in
any way by the actions taken in the review and dismissal of the part-
time lecturer. As Dean of the Faculties, I will take it as my special
responsibility on behalf of the Chancellor and myself to stand as the
principal advocate and defender of academic freedom for all faculty on
the IUPUI campus.c



Academic freedom carries with it a grave responsibility, however. The
freedom to conduct research, to teach, or to develop our library resour-
ces without censorship or outside interference places a burden on the full
academic community to ensure accuracy, restraint, and respect for the
rights of others from each individual member. In accepting this respon-
sibility, we as a community of scholars must also assure students, the
public, and our colleagues throughout higher education that we adhere to
these principles and will not condone teaching or professional conduct
that is not characterized by scholarly expertise, reasoned discourse,
intellectual honesty, mutual respect, and openness to constructive change.
Seldom do we have occasion to act directly in demanding that a colleague
adhere to the principles of the community as set forth in our "Code of
Academic Ethics." When there is a need to act, however, we have
established appropriate procedures and processes. For full-time faculty
and librarians, these procedural requirements are outlined clearly and
effectively in our "Code of Academic Ethics."
On our campus, however, we have a special problem that has not been
adequately addressed. For reasons all too familiar to the faculty, we
have become overly dependent on the contributions of part-time lec-
turers--colleagues who make extremely important contributions to the
intellectual life of our-community while also contributing dispropor-
tionately to instructional efforts at the undergraduate level. While
faculty and librarians have rights of appeal of any action taken against
them through the Faculty Board of Review process, we have not made a
specific provision for part-time lecturers. Although part-time lecturers4lt
currently have an opportunity to appeal any decision affecting the
conditions of their emploYment through the Dean of the Faculties Office,
we should consider how to provide for their concerns in a manner
consistent both with the overall goals of the academic community and
with their specific limited academic status. Additionally, we have not
developed adequate procedures for appointments and record-keeping for
part-time lecturers, nor have we consistently provided full and sufficient
information about rights and responsibilities to part-time teachers upon
their initial appointment.
Accordingly, we wish to announce our intention of appointing--in
consultation with the Executive Committee of the IUPUI Faculty
Council--a committee to review a range of issues related to the employ-
ment of part-time lecturers. Through liaison members, we will ask that
the ad hoc committee maintain close contact with the Faculty Affairs
Committee, along with other Faculty Council and administrative commit-
tees.
While the immediate goal of this committee will be to address policy
issues, we will also ask its members to look at ways of improving the
conditions under which part-time lecturers must work, with the goals of
enhancing the learning environment for students and of increasing the
quality of instruction at IUPUI. We invite members of the Faculty
Council to advise us on both the composition of the committee and its
charge; please send your suggestions to the Secretary of the Faculty 4It
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c Councilor to the Dean of the Faculties within the next four to six
weeks. We will also appoint an advisory committee that comprises
representative part-time lecturers who can assist in identifying problems
and concerns from their perspective.

BEPKO: The next item on our agenda is the Executive Committee Report
from Jeff Vessely.
VESSELY: As I reported earlier, the President will make his visit to the
campus for this Spring semester on March 23rd. He will be here between
11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m. on that day. What we have outlined is that we
will have a brief period at 11:30 for some socialization, a chance to visit
and talk informally. Following that there will be a brown bag lunch. We
will eat and talk from 11:45 until 12:30. There will be an open meeting
from 12:30 until 1:30. This will be held at the University Place Con-
ference Center, Room 118.
This week the University Travel Advisory Committee met and discussed
some possibilities with IU Treasurer, Jack Mulholland, who is serving as
Vice President Hackett's representative on dealing with Omega. We have
recommended to the Vice President that there be a call for additional
travel agencies to bid in the same manner that Omega is doing business
to be considered as additional vendors for our travel business.

- The process will be one that will have some political ramifications, I am
sure, because of the way the business is being conducted now. With the
electronic linkup, the connection with American Airlines SABER system,
and several other things that the Travel Committee considers to be
improvements on the system, will probably exclude some very small
agencies. I am certain that there will be at least a few who would like
for us to do business the way we used to do business so that they could
all participate. But, we hope that it will bring in a few additional
vendors so that faculty and staff and administrative travelers will have
an opportunity to choose a vendor other than Omega. I might add that
Omega in the early going probably thought that we might invite one
additional and so it would be sort of a one-on-one, but we have recom-
mended that whoever can qualify be considered to be additional vendors.
So, there may be two or three additional ones.
The Calendar Committee continues to meet, and one of the issues that
has been addressed is whether or not to recommend some specific
starting and ending dates for the semester and to include some criteria
for a break in the spring semester to occur somewhere near the middle of
the Spring semester instead of having spring break float all around.
Maybe the UFC Agenda Committee might be the appropriate body
ultimately, on advice from our local Councils and advice from the
Calendar Committee, to say that they will set, in fact, a spring break for
all of the systemwide campuses in order to facilitate instruction that now

~ takes place in various sites. We have a number of classes that are being
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taught from one location and being broadcast to a variety of other ••
locations. That seems like a fairly short statement about a very complex ~
issue, but I say that so that if you have some specific thoughts about the
calendar that you have now an appropriate place to voice those. If you
will send those to me, we can include those in the minutes that go to
the Calendar Committee and they can be considered in their deliberations.
We have heard from the Academic Affairs Committee as one committee
who has responded to our request for information. I am hopeful that the
Calendar Committee can make a statement after gathering this informa-
tion that might once and for all lay to rest the notion of whether we
can have one spring break or not so that we don't continue to hash this
over. Meeting on this is getting about as boring as talking about travel.
Finally, the questions that have surfaced about the Students Rights
Handbook will be addressed in a discussion that we will take up today
under Committee Reports. We will have at least one committee who will
make a statement and then we will have discussion about that at that
time. That is all I have.

BEPKO: Next we have the Nominating Committee Report from Charles
Yokomoto and also the election of the Secretary of the Faculty Council.
YOKOMOTO: First I have several announcements from the Nominating
Committee. The results of the balloting for the at-large representatives
for the IUPUI Faculty Council and the representatives for the University
Faculty Council have been determined. [Those elected to the IUPUI
Faculty Council with term expiring June 30, 1992 are:

C. D. Aliprantis
Patricia Blake
Walter Buchanan
William Engle
Naomi Fineberg
Philip Gibbs
Jean Gnat
Dean Hawley
Linda Kasper
Richard Kovacs
Michael Kubek
Richard Lawlor
Dana McDonald
Patrick McGeever
Richard Meiss
Edward Robbins
Hitwant Sidhu
Donald Wong
Charles Yokomoto

Science
Nursing
Engineering & Technology
Medicine
Medicine
Medicine
University Library
Medicine
Medicine
Medicine
Medicine
Medicine
Medicine
Liberal Arts
Medicine
Education
Physical Education
Medicine
Engineering & Technology



c I would like to remind the deans that March 15 is the deadline for
sending the names of your Unit representatives to Bernice at the
Faculty Council office.
Every two years we have this very formal activity which is the election
of our Secretary. The candidates are Richard Peterson from Anatomy and
Richard Fredland from Political Science. The ballots are being passed
around now. [Richard Peterson was elected Secretary.]

BEPKO: While they are counting the ballots, why don't we have our
Question-and-Answer Period? Are there any questions or comments?
SIDHU: There is a strong rumor that the University administration is
going to discontinue having a separate Faculty Handbook for IUPUI. My
question is, do you have any kind of information about that and secondly
what are your views and Dean Plater's views on this issue? Are we
going to have an Faculty Handbook for IUPUI or not?

PLATER: With the Executive Committee of the Faculty Council, we have
been talking about a way to make clear what the policies and procedures
are. When the University Academic Handbook is published, our intent is
to append to that little red book that has been distributed recently the
IUPUI faculty policies that are additions to or distinct from what is
contained in the University academic policies. We will thus avoid
duplicating or repeating exactly the same language that we currently do
with the IUPUI Handbook. We will not change any existing policy or
discontinue any portion of the IUPUI Handbook, but simply reduce or
eliminate the redundancy between the two. The documents will now be
distributed to all faculty at one time--the University Handbook and the
Campus Handbook simultaneously.
SIDHU: Since this is a very important issue, it should have been dis-
cussed with the faculty or is it an administrative decision which has to
be made? This Handbook has served very specific interests of the faculty
at IUPUI. There are many things that apply to this campus and by
eliminating this, we slowly and steadily disappear. We cannot say that
that is going to happen. But, slowly and steadily, we are losing our
identity in many respects.
PLATER: I think the Executive Committee will insure that that will not
happen. The only thing that will be eliminated is the duplicate passages.
The majority of the IUPUI Faculty Handbook simply repeats what is
already contained in the University Academic Handbook. As I have said,
there will be nothing eliminated from the material distributed to the
faculty that is unique to this campus. There will be no changes made
without the consent of this body through the established procedures.

~ BEPKO: I think we will always have the authority and opportunity to
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The other thing that you mentioned about identity deserves comment,
however; while it may be true that there are some efforts being made to
streamline the materials that we work with and make sound academic
policies applicable to all eight campuses, I think that in terms of the
important issues IUPUI's identify is clear. The Indianapolis campus, I
think, has an emerging identity and strength within Indiana University.
That should be something that gives you comfort on the issue of identity.
Are there any other questions?

enact policies for the campus that are in addition to and not inconsisten
with what is in the University Handbook. This resembles "home rule"
powers in local government. We have those powers and we can exercise
them to add to the policies that are already in existence. So, I think
that that should be noted. We will make absolutely certain that there is
no erosion of that authority.

BEPKO: Our next item is the committee reports. We have a brief note
from Henry Karlson from the Constitution and Bylaws Committee.
KARLSON: This is an information report for purposes of our Bylaws. In
order to amend them there has to be advance notice given and I am
giving such advance notice.
The Constitution and Bylaws Committee moves that Article IV, Section E, ~
Subsection 7e of the Bylaws be amended as follows:

"The Chief Administrative Officer - Indianapolis shall report the
University's final decision within 30 days. Copies of the
decisions of the Chief Administrative Officer - Indianapolis shall
be sent to the parties directly involved in the case, to the
Secretary of the Faculty Council, and to the Board of Review.

"The Chief Administrative Officer - Indianapolis shall report the
University's final decision in writing within 30 days. If the
recommendation of the Board of Review is not followed by the
University Administration, the report shall state in detail the
reason(s) the University Administration disagreed with the Board
of Review's recommendation. Copies of this report shall be sent
to the parties involved in the case, to the Secretary of the
Faculty Council and to the Board of Review."

It was the thought of the Constitution and Bylaws Committee that when
recommendations of a Board of Review are not followed, it would be
beneficial to the faculty to create a dialogue of this nature so that we
can find out what the policies of the administration are and how they 4t
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('. disagree with the policies perceived by the Board of Review and that this
.~ dialogue would be beneficial to all concerned by allowing faculty to

better understand the policies of the administration.
BEPKO: Thank you, Henry. We support that recommendation. I don't
want to have a discussion but I would like to note that it is our view
that we nearly always have followed the recommendations of Boards of
Review and when we did not, we have explained the deviation.
KARLSON: That is correct, but we wish to institutionalize what we have
done.
BEPKO: We were doing that and they want to codify that practice.
KARLSON: We will not always have the benefit of your administration.
BEPKO: Next we have a report from the Faculty Affairs Committee on
Collective Bargaining by Dick Peterson the Chair of the Faculty Affairs
Committee.
PETERSON: Actually, I would like to bring up several issues. This is, of
course, is an issue that has been before the legislature during this
current session. The University Faculty Affairs Committee recommended
that the IUPUI Faculty Affairs Committee consider a motion related to
this. A similar motion was approved by the University Faculty Affairs
Committee and I am going to bring that to you today.
Basically, the Faculty Affairs Committee would like to make a motion that
we would support the principle that all public employees, including
University faculty, should have the right to choose whether they wish to
engage in collective bargaining. We want the administration at Indiana
University to support this principle while representing the University to
the general public, to alumni, to Trustees, to the Indiana Commission on
Higher Education, to members of the General Assembly, and to the
government."
That is the essence of the motion that the Faculty Affairs Committee is
bringing at this point and it is open for discussion.

KARLSON: Point of clarification. What do you mean by "choose"? In
effect then, that only those that choose to belong to a union would be
represented or could you have a union shop or a union contract?
PETERSON: The group that is involved, as I understand it, would
whether or not they would be involved in collective bargaining.
suppose that there might be units within the University or units
specific ...

choose
I
within a

KARLSON: The question which I am asking is, "What happens if five
~ members of the unit wish to have collective bargaining and three
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members do not?" Do those three members who do not, have to accede
to the collective bargaining of the unit by majority vote or can they
choose not to be? That is the ambiguity and that is the problem in
collective bargaining. That is the duty to pay union dues to support the
collective bargaining by those who are not members of the union. That
is really the question which I think is of significance here.
PETERSON: It would be my opinion, based on the discussion that has
been limited up to this point, that each unit would have to choose
whether they would be open or closed at the time they would choose
whether or not ..•
KARLSON: Isn't a concept of a closed shop inconsistent with the
concept of academic freedom?

PAAR: The determination of the unit is subject to bargaining. That
issue may be moot at this point but it doesn't mean that, when you sit
down and negotiate a contract, it would be helpful to determine who
would be a unit and who would be represented or who would not be. It
is subject to negotiation.
KARLSON: Again, my understanding is, you say people should have the
right of choice. A right of choice would include the right not to be ~
included in the unit. Whereas, collective bargaining can include in the
unit those who do not choose to be so. If it is the first interpretation,
I would wholeheartedly favor it. If it is the second interpretation that
can require a faculty member to, in fact, be a member of a union and
pay support to a union which they do not desire to join, I would have to
oppose it strongly because it violates basic principles of academic
freedom.
PETERSON: That is not an issue that had been discussed at the time
this motion came about.
KARLSON: But we don't know what the motion means. Quite literally,
unless I know what it means, how can I support it?
PETERSON: I realize that I have no right to come back with an
alternative motion at this point. The principle remains that people should
have the right to choose. ~ou are right •..
KARLSON: The right to choose has two different meanings, however, in
this context ... I would hate to give my support to the concept of giving
up my freedom of choice.



think they have the right to choose to take away my freedom. If that is
one of the possible interpretations, I would have to oppose it.
WAGNER: At this point that right doesn't exist. The right for people to
choose to be ...
KARLSON: That is correct. I said I would strongly favor it if it merely
meant that people have the right to choose themselves. But, if it
includes the concept of setting up a unit which I am involuntarily drafted
into by majority vote, I could never accept that. I was drafted once a
served in Viet Nam. I don't want to be drafted again to serve .••
KARLSON: You can have a requirement that a person not join the
union but you can have a fair share requirement negotiated in the
contract. Fair shares I don't even want to pay because I would much
rather represent myself in the traditional academic method. Not only
that, I think I am a better advocate than most people.
WELLMAN: For those of us who are not legally oriented, could
somebody perhaps give us a little more information about what is before
the state legislature at the present time about this issue? Is what is
before the state legislature at the present time the kind of a motion
that Henry Karlson is interpreting or asking about?

WELLMAN: That is what stimulated this question in the IU Faculty
Council and the IU Faculty Affairs Committee was the motion before the
legislature at the present time with regards to whether individuals would
have collective bargaining rights. I think the question that came up in
the IU Faculty Council, as I remember it, was "Should people involve the
University being excluded from this legislature'?"
BEPKO: The reason I say I don't think anyone can answer is that I
don't know what the legislature is considering right now. There has been
so much turmoil in this session that I don't know. First of all, I
personally don't know enough about what has actually happened in this
session, but my guess is that no one knows at this point what might be
hammered out in the Conference Committee and what might be included
in a collective bargaining law, if one is enacted and signed by the
Governor.
WELLMAN: This is what stimulated this discussion in the IU Faculty
Council was the present proposed legislation that appears to want to
exclude faculty members of the University from having any collective
bargaining rights.
KARLSON: Let me explain if I might. You are right. The legislation, at
least up to an hour ago and I don't know how it has been amended since
then because I know this committee hearing is going on on it, does
exclude University faculty from the collective bargaining. Traditionally,

~ collective bargaining says "If a majority of a unit ••• ," and I don't know
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what the unit would be, "votes for a union, then the union negotiates on
behalf of all members of that unit even those who are not members of
the union. Those who are not members of the union can be required to
pay 'their fair share' of the cost of that representation." What is a
share has led to numerous law suits,.some of which reached the united
States Supreme Court. I feel that this concept of forced representation
is inconsistent with doctrines of academic freedom because conditions and
circumstances of work, which unions traditionally negotiate about, might
very well deal with issues of academic content and academic freedom.
So, I feel that, consistent with academic freedom, a member of a faculty
can (a) never be required to be a member of a union. In all right-to-
work states that would exist, but (b) not even be required to let this
union represent them. If that is the concept of collective bargaining to
which they are referring here, I would have to oppose it.
WELLMAN: What is your understanding of the concept of collective
bargaining that is before the legislature?
KARLSON: It is that concept which they can represent even those who
choose not to be members of the union.

BEPKO: There is a point of information though. Marie Chmielewski is
here from the Sagamore staff and she has been over to the General
Assembly today. Do you want to report? eCHMIELEWSKI: I have it that the bill on this has been killed so far this
session and the only way the bill can be brought back up is in Con-
ference Committee. They have, after today, four more working days in
order to bring that bill back up.
WAGNER: They are struggling to keep the bill at all. The pro-collective
bargaining people have already traded faculty out of the bill and the
issue is whether they will be a bill at all. The faculty issue is dead.
BEPKO: There still is a possibility though, in the Conference Committee
that there will be a collective bargaining bill, and while there may be
strong views about what would be in it, I think it is unlikely that we
could guess right now about what will be in it, if there is one enacted.
HAMBURGER: That would mean that we have sufficient time to not to
have to vote on something without the knowledge of what it is we are
voting on. We have two years.
PETERSON: That is very true. I think the issue was an issue of
principle and a principle that was not thoroughly thought out from my
perspective. From a legal perspective, I probably should have talked to
Henry Karlson about the issues relating to this before making such a
motion here. I certainly would support his comment that I don't want to
be forced to be in a union just because 50 percent of my colleagues want
to be in a union and pay union dues. I wouldn't want to have that and I 41.
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.~ would not support that either.
KARLSON: If that is what you mean by "choice," I would say that this
is a superb amendment reaffirming this faculty academic freedom.
PETERSON: We did not discuss that issue at the Faculty Affairs
Committee meetings that I was in, where I was asked to bring this
motion to you and I would feel that it would not be representing those
people who made the motion in this form.
BEPKO: So, rather than amend the motion now, you would like to take
it back or would you like to have a vote on •.•
PETERSON: If someone wishes to amend the motion and second it on
this floor, that would be acceptable but I wanted to bring up the motion
from the committee.
BESCH: I would move to table the motion for a variety of reasons that
I would be happy to expound on, but the principle one of those is that I
don't think we are in a position to vote. The second one is that if we
do vote, an "Aye" vote would allow us to bring it up again. A "Nay"
vote would defeat it but anyone who votes "Nay" will not be able to
bring it up again for further discussion. So, I am between the horns of
not being able to vote "Aye" for the reasons that have been made and
not being able to vote "Nay" because I wouldn't be able to bring it up

1"" again. So, I move to table it.
\...

BEPKO: Is there a second? [seconded] Is there any discussion on the
motion to table it?
THARP: I would rather see the original motion defeated because this
motion, because the consequences, I think, are clear that it means that
this faculty is in favor of collective bargaining. I don't think we are in
any position to say that and I would personally see the original motion
defeated.
BEPKO: Is there any other discussion? If not, on the motion to table,
all in favor say "Aye." Opposed? [There were a few] The motion to
table carries. Dick, did you have anything else?
PETERSON: I have a couple of other small items. Hopefully, they won't
involve this much discussion. I am raising an issue now that has been
brought up by this Council before. It has also been raised by the IU
Bloomington Council. They have recently approved a document which
includes a plan for TIAA/CREF benefits for summer teaching and research
appointees for those who hold lO-month appointments. That is a long-
term plan with increasing salaries in it for summer teaching and also
eventually TIAA/CREF benefits. We had previously, in this Council,
approved of that principle. The Faculty Affairs Committee would again
like to support this for faculty who are on lO-month appointments and
who teach and/or do research in the summer for salary from the Univer-
sity. The Faculty Affairs Committee thus moves that we go forward with



a plan that will include a TIAA/CREF retirement plan for summer ~
teaching and research activities for those who are on 10-month appoint- ~
ments.
BEPKO: This is something that is being taken up by the University
Faculty Council, is it not?
PETERSON: This is being brought up by the Bloomington Faculty
Council. The plan has been approved there. I don't know what the
condition is concerning the University Faculty Council.
VESSELY: Ted Cutshall is on that Fringe Benefits Committee. Is that
being discussed, Ted, at the UFC Fringe Benefits Committee?
CUTSHALL: There has been discussion on it. So far, no action has
taken place.
BEPKO: There was an assumption that this was a fringe benefit matter
that had to be approved and authorized for the entire University or not
at all, which meant that when it was adopted here, it was referred to the
University Faculty Council. The University Faculty Council Fringe
Benefits Committee has had it on their agenda for all the time since we
have adopted it here. In the interim, I take it that the Bloomington
Faculty Council adopted the same policy.
PETERSON: They have a plan to go ahead with this.
BEPKO: It strikes me that if both this Faculty Council and the Bloom-
ington Faculty Council have adopted this, then the University Faculty
Council will also. Before the University acts to change the policy, I
think that it will be necessary for the UFC to make the recommendations
as the body that represents all of the faculty at the University. It was
not seen as a campus matter.
PETERSON: We want to say something to the University Faculty Council
in support of this issue then?
BEPKO: I think that would be the appropriate way to approach it. I
think it was our recommendation to the University Faculty Council that
started this process in the UFC 16 months ago. It was our vote and our
recommendation to them.
PETERSON: I would personally, then, move that •.. Well, I already have a
motion on the floor unfortunately. I can't make another motion.

PETERSON: The Faculty Affairs Committee moves that we go forward
with a plan that would include TIAA/CREF retirement benefits for
summer teaching and research activities for those who are on 10-month
appointments. And, a plan could include stimulating the University
Faculty Council.



BEPKO: To ratify our earlier action and urge the UFC to go forward
with its discussion and vote on the issue? If that is the sense of your
motion .•.

BEPKO: Is there any other discussion? If not, would those in favor of
this say "Aye." Opposed? [There were a few]
PETERSON: I have one more small item. The Faculty Affairs Committee
drafted a policy for dismissal last year. We have been awaiting comments
on that initial revision. Although we have not received any local
comments at the Faculty Affairs Committee level here, we wish to have
the principle of this document considered at the University Faculty
Affairs Committee where they will be further deliberated. This is just a
report. I will be taking the principles of that document to the next
level.

BEPKO: Professor Bernie Morrel has a report from the Academic Affairs
Committee.
MORREL: At its meeting of December 1, 1989, the
Committee of this body discussed at great length
of Student Rights and Responsibilities." Let me
impressed by the effort that went into preparing
the dedication of the committee members that did
collective hats are off to them.

Academic Affairs
the document "Statement
say that we were truly
this document and by
this work. Our

By and large, we felt that the proposed policies and procedures are
excellent, but we did find ourselves in almost unanimous disagreement
with one portion of the proposed policy. Mainly, that is the portion that
deals with the appeals process for cases of academic misconduct by
students. I could tell you of our misgivings myself, but I am lucky
enough to enlist the aid of two of our colleagues, both of whom are
considerably more articulate than I and also better looking, to explain
what we perceive to be the deficiencies of the proposed system. Without
further adieu let me calIon the chairman of the Department of Phar-
macology and Toxicology, Henry Besch.
BEPKO: Could I ask if you would like to vote on who is better looking?
[laughter]
BESCH: You might on who has more hair. [laughter] With that introduc-
tion, I guess I will have to alter considerably how I am going to
approach this. As I am sure you all know, the document of Student
Rights and Responsibilities is a "very easy" document to read through. It

~ is straightforward. I guess I was asked to speak because I can tell you a
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story. Once upon a time, a long long time ago in a faraway place, a
committee was assembled to gather the Student Rights and Respon-
sibilities statements from all eight campuses in an effort to incorporate
them into one document which would be for all campuses. That was done
in about a two-year effort led by Pat Boaz. Pat reported to the Execu-
tive Committee, and I think to this body, that there were some problems
with that document that had to do principally with wording. Whereas, we
agreed in principle there were some words that weren't quite well
enough phrased.
So, another committee was appointed and it also covered one other
deficiency of the previous committee. The previous committee had been
chosen not to be participated in by a certain campus which is about 50
miles south of here for reasons best known to them. When this Student
Rights and Responsibilities document was put together they said, "Wait a
minute. We haven't said anything about that." So, the effort was
reconstituted with input from that campus as well. It was brought back
together and reworked and now there were some more problems with it.
So, without further enumerating what those were, a third group was
appointed, chaired by Professor Kerr of the School of Law, Indianapolis,
and five other people, all of whom were from other campuses except one
member, Steve Akard, who was a student in law here, and had been very
involved in student government when he was a student. An excellent
person.
The document was drafted for the third time. A document which is
marvelous if for no other reason than weight. However, by a vote of ~
4-1, the committee disagreed with the professional schools that the
professional schools should have the final say on disciplinary actions of
their own students. The School of Medicine faculty Steering Committee
was the faculty governing body of the School of Medicine. That body
had written a three-page statement that the professional schools be
excluded from having the Dean of Students of IUPUI have the final say
on student's academic appeal. For example, graduating from the school
of Medicine or the School of Law, or for that matter the School of Den-
tistry, and it would apply also to the school of Nursing.
In the response to this report there are two pages which explain why the
committee decided that they should not listen to this request from the
faculty of the School of Medicine and the other professional schools.
But, the two pages, I think, add up to "We didn't think it was a good
idea to listen to them."
I would at this point, rather than explain and in an attempt not to
waste more of your good time, just ask you not to accept this document
because of that provision.
MORREL: Thank you, Henry. You have heard the objections of the
professional schools but it was the feeling of the committee that this
portion of the policy is not even good for the non-professional schools.
To speak to that, I would like to calIon the Associate Dean of the
School of Education, Hugh Wolf. ~
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WOLF: Bernie Morrel called me and asked me if I would react to the
latest edition of the Student Rights and Responsibilities statement. It
hasn't been since the late 60s or the early 70s that I have been asked to
react to a student discipline code. I have to preface my remarks by
saying that I can do it today with a lot more detachment than I could
have back in the late 60s or early 70s. I want to say too that my
reactions are from the perspective of a professional school but one which
is not part of the medical side of the campus.
I reviewed the proposed code with our Director of Student Services and
we were in substantial agreement with the document with one exception.
That exception centers around a statement on page 62, or at least it is
page 62 of the document I looked at. The statement says this, "A
student may not be placed on disciplinary probation or suspended or
expelled from the University or a school or unit within the university
because of an act of academic misconduct unless the Dean of Students
concludes that such a sanction is justified by the nature of the act or
because the student has committed previous acts of misconduct." We
believe that the Dean of Students is probably the person who is in the
best position to determine whether a student ought to be suspended or
expelled from the institution. However, we also feel strongly that a
decision as to whether a student should continue in our programs is one
that is best made by the academic unit. Without going into lengthy
detail, I would simply point to the rationale on page 8 of the first
section of the statement of Student Rights and Responsibilities and say
that we are in substantial agreement with that statement. It says that
"The dean and faculty members of the professional school have a better
understanding of the interests and concerns of the profession than other
members of the University community."
There is one other item that I would like to call to your attention and
the group that worked on this. That has to do with some information on
page 33. There are two statements at the bottom of that page -- one
numbered 13 and the other numbered 14 - and it seemed to us that they
might present some potential problems for someone down the road. I will
leave it to Henry Karlson to decide that.
Item 13 says "If the student's complaint is not sustained by the hearing
commission ...the person shall be informed that the complaint is being
dismissed. Then, item #14 says, "If the Chancellor receives the report
that a hearing committee has concluded that a student's complaint should
be sustained, the Vice President and Chancellor is required to make a
final decision." If we have read those two statements correctly, it
appears to us that there is one additional level of appeal available to
one group that is not available to the student. Again, our major concern
involves the issue surrounding whether it is the Dean of Students or the
academic unit that should have the authority to determine whether a
student continues, in our case, in the School of Education.
MORREL: Thank you, Hugh. That concludes our report, Jeff. You might
want to tell people where this is in terms of ...



VESSELY: The thing that prompted us to bring this out is that we have
proceeded with the notion that concerns that would go to the committee
in large numbers would be listened to. There hasn't been any movement
in that direction in the document at least in the area of the appeals
process. It is on the agenda for the UFC meeting later this month. It
seemed critical to those of us who have been discussing it that this group
go on record as supporting those people whom you heard from today or
supporting the document as it stands so that the UFC would have our
advice as we ask them not to approve that document at the March
meeting unless there is some movement. Now, if the choice of this group
is that the document is fine and that the objections raised today are not
of major concern, then obviously we would recommend something dif-
ferent.
KARLSON: If the purpose today is to vote whether or not we are going
to support this document, I would like to make one other comment. I
did address these concerns to the committee on the last day of their
meeting. The language in the document I did not bring it with me
because I did not realize we were going to be addressing it this time,
defining sexual harassment. Although it is taken out of the Academic
Handbook, it has serious academic freedom issues involved in it. In fact,
that language has already been held unconstitutional by one federal
district court because it violates academic freedom. So, I do think that
before we reconfirm that language, which is presently in the Academic
Handbook and which my Academic Handbook committee will be addressing,
we look very carefully at it because one possible interpretation of that, ~.
in effect, would prevent you from teaching Freud in psychology if any ~
woman in the class disagreed with it and felt uncomfortable by your
teaching it. That bothers me. There are other things that would be
prohibited.
VESSELY: There is also one other item that I should mention for the
record that has been discussed widely and that is, on the subject of
discrimination, the list of those groups that might be subject to dis-
crimination, there is not an inclusion of discrimination by sexual orienta-
tion. I think the Bloomington Faculty Council has discussed and probab-
ly, I think maybe they met Tuesday and has recommended to include that
in the list of items.
KARLSON: If you include that in the list of items, then I could not
teach the 1985 United States Supreme Court opinion of Hardwick because
it would upset people of different sexual orientation.
VESSELY: We are talking about a different ... There is a different section
here.
KARLSON: They are going to include that same type of language into
that section.



~ BEPKO: I think we have some more fundamental issues that have been
., raised by the proposal that Bernie has made. Would you restate the

motion?
MORREL: I didn't actually make a motion but I would move that we
recommend to the University Faculty Council that they not pass this
document or accept this document. [Motion was seconded]
BEPKO: The motion has been made and seconded that the UFC not
proceed to consider the document until the campus faculty councils have
had an opportunity to analyze and approve or make recommendations for
change in the draft that has been proposed. Is there any other discus-
sion?
DALY: The professional schools have a right to have a problem with this
issue. The School of Medicine, I think, has a serious problem with it.
The University has a responsibility of educating. In the School of
Medicine we have a responsibility to educate but we also have a respon-
sibility to protect the public. It is in that latter part of our respon-
sibility that I think that our serious problem rests. I would see similar
responsibilities with certain other professional schools. We have been
attempting to do that for some eighty years now. We have had a
complex and workable process which has now and then been challenged
legally but has never failed us. It has been sustained on a number of
occasions and accepted by the students and accepted by the faculty. It
is a faculty run process. That is our principle problem with this. The

~ reason I speak is that I am concerned that only the medical faculty can
make these determinations. I would hope that we could just say unaccep-
table.
SIDHU: Sir, I do not want to make a lengthy speech on this but
definitely respect the views of professional schools. I think we all feel
that as far as academic judgments are concerned they can be better made
by the school deans. Therefore, I think we should not differentiate. The
professional schools oppose it more strongly than the non-professional
schools. I think we are opposing it in such a way that it is not suitable
to any sChool at this time.
BEPKO: Would you consider accepting an amendment to your motion that
the proposal be that we communicate with the UFC that this is currently
unacceptable because of the way it applies to the professional schools
and, in the alternative, that no action should be taken until the matter
has been fully considered by all of the campus faculty councils?

BEPKO: Does the person who seconded the motion accept the friendly.1t amendment. [Indication was that they did accept it.] Is there any
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further discussion? All in favor say "Aye." Opposed? Let the record _
show that it was a unanimous vote. ••

BEPKO: Now we have a report on an IUPUI/lvy Tech Agreement and we
turn again to the talented and handsome Bernie Morrel.
MORREL: I'm here today to tell you about the memorandum of agree-
ment between IUPUI and IVTC which was signed last Wednesday and to
ask for your help in implementing it. You have two documents before
you. One is a copy of the memorandum. The other is a brief summary
of the 14 initiatives described in the memorandum and an outline of the
work of each of the committees that will be set up for the different
initiatives.
I don't plan to go through each of the initiatives here, but I'd like to
illustrate what will be done by considering a hypothetical example
concerning transfer of credit for mathematics courses. I have heard
several of my colleagues in the School of Science express some alarm
about credit transfers from IVTC. To be blunt, they feel that few, if
any, of the courses that IVTC offers are equivalent to our courses. So,
let me emphasize that the transfer of credit will be through individual
schools. The administration has no intention of trying to dictate to the
schools on this matter. It will, of course, try to encourage and facilit~e
these efforts. But, nothing will be "jammed down our throats." .•
To illustrate the work of this committee, let's consider three mathematics
courses - College Algebra (MATH 111 at IUPUI), Algebra and Trigon-
ometry (MATH 151), and Integrated Calculus and Analytic Geometry
(Math 163). Let's assume that courses corresponding to each of our
courses are offered at IVTC. The committee, after carefully studying the
corresponding courses at IVTC, might find that the College Algebra
courses at the two institutions are comparable and that credit for the
courses should be transferrable (both ways). They might feel, on the
other hand, that the Calculus courses are not comparable and are unlikely
to be comparable in the near future. Finally, they might determine that
the Algebra and Trigonometry courses, although not exactly comparable at
present, are nearly equivalent and can be made equivalent in the near
future. Their task will then be to work out a plan of action to bring
this last pair of courses to equivalence.
Generally, the task of the committees will be to delineate those areas
where we are in agreement with IVTC, those areas in which there is no
hope for agreement in the near future, and those areas where we are not
in agreement but are close to agreement, and then to work out plans to
bring us to agreement in those areas where we are close to agreement.
In order to carry out this
people with high standards
ves. If you would like to

work, we will need hard-working, creative
people, in other words, much like yoursel-

volunteer, or if you know a colleague who is e
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("well-suited for this project, please have them contact Associate Dean of
"the Faculties Carol Nathan in AO 126 - her phone number is 274-8974.

Thank you.

FREDLAND: I assume that there are di.fferent admissions standards at
IVTC than there are at IUPUI. Is it not conceivable under this plan
then that students at IVTC take two, three, or four courses at an
acceptable grade level and be admitted to our school without necessarily
having had the prerequisite high school courses, for example, that we
require?
MORREL: I think that the problem of admissions is something that will
have to be worked out. I don't actually know the answer to that.
PLATER: Just because a student is taking a course at IVTC that carries
credit that might be accepted by IUPUI does not assure admission of that
student to IUPUI. The student still has to apply for admission through
the ordinary process.
FREDLAND: It is not the implication that that student could be con-
sidered under some criteria other than the standard criteria that we
expect of our own students?

,•• PLATER: It is possible that we might agree to do that but at the
.,moment that is not a viable option. We might come back and say that

we would like to consider it, but no one is proposing that at the moment.
YOKOMOTO: Have any projections been made as to the number of
students that might transfer into our program?
MORREL: None that I have seen but it is a fact. The following statistic
is of interest. Roughly, ten percent of the people who go to IVTC later
transfer to some sort of liberal arts institution. In other words, it seems
they go to an IVTC campus because they are close by, they are inexpen-
sive and perhaps less threatening.
HAMBURGER: Would there be equivalence between grades as well as
courses? In other words, would an A always transfer as an A?
MORREL: I think that is one of the points that will have to be worked
by the committee for transfer of credit.
BEPKO: Grades don't transfer. I think what happens is that the
transfer from another institution is noted in the transcript and that may
be used by the student upon graduation to apply for a job. but it would
never be incorporated into the Indiana University transcript. It would
always be accounted for separately.
MORREL: Are there any other questions or comments?e



AGENDA ITEM VII - Unfinished Business
There was no Unfinished Business.

AGENDA ITEM VIII - New Business
There was no New Business

AGENDA ITEM IX - Adjournment
BEPKO: We are adjourned. Thank you.
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AGENDA ITEM I - Presiding Officer's Business

BEPKO: We are ready to begin our meeting. I would like to make
a couple of comments to begin the meeting before we ask for the
Executive committee report. First, we have spent a good deal of
time, as many of you know, working with the Council on
Undergraduate Learning to try to improve the way students enter the
undergraduate level, to make the process more understandable from
their standpoint, to encourage higher achievement among the
students who come to us, and to encourage them to direct themselves
into degree programs and succeed in earning degrees, preferably
baccalaureate degrees. Last summer we appointed Herman Blake as
Vice Chancellor for Undergraduate Education. We asked Herman to
look at the method of bringing students into the University,
especially bringing more under-represented groups into the
University . We have been taking relevant steps, under the
direction of the Council on Undergraduate Learning, since last
summer. Herman has been providing important and excellent
leadership in this area. We are about to make some administrative
changes that you will see announced here in the next couple of
days. As a matter of fact, I think it will be in the Green Sheet
next week.

Under Herman's general leadership of the undergraduate activities
on the campus as Vice Chancellor for Undergraduate Education, he
has brought Scott Evenbeck in to be an important associate for
developing the undergraduate programs. Scott will have a major
role in the continuing effort to serve undergraduate students
better. In addition to that, he will be trying to coordinate
better some of the intake programs such as the University Access
Center, the Adult Education Coordinating Center, and University
Division. All of this will be led by this new team which will
include a new face, a person, apart from Herman and Scott, who is
familiar to Indiana University but not the Indianapolis campus.
Tony San Pietro is a distinguished professor of biology from
Bloomington, who in his retirement has agreed to come to
Indianapolis to help us, particularly with the programs that bring
students in and cause them to achieve at a higher level in the
sciences and mathematics. At any rate, you will be hearing more
about this. I wanted to preview this for you and suggest that this
is a step along the way toward improving service to our
undergraduate students but emphasize that this is all very
carefully planned and crafted, not only under the leadership of
Herman Blake but with the full participation of our Council on
Undergraduate Learning, which includes the deans of all of the
major undergraduate divisions.

One other point that I would like to mention at the beginning of
the meeting is that we have had an evolving policy with respect to
smoking on the campus. As you will recall, almost three years ago
we had a study of the impact of smoking and we discussed what our
policy should be. The Faculty Council adopted a recommended policy
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on smoking, which we then adopted as a policy for the campus. That
policy, in general, prohibited smoking in most areas but did allow
for smoking in certain places within buildings. Since that policy
was adopted, we have had a number of schools, and I think this has
been by vote of the faculties, resolve to become totally smoke
free. Our first reaction was that this might be inconsistent with
the policy we had adopted and which did allow for smoking in
certain areas. However, it strikes us that the interpretation of
this policy, since it is a campus policy, is ours to make and
unless we hear that the Faculty Council is interested in taking up
the whole matter of smoking policy once again, something which I
would not particularly think would be a good idea, but unless there
is a passion to discuss smoking policy broadly defined once again,
I think that the best resolution of this issue would be to conclude
that, under our campus policy of 1987, the buildings are to be
allowed to have smoking areas only where there are properly
ventilated areas. In other words, only properly ventilated areas
can be used as designated smoking areas. It is our inclination to
leave defining what is proper ventilation up to the deans or unit
heads that are in charge of the buildings and to let them decide
if there is proper ventilation. If they conclude that there is not
proper ventilation and the school wants to become smoke-free
altogether, that would be consistent with the policy that we have
adopted on the campus. I would be happy to have any of those
schools that are directly involved speak to this, but it seems to
me that this would be the best way to accommodate the desire of
schools to become smoke-free with the existing policy.

AGENDA ITEM II - Executive Committee Report

BEPKO: If there are no comments from those schools, I would like
to introduce, and it is a great pleasure to introduce, the person
who will serve as Secretary of the Faculty Council for today's
meeting and give the report of the Executive Committee. As many
of you know, Jeff Vessely is traveling today. I believe that he
is about to become, we hope, the President of his professional
association nationally. That, we thought, was a sufficient reason
for missing this meeting today. Jeff said he made up for that
absence by recruiting Varoujan Chalian to be his SUbstitute. It
is my great pleasure to introduce someone you all know already -
Varoujan Chalian.

CHALlAH: Thank you, Chancellor Bepko. It is not easy to replace
Jeff, specifically, his experience of conveying his message. You
will miss that but you will get a foreign accent for it, which
might make all ears listen a little better. [laughter]

The hot SUbjects are still hot. Those are retirement, faculty
leave, the faCUlty handbook, alternative to 18/20, and tenure.
Those subjects are still in the hands of different committees or
authorities. They have not been forgotten.
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Margaret Mitchell (of IU's Human Resource department) is meeting
with different faculties on the sUbject of early retirement.

The Faculty Affairs committee is working on the family leave issue
and faculty handbook. The Fringe Benefits committee is working on
the alternate retirement vs. 18/20. It has not been forgotten for
the entire faculty either way -- the ones who want shorter time for
early retirement or the ones who still want to keep their rights
and privileges of 18/20.

I also have an announcement. Next Sunday we will have Founder's
Day on the main campus. This is just to remind you that Founder's
Day is the umbrella recognition day for the students and the
faculties.

BEPKO: Which is the main campus?

CHALIAN: Sorry, that was my poor English most probably. We have
two faculties from this campus who might be respected for
distinguished teacher awards. If you want to see your friends, it
will be Sunday at 1:30 on the Bloomington campus. Those are all
of the comments that we have. Thank you.

BEPKO: Thank you, John.

AGENDA ITEM III - Nominating Committee Report - Charles Yokomoto

BEPKO: The next item of business is the report of the Nominating
Committee. Charlie Yokomoto will make that report.

YOKOMOTO: You have a reading assignment for the next meeting. We
have prepared a handout showing who the carryover members are so
that you can see why some schools are not represented among the
nominees. We have listed the eligibility requirements and some
notes as well as the number to be elected. When we pass out the
ballots next month, it will be void of all of the information
except for the committee names and the nominees for that particular
committee. We hope that you will read this before you come to the
next meeting.

On the Tenure Committee Dick Peterson would have been a carry-over
member, but by serving as Secretary he asked to be replaced on the
committee. So, there will be four members elected at the next
meeting and the person receiving the fourth highest votes will
serve the second year of Dick's term. The three highest vote
getters will serve two year terms and the fourth highest will serve
a one-year term.

We have some other comments to make to you as a committee. We had
great difficulty coming up with slates because you aren't
volunteering. For instance, on the Nominating Committee there were
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11 people volunteering on the preference sheet, and out of the 11
volunteers only three were eligible according to the rules. For
the Executive Committee we had nine volunteers and only three were
eligible, so we had to go outside the volunteer list and make a lot
of phone calls. On the Tenure Committee we had 47 volunteers.

There is one more announcement that you might want to check on.
On the Executive Committee no unit can be represented by more than
one member. We have two members of the Medical School, one
nominated by the committee and one nominated by petition. When we
count the votes on that election, we will have to make sure that
if the two members from the School of Medicine are in the top four
to be elected, only the one receiving the largest number of votes
will be elected to the Executive Committee. Does anyone have any
questions?

BEPKO: Thanks, Charlie.

AGENDA ITEM IV - Constitution and Bylaws Committee - Henry Karlson

BEPKO: Our next item is a report from the Constitution and Bylaws
Committee. It is an action item and will be presented by Henry
Karlson.

KARLSON: For those of you who attended the last Faculty council
meeting, this will be a repeat. For those of you who did not,
there was a copy at the front of the room that you should have
picked up. This is a recommendation for changing the Bylaws.
There is one minor change in wording, not in impact at all, of the
proposed change. I will read it with this· one minor change.

The Constitution and Bylaws Committee moves that Article IV,
Section E, Subsection 7e of the Bylaws be amended as follows:

Delete the words:

liThe Chief Administrative Officer - Indianapolis shall report
the University's final decision within 30 days. Copies of the
decisions of the Chief Administrative Office - Indianapolis shall
be sent to the parties directly involved in the case, to the
Secretary of the Faculty Council, and to the Board of Review."

and substitute the words:

liThe Chief Administrative Officer - [the one change should be
IUPUI instead of Indianapolis] IUPUI shall report the
university's final decision in writing within 30 days. If the
recommendation of the Board of Review is not followed by the
university Administration, the report shall state in detail
the reason(s) the University Administration disagreed with the
Board of Review's recommendation. Copies of the report shall
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be sent to the parties directly involved in the case, to the
secretary of the Faculty Council, and to the Board of Review."

The purpose of this is to increase communication so that Boards of
Review, the Secretary of the Faculty Council and other members of
the Faculty Council might become aware of the differences of
standards that are being applied and what standards should be
applied. I believe that at that time Chancellor Bepko indicated
that he was in full agreement with this.

BEPKO: Not only are we in full agreement with it but we already
do this. Our commitment is to follow the recommendations of the
Boards of Review. However, we have had instances where the
recommended relief that was offered by the Board of Review was not
possible for us to provide or where University Counsel advised us
that we could not follow the specific recommendation of the Board
of Review. So, we have deviated from the technical scope of a Board
of Review recommendation on a couple of occasions, but we think
complied with the spirit of that recommendation. In each case
where that may have happened, we did provide a detailed explanation
of why we could not simply adopt the recommendation of the Board
of Review. One of the areas, just incidentally, was in a case a
couple of years ago where the Board of Review found that there may
have been some procedural problem associated with a review for
tenure and the Board of Review recommended an award of tenure. We
did not think that was a remedy that we could offer for the
procedural flaw, and we substituted for the recommended remedy the
remedy of an extended period of probation leading to tenure.
Incidentally, in that case in which we substituted a remedy, the
person was reviewed and was recommended for tenure at the second
review. So, that is the sort of issue that might come up. We
think this is the way we have been handling it, and will be pleased
to codify the practice that we follow.

KARLSON: Fine. Are there any other questions? By the way, we
were aware this is the practice but, then again, even chancellors
change.

KLOESEL: Is there a reason why you deleted the comma in the last
line?

KARLSON: That is optional if my understanding of the English
language is correct. If you use an "and" there is disagreement as
to whether or not a comma is required.

KLOESEL: There is disagreement. But in a series of three, one
usually does put a comma before the "and".

KARLSON: I have no great pride of authorship one way or another.
If you wish to put a comma there, you may do so.

BEPKO: Is there someone here from the English department?
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LANGSAM: He is from the English department.

BEPKO: I thought he ~as a philosopher.

KARLSON: I must admit my study of English was more years ago than
I wish to remember and I can still remember by instructor saying
before an "and" you don't use a comma. But, if you wish to have
me insert one, I'll be glad to.

BEPKO: I think if someone from the English department recommends
that a comma be put there, then we should do it.

KARLSON: Are there any other questions? Then, as the slight
recommendations of amendment have been accepted as a friendly
amendment, we can vote on the item.

BEPKO: Are you ready for the vote? All in favor, say "Aye".
Opposed? [None] Motion carries. Thank you, Henry.

AGENDA ITEM V - Question-aDd-Answer Period.

BEPKO: Next is our standard question-and-answer period. We have
had no written questions in advance. Does anyone have a question
or comment?

SIDHU: Sir, my question may sound not too good but the issue is
very important so kindly bear with me and if I make a mistake, I
apologize. The question is, should the constitution and Bylaws of
the IUPUI Faculty Council be followed as approved or not? I am not
speaking as a lawyer just as a faculty member.

BEPKO: You are asking me?

SIDHU: Yes, as an officer and chair I am requesting you or
whichever way you want to handle it, I don't have any objections.

BEPKO: I think the answer is absolutely yes. You obviously have
another point to make.

SIDHU: Then the follow-up of that is, if so, should we approve or
disapprove the actions of the Council representatives that do not
follow the Bylaws in conducting the business of the Council?

BEPKO: I was happy to answer your first rhetorical question,
Professor SidhU, but the second rhetorical question is probably
something you ought to elaborate on before you ask me to answer it.

SIDHU: My conscience says those actions should not be allowed.
That is the way I feel about it. If that is the case, the
elections of IUPUI Faculty Council at large and the University
Faculty Council have been conducted by breaking the procedures and
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Bylaws. If that is accepted by the Council because the Council is
~. the body who should decide, then I think the elections should be

declared null and void. If the Council says "no, that is wrong,"
then I don't see any reason to take action. If you like, I can
elaborate now or you can take it as an item of new business,
whichever you prefer

BEPKO: We have gone this far, why don't we do it now? I am still
not sure what you are referring to.

SIDHU: In conducting the elections, I would like to get a
correction from the Executive Committee. "The Executive Committee
is responsible for counting the ballot papers or appointing
tellers. The Bylaws say "The Executive committee, or tellers
appointed by the Secretary with the concurrence of the Executive
Committee, shall count the vote." The Executive Committee or the
Secretary to the Executive Committee has not brought this issue as
far as a teller or tellers were concerned. If that is true, then
the procedure has not been followed. But, if that has happened,
we would like to know the proof of it.

BEPKO: I don't know if I can answer that question. You must know
something and you are charging that something.•.

SIDHU: No sir, I am not charging anything.
questioning is whether that procedure has
therefore, honestly, I don' t know how much
Council. I do not blame anybody.

The only thing I am
been violated and

I can convince the

BEPKO: I am not sure I understand what procedure has been not
followed.

SIDHU: Because, the tellers have to be appointed by the Executive
Committee and those were not appointed.

BEPKO: But, you are alleging that they were not appointed by the
Executive committee.

SIDHU: That is correct. If that information is correct, the
approved procedure has not been followed.

BEPKO: Is that true? I don't know.

CHUMLEY: That was brought up in the last Executive committee
meeting and it was pointed out, that technically, the votes are not
counted by anyone person. They are now done by computer. When
that was written evidently the votes were counted by people.

SIDHU: No, that is wrong. Until this procedure is changed, that
should be followed as it is. Bernice, I apologize. I am not
questioning you or the honesty of anybody. I will repeat it again
that the question is the procedure has not been followed.
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BEPm: Who counts the ballots?

CIIOIILEY: It is done by Computing Services.

S:IDHU: If you want to know, ten years ago the same question was
raised to safeguard the Secretary and to safeg:uard the Secretary"s
position we passed this law. At that time the Executive Committee
was held responsible to appoint three members of the Executive
Committee to oversee all elections.

BEPKO: Have you asked Jeff Vessely about this? Have you raised
this with the Secretary of the Faculty Council?

S:IDBU: The question was raised, sir, it was discussed but we are
not satisfied with the answer. The second question I have" in the
University Faculty Council we vote only for that many people as
positions that we have. This year we were asked to vote for no
more than five. The information that we received today shows us
sending seven representatives at the University Faculty Council.
No matter how those members have been selected, this is wrong. The
ballot should have stated vote for seven and not five. Again. that
is a violation. I am not insisting that the election be held
again, but that is a violation of the rules. It indicates that
there are those who did not get an opportunity to vote for seven.
They had an opportunity to vote only for five and that would make
a difference.

BEPKO: This has been raised in the 0lestion-and-Answer session and
I am happy to have the matter aired in this part of the agenda.
I am at a loss to respond because personally I have not been
involved in any of this. The person who knows more than anyone
else about how these things have been handled and can explain why
things were done the way they were, whether they were in violation
of the procedures that have been specified in our Constitution and
Bylaws, I don't know, but the person who can best explain is Jeff
Vessely. I would be very reluctant to have a discussion and a vote
of some kind based on, first of all, a matter that has been raised
for the first time from the floor of the Faculty Council without
having any members of the Executive Committee, which is being
accused of not following the procedures, have an opportunity to
analyze the issues that you are raising and respond and report to
that issue. In any case, I would not want to proceed without Jeff
Vessely here because he is the one who presides over all of these
voting procedures that you are describing. It strikes me that you
are raising good issues. If we are not doing something in
accordance with the Bylaws, then we ought to change it. Either
change our practices or change the Bylaws. But, I am not sure that
we have the right joinder of the issue here from the floor. That
is Why I asked you if you have talked to Jeff Vessely about this
because it strikes me that, from knowledge of his work as Secretary
of the Faculty council, that he would have thought a great deal
about these things and would be in a position to enlighten us on
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why things were done the way they were. I think it would be unfair
to him and the excellent record that he has developed for us to
conclude a discussion of these issues here in his absence today.

KARLSON: Point of order. This is not a proper matter for the
Faculty Council as a whole. You will find that Article IV dealing
with the Executive Committee, Section F, states that the Executive
Committee is the person that rules on matters of dispute relating
to election procedures. According to the Bylaws, this has to be
addressed to the Executive Committee. They are the body that has
the authority to rule upon it.

SIDHU: No sir. They are the body representing the Council. This
is an infringement on the Council.

KARLSON: Understand that it says liThe Executive Committee shall
conduct the elections which are governed by the provisions of the
Bylaws of the Council and rule on matters of dispute relating to
election procedures."

SIDHU: How are you going to reach the Council by the Executive
Committee?

KARLSON: There is, to my knowledge, no direct provision for an
appeal to the Council. The authority to rule on matters relating
to election procedures is given by our Constitution and Bylaws to
the Executive Committee.

SIDHU: Can't a member bring the matter to the councilor not?

KARLSON: I do not see any direct authority to do so in either our
Constitution or the Bylaws. It is like when you have a court. The
court rules upon it and the jurisdiction here has been given by the
Faculty Council to the Executive Committee.

BEPKO: But, I would assume that if the Executive Committee decided
the matter in a way that was, in the view of a substantial number
of faculty, unsatisfactory, then the issue could be raised and
discussed and some sort of advisory vote at least if not a binding
vote, could be taken by the Council as a whole. The question that
concerns me more than that is whether this is ripe for resolution
or whether this should be taken up by people who know what went on
and who can enlighten us about what went on. So, that if there is
an issue that there won't be agreement upon between you and the
Executive Committee, we could have that issue joined and framed so
that it could be brought to the Faculty Council as a whole for
consideration and vote. Right now, you are telling us things that
happened: you are testifying as a witness in front of the whole
Council, and we don't have all of the people who might be able to
enlighten us on what actually did happen. We don't have a briefing
for the Council on the provisions of the Constitution and Bylaws
that you are referring to. It would seem to me to be best for us
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to have this question about whether we are following the
Ccmstitution and Bylaws shaped by one of the Faculty Council
committees and reported to the Faculty Council as a whole so that
we could get our arms around it.

SIDHU: The only thing that I am requesting is that, because I am
the member raising this question, if I would be given an
opportunity to discuss it, I would be more than happy to do so.

~ON: Again, this matter, at the very least, must go first to
the Executive Committee because they have the primary authority.
This is within our Constitution and it states and I will repeat it.
These are the duties of the Executive Committee. " ••. conduct
elections which are governed by the provisions of the Bylaws of the
Council (and this one is) and rule on matters of dispute relating
to election procedures. n This is exactly the nature of this
dispute. It must first be brought to the Executive Committee.
Whether or not there is some appeal to the Council from that
$xecutive Committee decision is not all clear in our Constitution.

SIDHU: Henry, if you are saying that, if the Executive Committee
takes a wrong action, is it not this Council that has the right to
listen to that?

SEPKO: If we get into that question, we will be attempting to
argue oveJ." a point that is hypothetical. I think this matter might
be best taken to the Executive Committee. If the Executive
Committee does something that you think is incorrect, then I think
we c~n adQ~ess the issue of what the power of the Council is to
~edress that concern.

LANGSAM: What I woulQ like to know is, is it appropriate during
the Qqestion~and-AnswerPeriod to suggest a motion?

BEPKO: I think since we have treated this as new business, I think
it would be appropriate unless the Parliamentarian tells us
otherwise.

LANGSAM: I, therefore, in the name of John Barlow, would like to
move that this matter be brought to the Executive Committee's
attention and that they provide an explanation for the Council at
so~e future meeting. [Motion seconded]

BEPKO: Does anyone want to comment further? If not, all in favor,
:say "Aye." Opposed? Thank you. Are there any other questions?

BESCH: Is it not true that on April 20th IUPUI's Chancellor's
Honor Convocation will be held on this main campus?

BEPKO: It is true. It will be a wonderful event. I hope you will
all come to recognize our colleagues who are being singled out for
praise. There will be persons nominated for awards and recognition
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of those nominees. The there will be awards given to some of those
'-- nominees --those who have been selected to win the awards. There

will be awards for all the people who work in the University
family, not just those of us who work on the academic side but all
of the University employees will be included. Carol Nathan, who
provides the leadership for this event, is here. Carol, do you
want to add anything?

NATHAN: There is one thing that follows that. The following week
we have our Person-to-Person program, the third annual academic
fair at IUPUI at the university Place Conference Center. That is
also where the Convocation will be held.

AGENDA ITEM VI - Committee Reports

BEPKO: We have a couple of committee reports. First, the
Metropolitan Affairs Committee, which is reporting on a community
service survey, and that will be given by Walter Buchanan.

BUCHANAN: For some of you who have been around here longer than
I have, you might remember this IUPUI Community services
pUblications which is a booklet that came out last in 1979-81
Apparently, this had been put out on an annual basis before that
for several years. The purpose of the booklet was to let the
community and also the people within the University know what
faculty members had done in the Indianapolis area, basically in the
way of community service. How it was done at that time was
basically that each school was asked to respond as to what their
faculty members were doing. As you might guess, the format was not
very uniform and there was quite a variety between the different
schools on what they reported. About a year ago, Barbara Fischler
brought this to the committee's attention and suggested that we
might do a new survey and try to get things more uniform. One of
our main projects this year is to come up with a new survey.

We decided to delay things a little bit because we found out that
we were going to have a new position of Director of Community
Relations. Appointed this fall was Glenna Dudley -- some of you may
have met her. We decided that this would be an excellent thing to
do in conjunction with her and her office.

What we have done since Glenna arrived on campus, which I think was
about November 1, is go through the old booklet with suggestions
on what we could do to improve it. The idea was to come up with
some more uniform reporting method. Basically, we have three
obj ectives. We wanted something that was comprehensive on what all
the faculty members of IUPUI were doing in the field of community
service. We also wanted to come up with a form that was easy to
fill out so people would respond and also something that would be
easy to tally so we wouldn't get all of this data that took a long
time to put together. After a great deal of discussion and work,
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we came out with a for:m t~at we decided that we would first send
Ollt as a pilot. We d.epi<:ie~to, at random, pick five percent of the
faculty. What we did was go through the voting members otthe
Faculty Council and basically every 20th person we picked to get
our five percent. Then, we have come up with a form that is
basically in two parts; ~ach part has four Pages of different areas
of service that we felt was a fairly comprehensive list of
different areas that faculty members might have done service to the
community.

The first part was service that the faculty member had actually
done in the last three years. The second part was basically the
same questions which is areas of your competence in which you
believe you could be useful to some community organization or
agency that has not been tapped by the community during the past
three years. The first part then basically is what you have done
and the second part is what you could do.

As we envision it, the final result of this will be a booklet that
not only will show the community what the faculty has done on this
campus in regard to community service but what they can Offer.
That may be a resource for other organizations around the
comm~nity. ~t the present time this pilot has peen sent out~ If
any of you have received it or know any of your colleagues who have
received a copy, please ask them to fill it o~t and send it back
because not only do We want to see how we might cnal)qethis based
on the pilot, but we want to see what kind of resppn~we qet. If
it is too cumbersc:nne, naturally people a~~"t qti)~M to sen~ H:
back. We want tp loqk at it poth from that ~sPect p~t a!s9 tp get
it as cq~~ehensive as possible. I j~st wanted to 9ive Y9P tbis
stat\1S report now. So, if yO\! see t4i.s circ\ll.-atifl9 a~~1l,(i wi.t:J;l. ~ny
of Your colleagues, please urge thelll to seJ\d .it .iJl~ Are tb~J:'~ ony
~stiQns?

NA~; I was wop4ering Wbether tbere had also peen cQnsi.4e:ration
in also asking tne staff.

BU~~: We did discuss that and we felt we really di4n't nave
jurisdiction over that. I think that would be very appropriate.

lJ~TB.AJI: I don't think it is a question of j1J.~is(iicti(m. I
wondered if this is an issue that might not be taken to the staff
Council. It appears to me that, if we are going to put something
out that represents IUPUI, to leave out almost 8,000 staff is
really not very representative.

BU~AN: We did consider that and I think that would be fine to
suggest that the staff come up with a similar document. I'll take
it upon myself to ask them if they would like to do that. Are
there any other questions or comments? Thank you.
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BEPKO: Thank you, Walter. The next committee report comes from
~_ Student Affairs Bob Bogan is here to bring us up-to-date on the

Student Rights and Responsibilities document.

BOGAN: The group headed by Bill Kerr from the School of Law that
dealt with the matter left the professional and graduate schools
in a position where the subject of their management of students was
left to other people. The committee was asked for and received a
lot of suggestions. They reconsidered those suggestions and
decided that they would not change their position. So, the
proposed code was brought to the Student Affairs Committee of the
Bloomington Faculty Council and, although the committee decided
they would not adopt any position or make any recommendation, they
did suggest that, if the Faculty Council decided that something
should be done with this matter, here is what they should do. At
the last Faculty Council meeting in Bloomington, the matter came
before the Council. The Council did not consider the committee's
recommendation. The Agenda Committee in Bloomington, thinking that
perhaps this matter was going to come up and something should be
prepared, had prepared a statement. It was not considered because
the discussion pre-empted the introduction of any statements. So,
in the course of the discussion, the matter was referred back to
the Bloomington Student Affairs Committee. Each unit was asked to
submit a proposal of how they would like this statement written.
They were given just a couple of days to do this, here at
Indianapolis particularly, because we felt that a statement should
be written before this Council met. The Faculty Council in
Bloomington was concerned particularly with the suggestion that any
alternate solutions be referred to the University Faculty Council.
They did not particularly want to be in a position to have to
deliberate over as many alternate recommendations as they
anticipated would be submitted. So, they asked the Student Affairs
Committee from the University Faculty Council to review all of
these alternative suggestions.

You have a statement that was passed out. It has a dotted line
across the middle. Dr. Olson, in consultation with a number of the
members of your Student Affairs Committee, developed this statement
and it was his intention to bring it here today to have you talk
about it. It contains several particular items. One is that each
unit would be permitted to develop additional or alternative
student disciplinary procedures or standards to handle instances
of alleged violation. I think everybody agreed that that was the
statement they wanted in there.

Secondly, that it would be reviewed by the University's legal
counsel to salvage the thought that the all-University Faculty
Council was going to have to consider all of these recommendations.
The committee inserted the statement that it would be approved by
the campus specific Vice President or Chancellor and then made
available to all students and units. If there were any alternative
that was not approved and the school wanted to resolve the
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conflict, then it would go to the University Faculty Council
student Affairs Committee. But, the first step of approval would
be on each specific campus and if it achieved approval there,
beyond that was just a matter of information.

That was sent to the University Faculty Council's student Affairs
Committee. Then coming from Laura Ginger is the second half of
this, below the dotted line. She has submitted this section for
our review and this is what will be proposed, I understand, to the
University Faculty Council at their meeting in April. So, Dr.
Olson would like very much to have any comments that you might have
relative to the second statement. The second statement includes
some things that bother us a bit. It says "Any unit of the
University may adopt additional or alternative sUbstantive or
procedural standards ••. " which is fine. I think item #1 probably
speaks to the question that the professional schools have been
seeking although it seems many people of the medical school are on
vacation this week. The ones who spoke up the most at Bloomington
are not available to see how they felt about this.

In Item #2, where it says "Guarantee students in the unit due
process comparable to that provided in the code of student ethics,"
we had a little difficulty with the word "comparable." That calls
for a certain amount of interpretation and, of course, any court
could then decide whether what you said was comparable or not. I
think due process has to be assured.

The third statement says "Are set forth in writing, with copies
provided to all students in the unit ..• " which then implies by the
time they are circulated to the students, they have been approved.
Then they would go to the Dean of Students for the campus and the
Agenda Committee of the University Faculty Council. It doesn't
specifically say who is going to pass judgment on these. We felt
that perhaps there should be some statement in there stating they
go to somebody for approval. The one thing that the University
Faculty Council was in hopes would happen was that they would not
all come to them for approval. Approval could be granted at a
lower level and they then would deliberate only on those that were
being contested. With that statement, sir, this is where we stand
and I think Dr. Olson would like to have any comments that people
have regarding particularly the second half of this handout.

LUKEMEYER: I am Dr. Lukemeyer SUbstituting for Dean Daly. I am
sorry that Dr. Hamburger and Dr. Wellman couldn't be here today.
I think the School of Medicine, like all of the other units, is
tremendously interested and concerned to make sure that all
students receive due process, but it is absolutely true that the
accrediting agency for Schools of Medicine (and I have seen the
transmittal of such a letter from the Liaison Committee on Medical
Education) makes this the responsibility of the faculty of the
School of Medicine and cannot be given over to any other group.
Item #1 is essential if we are going to have an accredited School
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of Medicine. The second sentence guarantees students in the unit
due process and I am happy up to that point. You could either put
a period there or I could strike the words "comparable to that
provided ••• " and say "guarantee students of the unit due process
relative to the code of student ethics." The third sentence I
agree is somewhat confusing. I don't feel as strongly but I do
feel very strongly, and I know that the School of Medicine is
wishing to make certain that they advise appropriately of due
process of all the students that we just cannot turn that over to
any other group. We would lose our accreditation.

BEPKO: That was the sense of the unanimous vote of the Faculty
Council at the last meeting, that the notion that all schools would
be included in this University wide system was unacceptable. I
guess what we are being asked to address right now is whether this
statement that has been provided for us by Laura Ginger is
something that we would like to modify or•..

BOGAN: Further modify, yes. If everybody is comfortable with it,
fine.

BEPKO: I think Dr. Lukemeyer has already raised the issue that has
to do with the meaning of the words "comparable to that provided
in the code of student ethics ... " If that means just generally
that there have to be procedural safeguards so that a student can't
be deprived of his or her status as a student without appropriate
notice, or the opportunity to be heard, then I don't think any of
us would have any trouble with it. But, if it means that this
somehow is a way of resurrecting the University-based or campus
based control of student discipline on matters that we found
objectionable in the original document, I think that is the point
that Dr. Lukemeyer is making. That would be more of the same and
would really be inconsistent with the vote taken at our last
meeting.

SAGRAVES: I would agree with Dr. Lukemeyer. Item #2, the need for
it I really question because it is rather ambiguous with that word
"comparable" in there, plus the fact that the whole document is to
provide due process. So, the thing that is still left out and
maybe #2 could provide it would that it would be reviewed by legal
counsel and approved by the specific campus chancellor. I think
that would be a more appropriate #2 than what is there now.

KARLSON: I would like to address the first part of this "Are
necessary and proper to apply with the professional or
accreditation standards ... " I remember Dean Barlow, when he spoke
to this, specifically stated that the faculty of the School of
Liberal Arts believed they needed the ability to control discipline
within the school. This is, even though it is perhaps not required
by their accreditation or professional process, that they have
every bit as much a need within the faculty to control discipline
as would any of the professional schools, and he specifically
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objected to the ability of an outside agency of the University to
intervene in such cases. The way this is drafted, outside of the
Law School, the Dental School, and the Medical School, I would see
a very small, if any other, number of schools could be exempted
from the procedure. If that is true, at least based upon the last
vote of this Council, I do not believe that the remaining schools
would approve it at all.

BESCH: It is so rare when Henry Karlson and Henry Besch agree on
something, that I won't say anything else.

LANGSAM: It is even more rare when Miriam Langsam, Henry Karlson,
and Henry Besch agree. Speaking for John Barlow now, the School
of Liberal Arts does have some very serious concerns about academic
discipline, not general discipline, but academic discipline because
of the nature of what constitutes things like plagiarism which are
very much tied to the nature of our discipline. Having someone who
is dean of students, no matter how lovely, he is not academically
based, he is not close to the faculty, and we do have some concerns
about the timeliness of action, the appropriateness of action, and
a number of other issues. One of my real problems with this
statement is in fact that it precludes the possibility of our
school's doing anything but having a common procedure and policy.
It is a balancing act but we do have some real problems and, in
fact, we have some bad history of problems which should suggest to
us that this is a serious matter to us.

UNKNOWN: I have a more basic problem with this than the specifics
that we are talking about in that I was here last month and I
thought we sent a clear "No" message to the University Faculty
Council and that what we have back is, "I don't believe you said
no. Thank about this."

BEPKO: I wasn't at the University Faculty Council meeting but, as
it was reported to me, I think that the UFC was very mindful and
sensitive to the unanimous vote of our group. They thought that
the primary concern that we had was addressed by this statement.
They thought that this was Medicine, Dentistry, and Law and that
they had provided for Medicine, Dentistry, and Law by giving this
response. There may have been more in our resolution but they
didn't understand it that way and, if there is more to our
resolution, then that ought to be communicated again.

KARLSON: Our resolution was that this was to be reviewed fully
before being brought back to this committee because there was a
large amount of information. In fact, I mentioned an objection to
some of the wording dealing with sexual harassment as possible
violations of academic freedom in the way that they were drafted.
In fact, that language I mentioned has been held by one Federal
District Court to violate academic freedom or freedom of speech.
Under those circumstances, I would have great difficulty approving
it. So, our resolution was much broader. It is just that most of
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the concerns voiced at that time were to this problem because we
didn't have enough time to get into the other issues. That alone
killed it.

BOGAN: Could I make another point? I was at the University
Faculty Council meeting in Bloomington representing somebody else.
I think, in all honesty, they were prepared to take the document
up for a vote and the only reason it didn't come to a vote was
because some very vocal people from the School of Medicine took up
enough time discussing it that the people from Dentistry, Law, and
Liberal Arts or whoever else, simply didn't have to enter into the
conversation. They had already made their point. Maybe, the
people in Bloomington don't understand that Medicine is not the
only one or that the professional schools are not the only ones.
I feel quite certain that this is going to come up for discussion
at the next meeting, and they are going to deal with this little
part and, if they can get that straightened out, they are going to
vote on it to adopt it.

SIEGEL: I think it was clear at the Council meeting here last
month that it was, in fact, more than Medicine, Law, Dentistry, and
Education. We have heard from Liberal Arts. The schools of Social
Work and Nursing have not been vocal. We are professional schools
as well, sUbject to accreditation standards. I know we have heard
from Science but I expect that within the School of Science they
have professional standards. That really encompasses the whole
campus. The statement on top seems to address that issue and
provides for home rule as it were under the larger umbrella, and
that is what I think we should communicate to the University
Faculty Council. If it wasn't clear in last month's resolution,
then maybe we should rewrite the resolution and underscore it so
that they are heard and that they understand that it is not just
Medicine, Law, and .••

BOGAN: As it is written here it says "Are necessary and proper to
comply with the professional or accreditation standards of the
unit's discipline." So, if there is something in any unit's
standards that needs to be considered, they would still fall under
here whether they are a professional school or whatever is
considered to be a professional school.

SIEGEL: I think Miriam, speaking for John Barlow, was suggesting
that there are disciplinary issues that may not be a part of the
accreditation standard but are disciplines that may not be covered
by some external accrediting body.

GOODWIN: I just wanted to comment about the document that was
prepared by the committee explaining the changes they made and ap
parently not everybody here is aware of the document which seems
to be a little bit secret. Some people got the document and others
didn't. Are you all aware that the Student Rights document has
been reviewed and returned for resulting comments? It looks as if
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we ~re missing tpe b~ckg+ound. I have the document. I received
it in the mail tod~y because I am a member of the Student Affairs
Committee. I tpink the members of our committee have worked very
hard to get seven copies. At our last meeting we made it clear
that the Faculty Council at IUPUI was rejecting it.

BEPKO: I would like to ask a question that Henry Karlson has urged
be asked. How many people have a copy of the proposed student
Rights and Responsibilities handbook?

LANGSAM: The revised one?

BEPKO: What was the date of the revision?

GOODWIN: The one I have is February 28th.

BEPKO: Do you mean that was a document that was revised almost
contemporaneous with our vote last month which was on March 1 to
reject the earlier version? While we were voting to reject the
earlier version there was yet another version emerging that is
dated February 28, 1990. How many have that document?

KARLSON: How can we approve something that we don't have?

BEPKO: The timing of this is troublesome. It may improper to vote
on something that only a few people have even seen. That
highlights the wisdom of the vote last month th~t this whole thing
should go through the regular Faculty Council committee process and
be voted upon by the Faculty Council based on a committee
recommendation, that it not be simply passed through again bec~use

it was once considered earlier by the different faculty councils.

SIDHU: Sir, can we pass either ~ resolution or a message to the
Faculty Council that it is not only the Medical School, because
they are speaking ~nd I am glad that they are speaking, that it is
the feeling of all the schools, small or large, giving the
authority to the Dean of the Students to either modify it should
be applicable to circul~te that the students have the right and
responsibility ... We should send a message even though the
representatives may not speak there, either passing a resolution
or sending a message of the feeling of this Council. We expressed
that feeling last meeting. It looks as if they are not getting the
message or they are not hearing it.

BEPKO: In fairness to the process, there probably has been the
desire on the part of everyone who has been associated with this
to finally conclude it because this has been going for years. In
addition, the current Student Rights and Responsibilities document
is not very good. So, there are two reasons for wanting to finish
this. Number one, it has been going on so long and, number two,
the current condition which we operate in is not good. I think
that that should not cause us to make hasty jUdgments. I am not
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sure what the best way to package this is.

BOGAN: Could I add just one other thing? I skipped some things
here simply because I assumed everyone was up-to-date on them.
Historically, this committee completed the first version of this
document on JUly 25, 1989. Then they were asked to request
comments from all the other people in the system. A time limit was
placed on it of December 31, 1989. So, their view is that everyone
has had a chance to talk about it and submit their opinions. Then,
they met and on February 23, the final version, representing all
these suggestions, was submitted to the Student Affairs Committee
of the University Faculty Council for consideration. That is the
one that has been talked about. That was the final version that
included all these changes. It says, "As expected, the general
comments were primarily concerned with two major issues: the ap
plicability of the code to the graduate and professional schools
and the role of the Dean of Students and the dean of a school in
the expUlsion or suspension of a student. There were some other
substantive changes and there were a number of suggestions
concerning form and style. There was also the question of sexual
orientation which hadn't even been included in the first version.
After considering the various comments, the committee decided not
to change its recommendation concerning the two major issues, these
being the applicability of the code to the graduate and
professional schools and the role of the Dean of Students in the
expulsion and suspension of a student. On the other hand, the
committee adopted approximately one-half of the specific
substantive changes that were recommended and nearly all of the
suggestions that were made concerning form and style. Finally, the
committee decided to address the issue of sexual orientation and
submit a proposed policy to the University Faculty Council for
their consideration." Of all of these sUbstantive changes that
everybody wanted, about one-half of them are now included in the
new document and essentially all of the recommendations for form
and style.

KARLSON: Just because someone made a recommendation doesn't mean
that everyone wanted it. You keep on talking about recommendations
that everyone wanted and that is what we don't know. What changes
have been made because perhaps everyone didn't want these
recommendations that they have incorporated?

BOGAN: But, as far as they are considered they have now done what
they were asked to do. They have considered all of your
recommendations and now here they come back with a second issue and
the only thing that is up for discussion anymore is this one little
statement that you see on the bottom half of this page.

BESCH: The School of Medicine's steering Committee it was pointed
out here last time, did submit an extensive document, about four
or five pages, outlining why we cannot and never will be able to
give the authority of the faculty to a Dean of Students somewhere
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outside the school. That contained a number of points. We
understand that our document was considered and we also know from
the outcome that it was not accepted. They decided for their own
reasons not to see to our request. They chose not to tell us why
they didn't think that the points that we brought up were strong
enough. But, it is certainly true that we cannot and will not give
that authority to someone outside the unit.

~: I think they have the opinion that they have spoken to that
by allowing each school to submit their own form of this particular
statement.

BESCH: You mean the top portion of this sheet?

BOGAN: No. The bottom one. The top one is the one which your
local committee came up with. The local committee didn't even have
the five page item that you submitted.

BEPKO: I think we need to have a motion or some suggestion to try
to memorialize the comments that have been made here. I think that
we may look at them in two parts. The first part is that the
document is apparently evolving at this very time and has been
changed since many of the people who have been interested in this
have had a chance to look at it. That may highlight the need for
the kind of further review that was contemplated by the resolution
adopted last month by the IUPUI Faculty Council. The second part
has to do with what the University Faculty Council Student Affairs
Committee saw as the primary stumbling block, that being the desire
of schools to have their own opportunity to deal with disciplinary
problems, in particular, academic disciplinary problems. That is
something that is addressed by the first part of the page that we
have in front of us, the language recommended by our own Student
Affairs Committee. Would it be useful to address those two things
separately and express concern in someway over the fact that this
has not been reviewed by the appropriate committees of campus-based
faculty councils? Henry's point is, how do we know which half of
the recommendations were adopted and how do we know whether we
agree with those? We haven't had a chance to comment on those.
The second part is that we think that the opportunities presented
for establishing school based procedures provided by the second
half of the page do not address some of the concerns that schools
have on this campus, and, therefore, the top half of the page
contains the more appropriate approach.

LANGSAM: Having such a good lead-in, I would like to make a
motion. One, that this Council go on record of being unwilling to
approve this document that we have not yet seen until adequate
opportunity is provided to all the schools and faculty encompassed
on this campus. And, I would further add that in some manner the
Secretary of the Faculty Council provide each school and the
libraries with copies so that we can do something.
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-- ------------------

BEPKO: I hope that it hasn't been some error on our part that
everyone hasn' t received a copy of this document. We were
embarrassed to find out along the way that, (this was sometime
ago,) that copies of the original document were not being readily
made available. People would call to get copies of it and were
told they couldn't have them and they had to go to the library to
obtain a single copy and that they couldn't reproduce it for
reasons that I am still not clear about. That was told to people
who were inquiring. So, we have a history here of a lack of
enthusiasm for providing copies of the document.

LDKEMEYER: I second the motion.

THARP: It has been stated over and over again that
being reproduced for everyone, but they were
libraries. It was because of the cost, I think.
pattern all the way through this thing.

copies were not
placed in the
That has been a

BEPKO: We volunteered at the point when we found out about it: the
campus administration volunteered to pay the costs of any
reproduction to distribute this to anyone who wanted it.

LANGSAM: I was one of the people who blew the whistle on all of
this, so I am well aware of it. I specified that there should be
at least a copy in each school and in the library so that no one
would get confused. I don't know whether we have the time or if
we would want to go ahead and reproduce it for everybody, but I do
think that every school should get a copy of it. I think we need
to go further and after voting on this motion, send an even
stronger motion down to the University Faculty Council about the
unacceptableness of that which is below the dotted line.

BEPKO: Would you restate your motion, please?

LANGSAM: In essence, the motion is that until this campus gets an
opportunity to look at the revised version, which will be
distributed, that we are opposed to approving it.

BEPKO: Has that been seconded?

LANGSAM: Yes.

BEPKO: Is there any further discussion?

THARP: I am in favor of the motion but the only thing that I was
going to point out is that things have already gone a little beyond
this. I think it is a good motion and would be a good action, but
what really has happened is that it has already come to the floor
of the University Faculty Council. It is now back in the hands of
the Student Affairs Committee with the intent that it will be
brought back to the floor next time with this one correction. So,
I think we definitely need to address this in a stronger fashion,
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if this is brought to the floor of the University Faculty Council
at the next meeting and addresses the one big concern, and it will
be pushed for passage.

BEPKO: Is there any further discussion on the motion?

WKEMEYER: I am going to vote for the motion but I was just
wondering, as far as the faculty was concern, if it is brought to
the floor of the University Faculty Council, can our
representatives ask for it to be delayed or tabled?

KARLSON: Yes, and they should.

BEPKO: We don't have a majority of the UFC voters though. If only
Indianapolis campus faculty are voting on this issue in the way we
would like, then I don't think it is necessarily true that we would
carry the day.

THARP: I feel pretty confident that, if the vote had been held at
the last meeting, the document would not have been accepted.
However, I think once they come forward with this rebuttal to the
main objection, I am not sure that we can defeat it. This will
make a big difference. I am also pretty confident that if there
had been a vote at the last University Faculty council meeting,
without addressing this main issue, that the document would have
been defeated.

BALDWIN: Does the Council have the ability to direct the
representatives to the University Faculty Council as to how to take
action on something like that as an advisory thing? That might
have some affect on it.

BEPKO: Do we have a motion that we should vote on?

BESCH: JUst a friendly amendment to the motion.
provide electronic access to the document.

That is to

ZUNT: It has been available. I don't whether the revised document
has been made available, but the document for the last two years
has been made available.

LANGSAM: The issue is the new version.

BEPKO: We will make sure it is available. I think we can do that.
Is there any other discussion? All in favor of the motion, say
"Aye." Opposed? Let the record show that it was a unanimous vote.

SIDHU: I think that we need to move that we unanimously oppose,
or at least the authority of the academic decision should lie with
each unit. We need to have that kind of motion that could be sent
to the University Faculty Council.
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KARLSON: The language above the line would work the result that
you are referring to.

SIDHU: Then could we made a motion so that we could send the
motion?

LANGSAM: I move that the IUPUI Faculty Council reject the Laura
Ginger motion unacceptable to resolve our concerns with the
document and we offer in substitution the statement above the line
to be an acceptable alternative.
[Motion was seconded.]

BEPKO: It is a motion and it was seconded. On discussion of that
motion, I would like to step out and ask a question of tactics that
other people who are regular participants in the University Faculty
Council may be able to answer. That is, whether it would be better
to take the second part of the page, the Laura Ginger proposal, and
modify it so that it was satisfactory or whether it would be better
to reject it altogether and try to substitute the language that is
at the top of the page? It may be possible to make the Laura
Ginger proposal acceptable by only changing a few words. For
example, a school could adopt additional or alternative substantive
or procedural standards which were necessary and proper to meet
academic concerns or to comply with professional or accreditation
standards. That would address the problem that you raised, Miriam,
about academic misconduct cases and the desire to handle those
within the school.

LANGSAM: Actually, if you would like to hear my own feeling about
the matter, I see the concept of an additional or alternative
procedures to be a r~al problem. The three-step process that is
already in the proposed code is a burdensome process for students,
so to add additional steps would be terrible Therefore, I am
unhappy with even the top portion. But, to try to mess with the
bottom one and try to make it work strikes me as something that
would even more difficult.

BEPKO: I think you are interpreting "additional" or "alternative"
in an incorrect way. I think what they intended was that you could
either do more or you could substitute an alternative procedure
altogether. "Additional" means that you can add to and
"alternative" means that you can substitute.

LANGSAM: We don't have then, a way of review so we would have to
lift a sentence, probably, in the top one that starts "In addition,
these additional or alternative guidelines should be reviewed by
university counsel and approved by... " with that in there to
accomplish what is accomplished by the first one. I guess we could
do it but I think they would guess that we were just trying to keep
the packaging but really revise the content.
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SAGRAVES: I understand both points of view, but I dislike so much
of that above the line, particularly the last four and one-half
lines which begin "Additional or alternative guidelines not
approved by the campus specific Vice President or Chancellor would
be resolved by the University Faculty Council ... " From there on
down, I am not so sure I like that approach either. I think we
need something that we can do here within our own campus but it is
specific and solvable here.

DEHNKE: I have a question. If we are able to adopt some kind .of
code of conduct that addresses the academic issues of the
professional schools, then it appears that the Dean of students
would have disciplinary jurisdiction over non-academic matters.
If that is, then probably there should be a whole new policy to the
extent that a statement would be that the Dean of students would
have disciplinary control for students for non-academic issues and
the academic issues would be resolved or be applied to the
professional schools and the School of Liberal Arts.

BESCH: I think Dr. Daly mentioned this last month when he
commented on it. There are requirements that some schools have to
not inflict certain people on society, regardless of their academic
prowess. We have had a number of instances where that is the case,
where there have been unacceptable behaviors, a variety of kinds
of things, that have required disciplinary action, inclUding those
that result in expelling the student from the school. There are
multiple steps in that process. We think that with a history of
some 83 years where the school's rights and the students' rights
have been well protected speak for themselves. You cannot transfer
the authority for rights of students regarding academics or non
academic matters.

DEHNKE: If that is true for Medicine, then I assume that it would
be true for other professional schools and units as well. Then,
what is the necessity of the Dean of Students to enter into any
disciplinary appeal if this is going to be managed within each
unit?

BEPKO: There is an important group of students who are not
enrolled in a school. There are a lot of students who have not
been admitted to a school and those students must be managed by a
campus office or officer -- University Division, University Access
Center, Adult Education Coordinating Center. Many students are
enrolled there without being admitted to a school.

DEHNKE: And those University Access Center, University Division,
etc. would not be equipped to handle the discipl ine of those
students?

BEPKO: They don't have faculties so there wouldn't be the same
issues. The faculty members within the schools teach the students
that are in those divisions.
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DEHNKE: Thank you.

BEPKO: There is a motion and a second and there has been
discussion. Is there any other discussion?

THARP: I would just remind everyone again of the way the
University Faculty Council left it. The matter was sent to the
Student Affairs Committee and they are going to report to the
Faculty Council at the next meeting. So, probably the most
important thing is what takes place between now and then in terms
of negotiations and discussions and that sort of thing.

BESCH: Is Professor Kerr on the Student Affairs Committee?

THARP: No.

BESCH: Were any of the other members .•.

KARLSON: No.

THARP: That was an ad hoc committee.

BESCH: The four persons who were from the deans of students
offices, as I recall ...

BEPKO: There were three and the votes were all three to one as I
understand it.

THARP: They are going to report back to the Faculty Council at the
next meeting. I think if we pass the motion that is made and then
rely on probably the Chancellor or our Secretary, one or the other
to spend a lot of time between now and the University Faculty
Council meeting discussing this issue with Laura Ginger and the
Student Affairs Committee, carrying the message to them as strongly
as we possibly can that might affect what comes out of that
committee onto the floor of the University Faculty Council.
Something is going to come out and it is the document with this
kind of change and then the University Faculty Council is either
going to pass it or reject it. It is my guess that they could pass
it with this sort of change.

KARLSON: I realize that there is a motion on the floor but this
is a point of information that I would like in light of that
statement. You mentioned that they had made some recommendation
dealing with the issue of sexual orientation. I would like to know
what that recommendation was because it was not within their
original draft. Did they add it?

BOGAN: They agreed to develop a position and submit it to the
Faculty Council.

KARLSON: Did they submit a position on that?
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BOGAN: I have no idea.

KARLSON: Is that part of this document or not? I was going to say
that if they did include it, it is a serious infringement on my
academic freedom. I teach courses on child abuse and neglect and,
believe it or not, being a pedophile is a sexual orientation, and
I don't mind if they get uncomfortable in my classes.

SAGRAVES: Do I understand it correctly that at the University
Faculty Council meeting, when this thing comes out, it will not
necessarily be approval of the document, it will approval of this
amendment and therefore the document will be approved at the same
time?

THARP: No, I think they will come forward with some changes and
particularly this one issue of alternative disciplinary appeal and
then they are going to move to approve it.

SAGRAVES: And the whole document would be approved?

THARP: I think they will move for approval of the document.

SAGRAVES: Would it be appropriate then for us to say that we would
not recommend the approval of this document until it was
distributed to the faculty?

BEPKO: That is the vote of this council but that doesn't mean the
University Faculty Council must comply.

SIDHU: I am not opposing what you are saying. I don't think we
need to compromise. I think if we speak strongly that this is the
feeling of this body, they are going to listen. The only thing is
how strongly we are going to tell them and give the message,
whatever resolution we are passing, I think we need to speak to say
that this is the feeling of this body and if you don't want to
listen to this body, you are running over this body and I don't
think that is fair.

BEPKO: We have a motion on the floor and it has been seconded.
Are you ready for the question?

LANGSAM: Before we move to vote on this motion, as the original
mover, I think that Professor Tharp's position is a very good one
and perhaps sending back an alternative is really weakening the
position of the present motion, which is that this body has not
seen the revised version and if the sexual preference or other
things that are substantive are now included, it is the right and
privilege of not only this council but the rest of the faculty here
to look at it and that perhaps we would weaken our position. I am
moving to alter my motion and say that until we see that revised
document, we can't even deal with one issue because we don't know
what else is in there. I think it is a little much to ask us to
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vote on something or approve something when we don't even know what
it is.

BOGAN: They are not asking you to vote on it or approve it. They
are just telling you "This is what we are going to do."

LANGSAM: I think we need to speak to our representatives and say
that according to this body, it is unacceptable for our
representatives to vote yes on the document at all. We, as a
campus, have a right to read it.

THARP: Let me convince you to support your own motion because, if
this Council does not send back an alternative, the one on the
bottom will be the one on the floor and then we will have to do it
on the floor. It could be that, if we passed the motion now for
an improvement at least on this one point, that that could be
worked out before the University Council meeting.

LANGSAM: Did you second my motion?

THARP: Yes.

LANGSAM: will you agree with my friendly amendment to our motion
which includes your statement about urging the Chancellor and our
Council Secretary to take all the steps possible to open
negotiations with regard to our alternative?

BEPKO: I don't even know what the other issues are. It is hard
for me to negotiate something I don' t know. I can read the
document but I won't know what the issues are unless you tell me.

LANGSAM: We agree with the upper first part of this document
except for the very final statement which gives the authority to
the University Faculty Council which we find to be unacceptable.
This is a preferable version than what is below.

BEPKO: Is everyone comfortable voting on Miriam's motion?

KLOESEL: One more friendly word. In the third line of the that
states "recommends that any unit that wishes to do so ..... couldn't
we add "wishes" or "needs" to do so?

LANGSAM: Why don't you convey that to the Chancellor so he knows
when he negotiates ...

BEPKO: I don't know how you can have anything broader than "wishes
to do so." Do you mean there is a case where I may not wish to do
so but I need to do so? If I don't wish to do so, I am not sure
I would want to define my needs in a way that would cause me to do
so.
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BESCH: Why can't we just say " ••• any unit should be permitted to
develop additional ... " and just delete the words "wishes to do so."

BEPKO: I think that sort of thing might be better left as
guidance for discussions. I think we should have a restatement of
the motion, Miriam, in the interest of having everyone understand
what it is we are voting on. We have objected to voting on the
Rights and Responsibilities document because we don't know what is
in it. We shouldn't vote on your motion unless we know what is in
it.

LANGSAM: I move that the IUPUI Faculty Council rej ects Laura
Ginger's proposed cure for a major concern of this body and that
we urge that our Chancellor and our Secretary open negotiations so
that we can arrive at a statement similar to the top statement with
the deletion or the change of the bottom statement on that which
talks about going to the university Faculty Council for approval.

BEPKO: This motion is without prejudice to the earlier motion
adopted that the whole thing should be delayed until everyone has
a chance to read the changes that have been made. Also, we will
read this to be rejecting the University Faculty Council
recommendation which depersonalizes it. I don't think we should
direct this at Laura Ginger who happens to be a very fine
colleague. Is everyone ready for the vote? All in favor say
"Aye". Are there any opposed? The motion was unanimous.

That completes our committee reports. Thank you, Bob. I think we
should acknowledge that Bob Bogan has done many wonderful things
inclUding just standing in for Byron Olson on a very complicated
issue. Bob is, I believe, going to be retiring. I think we should
recognize the terrific things that Bob has done over the years by
our applause at this point.

AGENDA ITEM VII - Unfinished Business

BEPKO: Is there any unfinished business? [None]

AGENDA ITEM VIII - New Business

BEPKO: Is there any new business? [None]

AGENDA ITEM IX - Adj ournment

BEPKO: Since there is no other business to conduct, we are
adjourned.
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AS8NDA ITmI I - Memorial Resolution - Mary Kathryn Young,
School of Medicine (Read by Professor Emeritus
Frances Ekstam)

B8PKO: I think we are ready to begin. I apologize for getting
started a few minutes late. Our first item of business is a
memorial resolution for Mary Kathryn Young from the School of
Medicine. This will be read by Professor Emeritus Frances Ekstam.
The resolution will be shown as adopted and sent to the persons
requested. [The memorial resolution was read and a moment of
silence was observed].

-

AGENDA ITEM II - Approval of Minutes - January 4, 1990, February
1, 1990 and March 1, 1990

BEPKO: Next, we have the approval of minutes for three meetings.
Do we have a motion to approve these?

K8LLUH: So moved.

BEPKO: Dean Kellum has moved for the approval of all three sets
of minutes. Is there a second?

RENDA: I second that.

BEPKO: Is there any discussion? All in favor, say "Aye." Any
Opposed? [None] The minutes will be recorded as approved.

AGENDA ITEM III - Presiding Officer's Business
Gerald L. Bepko

Chancellor

B8PKO: I think I will move the presiding Officer's Business very
briefly to the Question and Answer Period and ask Jeff Vessely to
give the Executive committee Report at this time.

AGENDA ITEM IV - Executive Committee Report - Jeffery Vessely,
Secretary

VESSELY: I have a couple of items. At this meeting, annually, we
report the results of any Faculty Boards of Review that were held
in the course of the year. There were four requested Boards. In
the first case, the Board action was that it upheld the earlier
decision by the previous committees and the administration
concurred with that.

In the second case, the Board made two recommendations. While
disagreeing with the Board of Review's assumptions on that case,
the administration concurred with those two recommendations.
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In the third case, as the Board prepared to meet, the request for
the Board of Review was withdrawn.

Finally, in the fourth case, the Board made one recommendation and
the administration concurred with that Board of Review recommenda
tion. I submit this report of those four Boards.

I might comment, Bernice can correct if I am wrong. I think there
is one day left yet for you to return, although you may have to
handcarry it at this point, your University Faculty Council ballot.
As you noted in the mail, you received a ballot to re-vote for the
UFC election. I owe Henry Besch a lunch. He bet me that I
couldn't make two full years without making a decision that would
cause for re-election and I hung in there until the bitter end, but
I finally managed to find an excuse to buy him lunch. I would
implore you to vote. If you haven't done so already, to drop that
ballot off at the Faculty Council Office in ES 3108A. In case some
of you are scratching your head and wondering why we are redoing
this, it is because we requested that ballot to be for five people
when, in fact, we determined, after we sent the ballots out, that
we needed seven. So, we took the top seven votes and that wasn't
in complete agreement with our constitution and Bylaws and, thus,
the recommendation from the Executive Committee was to recast the
ballot.

The third item I have is that the Task Force for Faculty Appoint
ments and Advancements that has been meeting since, as I noted on
the letterhead today, since Susan Zunt and Bill Plater appointed
this Task Force in late April 1988. The two co-chairs of that Task
Force have each asked to be relieved of their chairs' duties at
this time, and a member of the Task Force, Tony Sherrill, will
assume their responsibilities until the report of the Task Force
is written. We expect that sometime during the fall semester there
will be a report made available to the faculty. We will hold an
open meeting for the faculty to comment and/or respond to any of
the proposals, recommendations, or comments made by the Task Force.
At such time as that is completed, the Task Force may make some
revisions and then submit that according to the original charge to
the Dean of the Faculties. That concludes my report.

BEPKO: Thank you, Jeff.

VESSELY: I am sorry, that does not conclude my report.

BEPKO: In that case, I will take back my thank you.

VESSELY: Okay, that way I get him to say "thank you" twice. Since
we have changed the agenda, I would like to reserve the right to
re-open the Executive Committee report at the conclusion of the
Report of the Nominating Committee so that Sheldon Siegel can make
his Affirmative Action Advisory Council report, since I left him
off the agenda completely. He was out of town and wasn't able to
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defend himself when this was submitted.
report.

BEPKO: Thank you, again.

AGENDA ITEM V - Question-and-Answer Period

That now concludes my

BEPKO: I would like to preface the Question-and-Answer Period by
making some comments about growth on the campus-growth which will
be altogether too observable beginning this summer when we start
to construct one or two more major capital projects. In looking
at budgets this year, we had to go back and look at the previous
years' bUdgets. We were interested in how the reallocation program
that we began a few years ago was working to increase the size of
the faculty, something which we have thought is very important.
We continue to work to try to increase the number of full-time
faculty members in all of our schools that are available to
shoulder the responsibility for our academic programs. We have
totalled up that activity over the last four years, starting in
1987-88 and extending through 1990-91, next year, for which we have
already established budgets. We have created 93 new faculty
positions during that time, and we have upgraded 12 other faCUlty
positions from non-tenure-track to tenure-track faculty positions.
In some cases, the upgrading was almost like creating a new
position because there was very little funding at all in the
position in the school that we were trying to upgrade. The total
of new faculty positions is 105 over the last four years. Twenty
eight of those have been created or upgraded in Medicine. The
clinical track, which was created a couple of years ago, gave rise
to a number of new appointments. In the Basic sciences in
Medicine, there also have been a number of new faculty appointments
over the past few years. The vast bulk of the new positions,
though, are in the general academic progr~ms. where the
undergraduate student population has been growing;Sorapidly. We
think there are about 70 brand new positions. Most of the upgraded
positions also are in the general academic progra.s~ So, during
these years, we ought to see (and I think next.ye<i.rand the year
after will see) some significant growth in faculty ranks. This is
something that, as I said, is very important to the future of the
institution.

At the same time, this summer we ask your indulgence because
another dimension of growth will be under way, and that is the
capital projects that we have worked on for the past years that are
now going into the development stage. We have already begun work
on the Adult Ambulatory Care facility. There is a big hole in the
ground on university Boulevard. Over the next couple of years that
Ambulatory Care facility will bring us, I hope, to the state-of
the-art stage in both patient services and educational programs.
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Phase II of the Science/Engineering/Technology complex is completed
in terms of its superstructure and most of the exterior of the
building is up. But that project will still be under construction
for another year or so. I hope we can move in next summer. That
will give Deans Stocum and Renda some desperately needed space on
the main campus. We hope that before the calendar year is up that
we will begin construction on Science/Engineering/Technology Phase
III, the last phase of the complex. That will permit us to bring
all of the Purdue programs on to the main campus.

This summer we will break ground for the new library which is right
in the center of that area of the campus between Business/SPEA and
Education/Social Work and the Science/Engineering/Technology
buildings. We will probably begin excavation sometime during the
summer term but we will have a formal ground breaking, I think, in
early August. All four of those projects will be under way at the
same time which means that, as I have said to some of you before,
probably it will be necessary on occasion to have a hard hat and
some boots to come on the campus. It may be a little more
difficult to find parking places. We hope everyone will bear with
us during this heavy period of construction. It is, however, I
think, a great vote of confidence in the campus to have all of
these construction projects under way at the same time and more on
the horizon. I just spent the morning in Bloomington at the
Architectural committee of the Board of Trustees going over the
plans for the new wing of and the renovation plans for the Van Nuys
Medical Science Building, something that I think certainly will
emerge as the campus's first priority, and we are optimistic at
this point that it also will emerge as Indiana University's number
one capital priority for all eight campuses for the next biennium.
If you total up all of the investments, there is about $34 or $35
million in the Adult Ambulatory Care facility, $21 million in the
SET, Phase II, another $21 million in SET, Phase III, $32 million,
but probably will be more like $34 million before it is over, in
the library, and another $40 million in the VanNuys Medical Science
project. This investment is truly extraordinary. When you total
it all up it measures up to almost all that is being spent in the
state on capital projects. That ought to be good for all of us to
feel the confidence that has been expressed in the work that we do
not only through the increased size of the faculty but also the
capital projects that are under way.

AGENDA ITEM V - Question / Answer Period

BEPKO: Are there any questions? If there are none, we will move
on to other business.
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AGENDA ITEM VI - Election of Executive, Nominating, and Tenure
committees

BEPKO: The next item on the agenda is the election of the
Executive, Nominating, and Tenure committees. Charlie Yokomoto
will shoulder that responsibility.

YOKOMOTO: We have our final ballot for the year. Bob Keck will
be handing out ballots in the back and Dick Fredland in the front.
Don't forget, we have three elections. They are all on one ballot.
It is simple this year because you can vote for four in each
category. Remember, in one of the elections we are replacing Dick
Peterson who has one more year to serve on the Tenure Committee.
Whoever receives the fourth largest number of votes in that
election will serve Professor Peterson's remaining year on that
committee.

The election with the two Henry's - Henry Besch and Henry Wellman 
we can only have one representative per unit, so both if both of

them get in the top four, the one with the largest number of votes
will be the elected member.

BEPKO: While we are concluding the gathering of ballots, why don't
we take the next item of business so that we can move quickly
through the agenda. That is a report on behalf of the Affirmative
Action Advisory Council by Dean Sheldon Siegel. While Sheldon is
coming up, we will remind you that this is a part of the Executive
committee Report.

SIEGEL: I want to thank both the Chancellor and the Secretary of
the Faculty Council. The Affirmative Action Advisory Council asked
for and granted time on the agenda today to report to you on a very
specific project that we plan to implement in the fall. Let me
provide some background. The Affirmative Action Advisory Council
is a campus committee which is appointed by the Chancellor. It
represents the faculty and staff of academic and administrative
units at IUPUI, and each member of the Council serves as an
associate of the Affirmative Action Office in providing assistance
to the unit in the recruitment of protected minorities and in
helping to increase the sensitivity to and understanding of unit
members to the importance of affirmative action.

Among the assignments this year the Council has been designing a
program and guide for use in faculty workshops to help inform us
of the facts of sexual harassment, and to sensitize us to the
issues it stimulates. The campus does have a set of policies and
guidelines and procedures related to sexual harassment, and the
Affirmative Action Office is responsible for their implementation.
The current policy, which can be made a part of these minutes,
indicates in part that IUPUI does not tolerate sexual harassment
of students or employees and responds to every complaint, providing
proper remediation when harassment is determined. This fall we
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will be providing an opportunity for faculty discussion of sexual
harassment. One of the stimuli for that discussion is a lS-minute
video that has been developed by a subcommittee of the Council
chaired by Carol Nathan. The video is an edited version of one
that had been developed some years back on the Bloomington campus.
It has been edited for our use by Professor Barbara Jackson who is
a member of the Council. The workshops which are planned for the
fall are intended to increase our sensitivity to the issues of
sexual harassment. The tape is not meant to answer questions, but
it is meant to provoke responses and to produce reactions in the
interest of promoting discussion. We are sharing it with you
today, not for discussion here but for your information, to
familiarize you with the work in which we have been engaged and to
inform you of some of the content of the forthcoming faculty
workshops. [The video was shown.]

ZUNT: I have a question as related to the workshop. Is these
going to be invited participation or volunteer participation?

SIEGEL: Yes. It obviously is not mandatory.

BEPKO: Anyone can join in. It is not only for invitees but it is
for everyone. Everyone will be invited.

SIEGEL: The workshops will be available campuswide.

ZUNT: There was a symposium about a year and one-half ago on
sexual harassment and part of the analysis of that process was that
some of the people who needed to be there, weren't there. It was
also voluntary. So, I hope this latest effort will address that
concern.

BEPKO: You are absolutely right, Susan. There were not enough
people there and those who were there were probably already as
sensitive as you would
like people to be. But, the specter of requiring attendance is
something that we haven't wanted to enter into. I suppose you
could say that we are encouraging all people to become familiar
with the problems, with the University policy and the law and
encouraging everyone to attend one of these programs.

AGENDA ITEM VII - Athletic Advisory Committee Report - Dean Hugh
Wolf

BEPKO: Next, we have a report from the Athletic Advisory
Committee. This report in the last two years has had too little
time on the agenda and this time it has been scheduled so there
will be enough time for Dean Wolf to make his report. Speaking of
growth, this has been a year of growth for the Intercollegiate
Athletic Program and Dean Wolf will tell you about it.
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WOLF: Thank you Chancellor Bepko. I want to thank the Council for
providing me time on the agenda each year so I can report on the
activities of the Athletics Advisory Committee and to share
information about the intercollegiate athletic program at IUPUI.
As I have explained in the past, my annual appearances here result
from actions taken several years ago by the University Faculty
Council which require the chairpersons of the athletic advisory
committees on each campus to render a year-end report to their
respective faculty councils. )

Let me begin with some brief background information about the
committee and the athletic program. The IUPUI Athletics Advisory
Committee is charged by the Chancellor with "exercising
institutional control of the intercollegiate athletic program at
IUPUI as outlined by the applicable national, regional, and state
associations." The committee is composed of twelve faculty and
eight staff members.

There are eight varsity sports at IUPUI. We have baseball,
basketball, soccer, and tennis for men. Women athletics compete
in basketball, softball, tennis and volleyball. All of these sport
programs are conducted under guidelines and eligibility criteria
established by the National Association for Intercollegiate
Athletics (NAIA).

As the Chancellor has already suggested, 1989-90 has been another
outstanding achievement for intercollegiate athletics
collectively and individually - on and off the court and field of
play. I want to quickly mention a few of those accomplishments.

Last spring, the men's basketball team won its first-ever
state championship by capturing the District 21 playoffs
at Anderson College. Incidentally, I will be using the
term "District 21" fre-quently this afternoon. I should
explain that District 21 is synonymous with the state of
Indiana. So, winning a District 21 championship is the
same as winning a state championship.
Both the men's and women's basketball teams won District
21 championships in early March. The men's team competed
in NAIA National tournament in Kansas city and reached the
final 16 before being eliminated.
The women's softball team finished its regular season with
a record of 46 wins and 6 losses. The team is ranked
third nationally by the NAIA and will be seeking its
eighth consecutive appearance in the national tournament
this Friday and Saturday in the District 21 playoffs. I
hope you all had a chance to read the excellent article
on the softball program in the SAGAMORE last week.
The women's softball team also excelled academically,
winning our committee's academic tournament award with an
overall collective G.P.A. of 2.79.
George Adams, a senior from Greenwood, Indiana, majoring
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in mechanical engineering technology, won the District 21
singles championship last fall. In doing so, George
became the first IUPUI tennis player to earn the right to
play in the NAIA National Tournament which will be held
later this month.
Monique Carter, a physical education major who graduated
from John Marshall High School here in Indianapolis, has
been chosen to be a member of the United States women's
team handball squad that will compete in the 1992 Summer
Olympic Games in Barcelona, Spain. Monique was a member
of our championship women's basketball team last winter.

Last summer, along with Chancellor Bepko and others, I participated
in the annual athletic awards ceremony which was held in the
Conference Center for the first time. As always, it was a proud
moment as each of the coaches introduced their players and talked
about their accomplishments. It occurred to me that the members
of the Faculty Council might enjoy having the opportunity to meet
some of the fine young men and women "Up close and personal as I
have. II So, I have taken the liberty of inviting four of them here
today and will conclude my report by introducing them to you.

Unfortunately, the person I had planned to introduce first was not
able to be here at the last minute but I will just mention that I
had asked Martin Reedus who was a member of our men's basketball
team to come. Part of the reason for doing that is that Martin
typifies, I think, not only many of the athletes we have here but
many of the students we have at IUPUI. He is a young man who has
overcome a tremendous amount of adversity in his life. He has been
a three year starter on our men's basketball team and an
inspiration to his teammates and a wonderful role model for other
students. Last March, Martin Reedus was named an honorable mention
All American by the NAIA. He is only the third of our student
athletes ever to have earned All American honors. I am sorry that
he was unable to be here today so that you could see him in person.

Let me begin my introducing Greg Kemple. Greg is also a local
product, having graduated from North Central High School. He is
a junior, majoring in business. Greg was one of the original
members of our men's soccer team and has been a starter each of the
three years we have competed in that sport. Earlier this spring,
Greg brought great distinction to our institution when he was named
an Academic All-American by the NAIA. He is only the third IUPUI
student-athlete to receive this high honor and I know you will want
to join me in congratulating him for it. Incidentally, Greg's
father, Marvin, 1s a member of the faculty at IUPUI, serving in the
physics department at the Purdue School of science.

Next, let me introduce Karen Knox. Karen is a graduate of Harrison
High School in Lafayette. Karen is a junior and is the leading
pitcher on our nationally ranked women's softball team. She was
an NAIA Honorable Mention All-American last year and was named
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National Pitcher of the Week on one occasion. This year she has
already recorded nine shutouts and on one occasion pitched three
no-hit games in a row. Karen's teammates have nicknamed her "Doc,"
but not because she strikes out batters like Dwight Gordon, but
rather because she aspires to be a Doctor of veterinary Medicine.
As it turns out, Karen has already been admitted to veterinary
School at Purdue University and thus will have to forego her senior
year of eligibility, for, as her coach, Nick Kellum, says, "exactly
the right reasons." Karen, we thank you for your contributions and
wish you every success in your new career.

Last, but by no means least, I'd like to have you meet Paulette
Martin. Paulette is a graduate of Princeton High School in
Cincinnati, Ohio. She attended Saginaw Valley State University in
Michigan for one year before transferring to IUPUI. Paulette has
been a three-year starter on the women's basketball team. She came
back to play this year after spending the entire 1988-89 season
rehabilitating herself after reconstructive knee surgery. Paulette
is the all-time leading scorer in women's basketball history with
1,325 points and was named the NAIA District 21 Player of the Year
for 1989-90. She will graduate next week with a degree in
psychology. Paulette, we congratulate you and wish you all the
best in the future. Thank you again very much for allowing me time
on the agenda.

BEPKO: Thank you, Hugh, and congratulations to the students.

AGENDA ITEM VIII - standing Committee Reports

BEPKO: Next we have standing Committee Reports, the first of which
is not on the agenda but is a report from the Academic Affairs
Committee on the Academic Calendar. Bernie Morrel will make that
report.

HORREL: You should have picked up as you came in two versions of
the academic calendar for 1991-1992. Before I begin, let me tell
you that there is a typo. Memorial Day Recess should be listed as
Monday, May 25 and not Wednesday, May 25. Thanks to the miracle
of word processing, it appears on both copies. These two calendars
are identical in every respect except in one. Namely, the dates
for the spring recess. Let me mention that in every other way both
calendars are identical to the one you have been using this year.
The spring recess in version one begins March 2 and ends March 8
and classes resume on March 9. On version two, the dates are March
16 and March 23. The perceived advantage to version two is that
it would make our spring break coincide with the Bloomington spring
break. Therefore, it would make lots of people in the Business
School, SPEA, and the School of Education very happy. The
perceived disadvantage is that in version one, the calendar is a
15-week teaching schedule that is split. into eight and seven-week
portions. Some people felt that there might be a pedagogical
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disadvantage to having the split in an eight and seven semester
way. We could not come to agreement on a single calendar so we
submit both versions for consideration. If you have any questions,
I will happy to answer them.

BEPKO: I don't want to speak for Dean Baker of the School of
Nursing, who already is happy it appears, but I think it would also
make the School of Nursing happy to have a common calendar. Is
that right, Connie?

ROBBINS: I do remember a few years ago when we made a calendar
move precisely for the purpose of coinciding our calendar with the
Bloomington calendar for spring break only to find that they later
changed their spring break. Can we be confident that that will in
fact be the spring break in Bloomington in 1991-92.

VESSELY: First, their version of what happened was that their
calendar wasn't really set. That they were voting as we are voting
today, at the same time, and then their current calendar, they have
set their calendar through 1995 through their Faculty Council. So,
they have been doing them in five-year chunks. So, on that basis,
it appears that at least through 1995, if we made such a move, that
it would stay that way.

KECK: What I am concerned about are those of us who teach classes
on more than one campus at one time. When I teach a class on
Thursday evenings during spring break, some of my students are
locked out of their classrooms on other campuses because we don't
have a single calendar and they are not allowed in. so, I strongly
support that the spring breaks be at the same time. I do have one
other problem with that. The current calendar places a hardship
on instruction in the first semester. If you teach two sessions
of the same class, and if you have to teach one on Monday and one
on Thursday, the Monday class exams are two weeks behind the
Thursday class exams in the fall. So, the people who take exams
on Thursday cannot receive the results of their exams for three
full weeks.

FREDLAND: Just give two different exams.

BEPKO: Does the committee have any response to that?

HORREL: No.

THARP: I move for the approval of version two. [Seconded]

BEPKO: The motion has been made and seconded to approve version
two. Is there any further discussion? Are you ready for the vote?
All in favor, say "Aye." Opposed? [none] The motion carries and
version two is adopted. Thank you, Bernie. Will all the people
who are happy about this please indicate their happiness by
bringing good cheer to all of our colleagues on the faculty.
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Next, we have a report from the Staff Relations Committee to be
provided by Elaine Korba.

KORBA: The Staff Relations Joint Committee, the Human Resources
Administration, and the Division of Continuing Studies sponsored
a live video conference which was presented on Professional
Secretaries Day, Wednesday, April 25. The program, which provided
pertinent education for employees, was sponsored to assist in the
recognition of the value of individuals within our university
system.

---

The committee is continuing its
assessing employee satisfaction
being initiated for the Fall
Workshop.

BEPKO: Thank you, Elaine.

discussion of the feasibility of
within our system. Planning is
Annual Staff-Faculty Relations

AGENDA ITEM IX - Unfinished Business

BEPKO: We have three items under Unfinished Business: two
announcements from Jeff Vessely and then a return to the Nominating
Committee if they are prepared to make their report.

VESSELY: The first announcement is the attendance sheet. If you
haven't received the attendance sheet or if you haven't signed it,
you need to do that. The second is an item that will come later
but after I have had a chance to speak is that there is a sign-up
sheet on the side table for you to receive the full copy of the
Faculty Compensation Differences by Sex at IUPUI. If you will sign
that sheet, we will reproduce copies and send those to you. The
last item I have is that when Charlie announces results of the
election, specifically the Executive Committee results, there will
be a joint meeting of the Executive Committees -- the outgoing and
the incoming -- on Wednesday, May 9, from 9:00 to 10:30 in the AO
Building Conference Room. We will finish up some last minute
committee assignments for the fall and cover unfinished business.

BEPKO: Charlie, do you want to give us the results of the election
before we do New Business?

YOKOMOTO: Here are the results.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Henry Besch, Medicine
Henry Karlson, Law
Jeffery Vessely, physical Education
Gerald Powers, Social Work
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NOMINATING COMMI'n'EE
C D Aliprantis, Science
Patricia Blake, Nursing
Walter Buchanan, Engineering & Technology
Kathleen Warfel, Medicine

Professor Warfel received the largest number of votes and therefore
will chair the committee in the second of the two year term.

TENURE COMMI'n'EE

Gabrielle Bersier, Liberal Arts
Zacharie Brahmi, Medicine
Elizabeth Evenbeck, Physical Education
Betsy Joyce, Nursing

Professor Bersier will be serving the second year of Professor
Richard Peterson's term. I will now move that the ballots be
destroyed. The tally sheets will be maintained in the Faculty
Council Office.

BEPKO: Is there a second? [seconded] All in favor say "Aye."
Opposed?
[none] The ballots will be destroyed. Congratulations to those
of you who were elected.

AGENDA ITEM X - New Business

BEPKO: Our final item of business is New Business. Paul Carlin
is going to mention the Faculty Compensation Differentials By Sex
Report. I think an Executive Summary is available today.

CARLIN: Thank you. I hope my voice holds out. I have the
lingering flu like so many other people have had. I am basically
bringing this report from the Budgetary Affairs Committee. I also
happen to be chair of the committee that conducted the report. Let
me just say a little bit about the process and then very briefly
about the substance. As Chancellor Bepko said, the full report is
available for your perusal over the summer. I am bringing this
today just for information and, as I understand it, discussion will
be in the fall after people have had a chance to read the full
report.

In the fall of 1988 I was asked to chair the Sex Equity Committee
of the Women's Studies Program for the purpose of conducting a
study comparing the salaries received by women and men on the
faculty at IUPUI. We sought and received the strong support of
Bill Plater, Dean of the Faculties, for this study. During the
spring semester of 1988-89, we received data from the University
Faculty Records Office on salaries' of full-time faculty. We
performed our statistical analysis in the spring and summer and
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presented a draft of our findings to John Barlow, Dean of the
School of Liberal Arts and John shared a copy with Bill and on his )
advice we sought the Budgetary Affairs committee on how best to
present those findings to the schools. At its April 3 meeting, the
Budgetary Affairs committee voted to send that report to this body
for its information and discussion. You will get the information
today, at least in the form of the Executive Summary and, as I
said, discussion will follow in the fall.

Let me just give you a brief summary of the substance of the
report. The committee finds, perhaps not surprisingly, that there
is a sizeable gap between the salaries of men and the salaries of
women on the faculty at IUPUI. Our evidence suggests (1) there is
a wide gap between the mean salary of men and women on the faculty
at IUPUI, without controlling for any other factors, amounting to
$1,200 per month. We did a more refined study that attempted to
control for various things that might explain that gap, things like
differences in rank and differences in degree earned. We find then
that the gap is reduced in size but still remains substantial, over
$400 per month, controlling for rank, degree, school, age, years
of service at IUPUI, years since terminal degree was earned, and
minority status. (2) We note that, of course, there may be reasons
for the gap that we do not have data on that we cannot control for.
Such other reasons are probably best pursued at the school level
or possibly by our committee in cooperation with the schools. I
would like to emphasize that these findings simply indicated
disparity in the salaries of men and women on our faculty. It is
in our interest to find out why such disparities exist and to work
toward their elimination, if they are not based on productivity
differences. One of the things we could not control for because
we did not have access to it was differences in pUblication rates
and things like that.

I am convinced of the commitment of our faculty and our
administration toward the goal of eliminating any disparities not
based on productivity. I would just like to say that we should do
that, of course, for two reasons -- (1) because it is right,
because we don't want to be an organization that would in any way
discriminate, and (2) because it is in our self interest as well.
Those two things, working together, are often a powerful
cOmbination. If the demographics are correct, the next ten years
or so will bring keen competition to the best faculty nationwide.
Institutions that demonstrate they have an environment where all
faculty members feel that they have an opportunity for recognition,
reward, and advancement that is not limited by any factors such as
gender, race; or other factors, will have an advantage in competing
for the best and brightest faculty. IUPUI should be one of those
institutions.

The report itself is quite lengthy. That is why you are being
given plenty of opportunity to read through the report. My name
and the other names of members of the committee are on there. We
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would be happy to answer any questions or comments that you have
during the summer. As far as I know, this is for information so
we won' t have comments and discussion at this point. Thank you for
the opportunity to report this.

BEPKO: Thank you, Paul. We have taken steps to distribute the
full report to the academic deans, the heads of the degree-granting
units, and the report will be on the agenda for that group at its
next meeting which will be before the summer break. I suspect by
the fall term there will be some activity to address the features
of the report in the schools which are the places where the salary
setting, for the most part, takes place. That should join together
with whatever discussion takes place in the Faculty Council in the
fall.

We have one other item of business that I would like to bring to
you and that is the Task Force on Faculty Appointments and
Advancement that was mentioned a little while ago, sadly to report
that both co-chairs were retiring from their roles in that Task
Force but nevertheless it was mentioned that it has been a very
interesting project now under way for the past two years. One of
the activities of that Task Force was to conduct a survey of all
faculty. The survey questionnaire was distributed to all 1150
faculty members who serve full-time on this campus. The response
rate was astounding. Over 85 percent responded to the survey.
That is the highest response rate that we have received for
anything sent to faculty other than the distribution of salary
checks. Of those faculty members who responded, there was an
interesting result. One of the questions that was put to faculty
members was: why did they stay at IUPUI and not accept offers of
appointment at other universities. In response to that question,
over 85 percent of those responding indicated that the most
important reason, not salary, not other compensation matters, but
the most important reason for remaining at IUPUI was peer
relationships and collegiality an indication of the very
positive atmosphere and ambience that we have, I think, at IUPUI.
One of the primary reasons for that good atmosphere and the
collegiality that we have, for the willingness to work together
toward achieving common academic objectives, is the work of the
Faculty Council. I think everyone in this room, all of the members
of the Faculty Council, deserve and have the hearty congratulations
of the administration for the fine things that they do each
academic year to make faculty governance and the overall
collegiality at IUPUI as good as it is. But, among those who serve
in Faculty Council roles, I think there is a special recognition
that goes to the leadership of the Faculty Council, the secretaries
who have served, who have created this excellent condition that we
work in --Henry Besch, Susan Zunt, and for the last two years Jeff
Vessely who has carried on the outstanding tradition of his
predecessors and has done truly superb work in providing leadership
for the Faculty Council and carrying on the tradition that we have
of first rank faculty governance at IUPUI. I would like to ask all
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of you to join me in congratulating Jeff and allowing me, on your
behalf, to present him with a plaque which I would like to read as
we greet him. It states: To Jeffery Vessely, in appreciation of
your dedicated service as Secretary of the Faculty Council of
Indiana University-Purdue University at Indianapolis for the 1988
89, 1989-90 academic years." Jeff, congratulations.

VESSELY: All I could think of when Hugh Wolf introduced these
athletes, one who has transferred a couple of times and is going
to get a degree in Psychology and this Karen Knox who is a pitcher
-- my own daughter is a high school pitcher and aspires to be even
half as good -- that when Nick knew she was transferring, we are
talking an All-American and he is going to lose her for a year, and
he said "for all the right reasons," I thought I was going to cry.
I am not so sure I am not going to now so I had better get out of
here.

AGENDA ITEM XI - Adjournment

BEPKO: I can't think of a better way to end our meeting and our
academic year. Have a wonderful summer. We are adjourned.
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