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2. Memorial Resolutions
Associate Professor Emeritus Mary |. Benedict
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3. Agenda Committee Business (10 minutes)
(Professor Theodore Miller)

4. Presiding Officer's Business (10 minutes)
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5. Question / Comment Period* (10 minutes)
(Interim Provost Michael A. McRobbie and Professor Theodore Miller)

6. Search and Screen Procedures for Senior Administrators (20 minutes) [FIRST READING]
(Professor Theodore Miller)
http://www.indiana.edu/~ufc/docs/AY06/circulars/U13-2006.doc

7. Further Discussion on Conflict of Commitment (10 minutes) [DISCUSSION]
(Professor Theodore Miller)
http://www.indiana.edu/~ufc/docs/policies/Commitment.htm

8. BFC Presiding Officer (15 minutes) [DISCUSSION]
(Professor Theodore Miller)

9. University Reorganization Updates (15 minutes) [DISCUSSION]
(Interim Provost Michael McRobbie and Professor Theodore Miller)

10. Report from the BFC Library Committee (30 minutes) [DISCUSSION]
(Interim Dean Pat Steele and Professor Harold Ogren, Chair, Library Committee)

11. Standing Committee Reports
12. Old Business
13. New Business

Minutes

AGENDA ITEM #1: APPROVAL OF MINUTES

MCROBBIE: Ladies and gentleman why don’t we start. I’m sort of reluctant to use this, I’ve
never used one in my life and | think you need a license to use it or something like that.
Welcome everyone. The first item is approval of the minutes. Can I have a motion to approve the
minutes from somebody?

TERRY': So moved.

MCROBBIE: And second?

KRAVCHUK: Second.

MCROBBIE: Discussion?

TERRY: I’ve given Bonnie some minor corrections; she agrees they are minor.
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MCROBBIE: Any other discussion on the minutes? Seeing no other discussion can | move the
motion? All those in favor? [aye] Against? So the minutes are duly carried with those minor
changes.

AGENDA ITEM #2: MEMORIAL RESOLUTIONS
MCROBBIE: We have one memorial resolution. Jeanne can you?

SEPT: Thank you, Michael. Today’s memorial resolution is for Emeritus Professor Mary
Benedict and as always the extended version of the resolution is in the minutes.

Those who knew the late Associate Professor Emeritus Mary Benedict will not be surprised to
learn about her wishes for the disposition of her ashes: She wanted them scattered on a private
all-male golf club.

This story and many others were recounted during the celebration of life party held in Mary’s
memory at The Garden (Beef & Boards Dinner Theater) on the northwest side of Indianapolis
April 22, 2004. She died unexpectedly at her home April 17. She was 81.

Among the themes that surfaced during testimonials were Mary’s vivaciousness, her ability to
lead, her competence as a journalism educator, her deep love of family and friends, her power to
influence people positively, and her love of golf and scotch — not necessarily in that order.

She served on the School of Journalism faculty from 1972-1986, and during her 13 years as
director of the High School Journalism Institute (HSJI), more than 6,000 high school students
attended. She also taught courses and conducted workshops for future and current teachers of
journalism. For several years she coordinated and taught the J200, Writing for Mass Media,
course. She was also the primary public relations instructor. She gained respect of her students as
a taskmaster, but always got high student evaluations.

As a specialist in the service area, she inaugurated Media Merit-thon, a statewide on-the-spot
contest for high school journalism students. She also directed “On-Assignment” days on the IUB
campus. These were one-day events that brought high school students and their teachers to
campus in order to experience individually tailored educational opportunities in journalism.
Hundreds of high school personnel came for these special meetings with Professor Benedict and
the colleagues she recruited to meet with them.

Between 1950 and 1972, she was a teacher at both Washington and Arlington high schools in
Indianapolis, where in 1967 she won National Journalism Teacher of the Year honors bestowed
by the Dow Jones Newspaper Fund. She also won Indiana’s top teaching award for a journalism
educator — the Ella Sengenberger Award presented by the Indiana High School Press Association
of Franklin College in 1964.

After being graduated with a bachelor’s of science in journalism from Butler University in 1945,
she worked for the Red Cross in the Pacific for three years. During college, Mary worked for



radio station WIBC, and from 1965 to 1970, she did public relations part time for the Indiana
State Teachers Association. In 1953, she earned her M.S. degree from Butler.

Mary enjoyed a national reputation as a giant in journalism education. Aside from many teaching
honors, she also took on leadership roles at the national level. In the early 1980s, she was head of
the Secondary Education Division of the Association for Education in Journalism, an
organization of university educators. She was also a board member for Quill and Scroll,
international honorary society for high school journalists, and was president of both Indianapolis
and Bloomington chapters of Women in Communications. The Journalism Education
Association, primarily comprised of high school teachers, presented her a Pioneer Award for her
long service to that organization.

The late Indiana Gov. Frank O’Bannon named her a Sagamore of the Wabash, and she was
inducted into the Indiana Journalism Hall of Fame, headquartered at DePauw University in
Greencastle.

After her retirement from full-time teaching at IlU-Bloomington, Mary taught part-time on the
IUPUI campus and at Ivy Tech. Also, she volunteered as editor of The Garden publications for
her church and was active with the Southeast Community Center, Habitat for Humanity, Fresh
Start, the Indianapolis Press Club, the Society of Retired Executives and Money Makers
Investment Club.

She loved to travel, and she wrote articles about her bike trips across France and other countries
for The Indianapolis Star and other publications.

Survivors include her sister, Geraldine Hines; brother, Frank Benedict; seven nieces and
nephews; and a host of great-nieces and nephews. Mary was preceded in death by a brother,
Clement “Joe” Benedict, and a sister, Florence Benedict Cohen.

After the party and luncheon that followed her celebration of life in April 2004, at Mary’s
request relatives and friends toasted her with some of her favorite scotch.

Jack Dvorak
Feb. 16, 2006

Mary I. Benedict was born in Indianapolis May 24, 1922, and died in Indianapolis April 17,
2004. She earned her bachelor’s degree in journalism from Butler University in 1945 and her
master’s degree in education from Butler in 1953. In 1972, she joined the Indiana University-
Bloomington faculty as a visiting lecturer; in 1973 she became an assistant professor; and in
1978 she became an associate professor of journalism. She retired in summer 1986, after
overseeing the 40" anniversary of the High School Journalism Institute, which was her 13"
summer of directing HSJI activities.

This resolution will become a part of the minutes of the Bloomington Faculty Council.



MCROBBIE: May | ask everyone to stand for a moment? Thank you all very much.

AGENDA ITEM #3.: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS
MCROBBIE: So, agenda item #3 which is the business of the Agenda Committee. Ted?

T. MILLER: Thank you very much, Michael. I’m not quite as healthy as | would like to be as |
sit before you today but I’m going to get through as much of this as | can. The first item has to
do with next year’s BFC; it has been elected. I’m happy to say that the election timetable that we
have set in our rules of order for the BFC, | believe have been met.

KISH: Yes, they have.

T. MILLER: Yes they have been met. It is a signal accomplishment. As many of you know the
first order of business will be to elect a new Nominations Committee. Those currently serving on
the Nominations Committee are looking forward to that happening as soon as possible. After
election of the Nominations Committee we will then elect the new officers of the Council and the
new Agenda Committee for next year. My term, as you may or may not know, continues through
next year. So we will be electing a new Parliamentarian, a new Secretary, and we’ll be electing
three additional members of the Agenda Committee. For those of you that will be continuing on
the Council you will be receiving those materials soon.

Now last week there was a meeting of the University Faculty Council; some of you of course
were in attendance. | just would note that the Graduate Program Guidelines that we talked about
at our last meeting was approved by the UFC and there was also a Policy on Visitor Access to
Labs with Hazardous Materials or Lab Animals that we have seen on several occasions here and
that was also approved by the UFC at the last meeting.

IVIE: No it wasn’t.
T. MILLER: It wasn’t?
IVIE: It was a First Reading.

T. MILLER: Oh, a First Reading, sorry. But it was greeted with wild enthusiasm on the first
reading was it not? [Laughter] So we can anticipate passage. Ok. Thank you.

Then we come to the Trustees meeting later on last week; a number of items to report to you
regarding that meeting. Number one is that the Trustees approved several items that have been
through our Council and/or which relate to the faculty. One, they approved the Indiana
University Admissions Policy—this sort of umbrella policy that authorizes the campuses to
formulate their own individual admissions. That was approved by the Trustees. They also
approved the Policy on Conflicts of Interest in Research. They also approved the Guidelines for
Developing Graduate Programs. And then they approved an item pertaining to the retirement
program which is known as the I[U SERP and I’m not sure 1’ve got the dates quite right but this is



a program that applies to academic appointees hired between 1989-1999, roughly. Does anybody
know, is that right? 1989-1999, yes. Prior to the Trustees action, if | understand this correctly,
I’m going to try to describe this to you, | think | understand it, prior to the Trustees action a
person covered with that program should they die before reaching age 55 they would forfeit all
of their retirement accumulations. The Trustees, on Friday, approved a change to that policy or
that program which basically would vest a person who dies before age 55 who has at least 10
years of service to Indiana University. So this clearly is a positive thing for the faculty and |
think we can express our appreciation to the Office of Human Resources and the Trustees for
doing this. For those of you who are in that program you may want to seek the detailed
description of just what this is.

Now in addition to approving various items there were a number of things that were discussed.
Among then were the Bloomington and the IUPUI admissions policies. And I think it’s fair to
say that the Trustees are feeling quite positively about the Bloomington policy and I think also
about the IUPUI policy; most of the discussion was about the Bloomington policy | would say.
And | did not hear anything that would lead me to think that they are thinking anything but very
good thoughts about this admissions policy. I think we really that we owe Bill Wheeler, what
would it be, a round of applause perhaps, really, for his yeoman’s work over years now—this is
three years we’ve been working on this policy—three years and there were times as we’ve gone
along here that it really looked like this was going to fracture the faculty, fracture the faculty
from the administration, | mean there are lots of conflict surrounding this. But in the end, I think
it is fair to say that the policy that has been approved which is now before the Trustees is one that
has really united support from all sides of this question and | think that we owe Bill really a great
deal of gratitude. [Applause] Now | don’t mean to slight John Carini; John has been the co-chair
of the EPC this year and deserves also a good bit of credit. But Bill really has been the leader of
this effort for three years and I really think we are in his debt.

Now we also, there was also a good bit of discussion about one of the items that is on our agenda
here today—the search and screen item. And most of the discussion really was a presentation by
Julie Knost and Jeanne Sept and Bill Plater were involved in this. There was a discussion about
what we are currently doing with regard to academic appointments, how this process works,
trying to educate the Trustees basically about how this is done. And then there was a discussion
about some of the issues that the Trustees are concerned about. It seems very clear, and of course
this is also something that was discussed at the UFC meeting last week, it seems very clear that
with regard to the document in front of us today the section that has caught most people’s
attention is the section regarding appointments without a search process. And I think Kelly sent
you all an email explaining the origins of that language, it comes from the University of
Minnesota policy, we were kind of looking around for things, and so it’s kind of in there now. It
clearly was the thing that caught the attention of most people at the UFC level and | presume that
a good bit of the discussion here today will focus on that. | can report to you that I think the
Trustees are also concerned about this in very similar ways to the ways that we are concerned
about it. I think they see that something like this has got to be possible, that there are
extraordinary circumstances which might lead to an appointment without a search process, but |
think they expressed also concern about how we can actually put something like that into our
policy without opening such a wide door that we just see all kinds of this stuff going on. They
don’t want to see that. Our administrators who supervise the academic appointees don’t want to



see this; nobody appears to want to see anything like that happen. And so what we’re going to
have to do is to work to try to get something down on paper that will provide a reasonable
approach to this but an approach that can be controlled.

Another discussion item was surrounds the policy on Conflict of Commitment. This is a policy
that had been approved by this Council, it was approved by the University Faculty Council. It
was in front of the Trustees and they could have approved it themselves on Friday but they, well
they raised a few questions about it. | think they are minor questions and I’m not really sure
actually—you know I put this on our agenda here today but I think we may not really do this
today because what’s happened is that in addition to the rather minor changes that the Trustees
thought might improve the policy—I think they were truly minor—our friends in Indianapolis
have now gotten into the act and are now going to consider at their Faculty Council meeting
today a somewhat broader set of changes for this policy. These are changes that have been
proposed by Vice Chancellor Plater and if | understand what he said, he said that he apparently
hadn’t paid close enough attention to this as it went through the first time but he now had some
new ideas that we wanted to get into the discussion of this conflict of commitment. So I think
what 1’d like to do is to wait and see what they actually do up there today and then we have
another meeting before the next UFC meeting and we’ll come back to that item in two weeks and
then we’ll talk about the kinds of things that the Trustees seem to want and then we’ll be able to
consider whatever the Indianapolis Faculty Council has done, we’ll be able to consider that as
well as we go off to the UFC on the next week. Presumably this will then be back to the Trustees
in early April.

Neil, I’m not sure if you would want to say anything at this point about the Capital Priorities.
There was a change made in the capital priorities list for the next biennium that was approved by
the Trustees on Thursday. There was a report of that in the HT on Friday but would you mind
saying a few words about that? What’s that about?

THEOBALD: The list that | provided you is the priorities of the campus. That then feeds into
the university-wide priority setting and in the final priorities that we set for the legislature there
was a Biology building added that had not been in the list that we provided to them and that was
the major change.

T. MILLER: And what kind of biology...it wasn’t...I was having difficulty from the HT article
understanding what kind of Biology building this was going to be?

THEOBALD: And I don’t know either.
T. MILLER: Do we have any information about that?

MCROBBIE: So, to be a little more precise as to what happened. | think it was felt that the two
projects that were ranked on the university list numbers six and seven that the chances of their
being funded were extremely low—I think that was reported in the HT or something like that—
and that with the momentum and interest that was, from the state and the legislature in
supporting the life sciences that this may be an opportunity to try to leverage that support in
favor of a sixth building. The chances of that I think are still relatively low given that the history



is that normally only 3-5 buildings get funded per biennium. But nevertheless under the
circumstances it seemed to be a chance worth taking given that probably anything else had very
little chance of getting funded. The building is tentatively called the Systems Biology building
but it is effectively a multi-disciplinary life sciences research building. The precise details of
which are to be worked out over the next six months or so, well in advance of the biennium but
it’s in response to the research space order that was done a year or so ago that in particular
highlighted a need for space in that area. Of course there are many other areas, it was just felt
that pragmatically this was the best opportunity to try to maybe leverage some additional funding
for space.

T. MILLER: While we’re on that subject, Michael, there was also something in the HT about
the area out at the bypass, 10" and the Bypass, the possibility of taking those buildings down,
I’m not sure, and building or putting something else up that’s not?

MCROBBIE: There was a discussion that was somewhat broad and discursive about future
areas in which to build buildings in general, not anything specific in this case. The whole 10"
street area where the multi-disciplinary science building 11, MSB 11, is going to be built was
discussed. There has been a long standing discussion that’s never been really advanced beyond
that about the possibility of building some sort of quasi-commercial incubator type buildings out
at the 10" and Bypass area there when those school buildings are eventually taken down,
whenever that happens, if that happens. And | think there’s quite a bit of interest in doing that but
it really didn’t go any further than that. | think it’s unrealistic and unlikely that any academic
buildings could be built out there for all the obvious reasons.

T. MILLER: Thank you. Then the final session for the Trustees dealt with university
reorganization and it appears that there are a couple of more parts of the organization chart that
have been filled in. There were some announcements made on Friday at the business meeting
regarding that and it appears that possibly at the April meeting we’ll get some of the final pieces.
But one of the announcements that was made, and you may have seen this also reported, that
Dick McKaig, long-time Dean of Students on the Bloomington campus, has been appointed Vice
President for Student Affairs—I believe the tile is —-Bloomington.

MCROBBIE: Comma, Bloomington.
T. MILLER: Oh, comma, Bloomington.
MCROBBIE: There’s a lot of significance there! [Laughter]

T. MILLER: Vice President for Student Affairs, Bloomington and also will retain | believe the
title Dean of Students. And so what we have in terms of this organization chart at this kind of
global level, we now have the president who is the chief executive officer of the Bloomington
campus, and we have two officers that will report to him—Michael and Dick McKaig. And then
there was also an announcement of an appointment made on Michael’s staff—I’ll let you talk
about that I believe, Michael. So the organization chart is beginning to be filled in and I think, as
I say, within the next month we’ll maybe see a good bit more of what the Bloomington chart will
look like. I think I’ll stop there with my report.



AGENDA ITEM #4: PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS

MCROBBIE: I’'ll just...l may leave commenting on the organizational stuff because Ted’s
mentioned some of it, until agenda item #9. There’s not a huge amount to report that you don’t
already know but just to summarize where we’re at because | think from my point of view, at
least for the time being, I think things are now stabilized and | think given the amount of interest
there has been in the BFC in the structure of the Provost’s office | might just run through quickly
where we stand on that but I think most of you know roughly where that is.

The other thing | wanted to mention is that the president also asked me to conduct sort of a study
to put together an institutional strategic plan in matters international and global. He mentioned
this at the Trustees meeting too. | want to discuss this with the Agenda Committee. This was
only mentioned, or decided, last week and we meet this Thursday so we’ll have a chance to have
a good bit of discussion about that. | think the perception is that we’re immensely strong in these
areas but in terms of what the institution should be doing and the kinds of commitments
institutionally we should be carrying out and how we work in a multi-campus way in this area,
that that’s an area where maybe we’ve lacked any sort of priorities and consistency there. So
that’s something that I’ve agreed to take on and | need to think that through exactly how to do
that. This may be a case where there is somewhat other way of doing it then just pulling together
ten people, wise and true, and asking them to think big thoughts about this, maybe a more
granular approach may be necessary, but | want to talk to Ted and the Agenda Committee about
that on Thursday. That’s pretty much all I had to say.

AGENDA ITEM #5: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD

MCROBBIE: With that we move to the question period and | think Ted and | take questions
from people.

MASON: With regard to the international and global initiative the President has proposed, |
recognize that’s a multi-campus idea, but we on the Bloomington campus as you probably know
are conducting a self-study for the accreditation which is addressing precisely that set of issues.
So while I suppose bringing ten wise individuals together to address this is one way to go it
seems to me that if there was a way to dove-tail in some form what we’re doing here,
recognizing that it goes beyond the Bloomington campus, that might be worthwhile there. I’'m
coordinating that through Jeanne’s office so any assistance we can provide to that | would be
happy to provide.

MCROBBIE: Yeah, | think that’s exactly right. We should make sure that we don’t reinvent the
wheel and that one process is really part of another and so on and so on, but literally | haven’t
had a chance, | haven’t even had a chance to talk to Jeanne about it yet since this was really only
announced on Friday and decided a few days before. So | need to think that through a little bit
more but that’s exactly right. Bob?



KRAVCHUK: Michael, Herb Terry and | would like to make a comment on behalf of the
Budgetary Affairs Committee about the budget process as it’s unfolding. We are in the midst of
these three weeks of participating in 31—that’s an unprecedented number—budget conferences
and we are hearing requests from many units for very meritorious uses for provost’s fund,
formerly chancellor’s fund monies. And for the benefit of our colleagues on the Council and the
greater campus we wanted to provide at least an indication that this is going to be a particularly
tough year in allocating funds; not only is the magnitude of money available somewhat
constrained by commitments that were made by the outgoing chancellor totaling approximately
$1.7 million of the $4.0 million, but there are several units whose requests if honored in total
would consume the remainder of the fund. Herb?

TERRY: Bob and | have not exactly worked out the dog and pony show but he has accurately
described it. We wanted you to know, we wanted everyone to know, that there are going to be
many meritorious requests this year that it will be impossible or difficult to fund and express, |
guess, the hope that this is something that can be improved upon next year. This is an under-
funded institution and what’s really happened this year is a combination of the 4.9 percent tuition
cap, a reduction in legislative appropriations, a continuing adverse affect of the small freshman
class we had a couple of years ago, escalating utility charges and uncertain university taxes; all
combined to create a situation in which if you are hoping that requests from your school or unit
will be met favorably it’s going to be very hard to do that. But hopefully the case can be made by
the campus that we are need of something major and with a new legislature and the new team in
place | express a hope at least that we can do much better at least next year.

MCROBBIE: Well | couldn’t have put it better but that gives me an opportunity—this wasn’t
planned either—but that gives me an opportunity to say that I think based on what I’ve seen so
far, I’ve been a little concerned that maybe there’s not a serious enough sense of just how
difficult this year is going to be. I mean you guys know that obviously we’ve sat through most of
this together. We are getting a lot of requests that | would think of as being more fair-weather
requests than would be appropriate for the kind of situation we’re in for the next year. A lot of
people are not going to get what they want and | want to try to, in some of the remaining
conferences that we have coming up, | want to try to make the point that especially on the
assessment-funded side of the house, on the various assessment-funded units that increases there
directly translate into less associate professors or pieces of equipment that could be acquired on
the academic side of the house and that we have to look I think particularly sternly at all requests
from assessment-funded units in this particular climate. And | want to make that sort of
emphatically clear as well. This is going to be a very difficult year.

I must say though that | am optimistic for the next biennium. I think that, many of you know,
among the Trustees and | think among others there is a very strong feeling that we must be much
more aggressive in terms of the kind of tuition increase that we propose and also what I’'m
hearing informally from people from the legislature and the government would suggest that they
think the next biennium is going to be significantly better than the last one as well. So | think
there is a reason to be cautiously optimistic next time around but we have to weather this one
wretched year | think; this is not going to be a good year and we’re going to have to weather that
year before | think things maybe smooth out a bit. Any other questions? Yes?
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CARINI: This may be old business and our parliamentarian can come down on me but last year
we passed a revised Family Leave Policy and it went to the Trustees and | think they decided to
extend the old policy for a year. Is that right? Do we know what’s going to happen with that
now?

DALEKE: I asked Robin Gress at the Trustees meeting what happened to that policy and she
said it was back in the hands of the faculty. So I’m not sure what that means.

T. MILLER: Well, itis, I guess it is correct to say that it’s back in the hands of the faculty and
that’s because the Trustees made it very clear that they simply would not approve the proposal
that was given to them. So we are, you know, we’re either going to have to ask them to continue
the old program forward or we are going to have to figure out some new approach to this that is
going to appeal to them. We’re working on the latter but I’m not sure that we have any
necessarily really great ideas at this point. Now Julie Knost, are you here, Julie has been
involved in this if you would like to say something about this please feel free.

KNOST: Well I think you are accurate that the Trustees were not satisfied with the proposal that
came out of the two faculty councils. However, since then I think it’s taken a back burner and 1
don’t know that any work has been done on it. At the beginning of the semester we met and tried
to put some data together and talked about revisions to the policy but then it’s basically taken a
complete back burner to every other issue. So at this point | don’t foresee that it’s even possible
to do anything other than probably extend it into another year or some time period. Because if we
do a revised policy there’s no possible way to get it through the...

T. MILLER: No, I think that’s probably right. Our option for next year is to have them extend it
for another year | think.

KNOST: I have to say that | think it’s too bad that we’ve dropped it and I think that’s what has
happened is that it’s become a null priority. And | know Elizabeth Johnson has worked on it and
isn’t that your sense is that’s become?

JOHNSON: Well it’s not a no-priority from the point of view of the committee or the council
but it seems to be that the Trustees are not interested in what we presented to them and | know
the Indianapolis committee is also discussing this issue, their equivalent of the Fringe Benefits
Committee, and what the Bloomington and Indianapolis committees have looked at are ways to
improve what we have that would be relatively cost-neutral at the same time pointing out to the
Trustees that there is at Indiana University an employee group that does not have the same kind
of benefit that the other two large employee groups have and that is that faculty and academic
appointees with their six weeks of sick leave they cannot take that leave for any other person
except themselves. And that’s not true for the professional/administrative staff or the appointed
staff. So that’s where we are with trying to streamline a proposal that would be cost-neutral and
ask for an extension but at the same time at least point out that this is a problem for people.

MCROBBIE: David?
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DALEKE: I think this is an oversimplification of some of their concerns but I think there were
two major concerns that the Trustees had with that policy. One is that it afforded some benefits
to the faculty that other groups did not get and so this idea of equity that Elizabeth is talking
about I think is a major point for the Trustees. The second is that they asked us for a full cost
analysis of this proposal and | don’t think we’ve begun that and I’m not sure how we would do
that but that’s one of the things they would like to see. Is there more information on that?

KNOST: Well that’s exactly, after that Trustees meeting, we followed up and got information
and met with various people and got listings and so forth so the cost analysis was sort of
underway at one point.

DALEKE: I think that would go a long way in helping get this policy through is to show the
Trustees how it could be made affordable or is affordable.

KNOST: I think the other major issue that’s going to come up is attrition of faculty and that is
that the bottom line is that we’re not competing, once again, it’s not just salaries but on benefits.
And that point has not been well made when we’re talking about cost assessment it’s not being
calculated in there.

JOHNSON: | think they are also looking for university administrators to support it because what
they saw was it coming from the Council but they didn’t hear deans asking for it, they didn’t the
chancellor asking for it, so they want to hear that. They want to hear it’s a problem with
recruiting because we don’t have this in place.

SEPT: One thing we may be able to add into the mix is that during this past spring with Julie’s
help our office applied for a grant program out of the ACE/Sloan for recruiting and retaining
faculty with sort of diverse career options. As part of that proposal we should get data back on
what the sort of typical practices are of other research universities and institutions and we may be
able to use that and fold it into the documentation for a revised proposal.

MCROBBIE: In the interest of time is there any other discussion on this or can we move on to
the next agenda item. Any other questions? We’re probably at our limit so we might leave it
there unless anybody has a pressing question.

AGENDA ITEM #6: SEARCH AND SCREEN PROCEDURES FOR SENIOR
ADMINISTRATORS

MCROBBIE: So maybe we could move to agenda item #6. Ted?

T. MILLER: Yes, Search and Screen Procedures for Senior Administrators. This is a draft, early
draft perhaps. I think the focal point that | would like, at least | hope we can have some

discussion surrounding, the section “Hiring a Senior Administrator Without A Search” beginning
on line 64 going through line 92.
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In previous discussions of this that I’ve heard you know it seems that one of the concerns is that
this particular section occupies a fairly large amount of the policy and it leads one to think that
maybe this is something that’s going to happen more often than others, I don’t know. But | think
one of the things that’s going to be very important for us to get this particular section right. And
I’m hoping that some of you have ideas about how we might do that. | have been, myself, trying
to think about what we could put into this that would allow something like this to happen but yet
contain it within the limits that most of us would find acceptable. And well I’ve come up with
one idea so I’ll just kind of lay my idea out there in front of you; maybe you have alternate ideas
about things that could be done as well.

It seems to me that one thing we could do in this section would be to say that if an appointment
is going to be made without a search that the appointing officer, that is to say the person that is
going to make such an appointment, will have to first of all get the approval of their immediate
supervisor. Right? The person to whom they report. That would be one step that would have to
be taken. Then subsequently the person who makes the appointment and the person who
approved the appointment would have to notify their faculty advisory committee that such an
appointment had been made. So let’s take a case. Let’s suppose that Michael wanted to make an
appointment without a search. He would have to get the president’s approval to do that, he would
also have to notify the BFC Agenda Committee that that had been done; Adam would have to
notify the UFC Agenda Committee that that had been done. And then this record of
appointments is something that there is a record of and that this is something that can be taken
into account as people sit down and review the performance of a person in their job; that is to say
in the review process surrounding these positions. This is a factor that could be taken into
account. As part of managing the academic appointment process, or the appointment process
generally, how that’s being conducted, there would be a record of how this is done and so forth.
So that’s something that we could build into this that might tend to contain this to some extent.

BRADLEY: Well it seems to me that if a search is desirable, | mean if we carefully define those
positions for which a search is desirable then I really see no reason for circumventing the search.
If there’s an emergency, you make an interim appointment. It’s as simple as that. So | would
simply eliminate the second and third paragraphs and mention, as to interim appointments, that
these could be used in the case of emergencies. And that would solve the problem it seems to me.

MCROBBIE: Discussion? Bob?

KRAVCHUK: The default position clearly is that we want to have a normal search process for
the positions for which a search is appropriate and designated elsewhere in the policy.

T. MILLER: As | said earlier I think that is a position that everybody supports on all sides of
this question everybody thinks that is what we should do normally.

KRAVCHUK: On the other hand we do take note of exceptions where due to an unusual
opportunity or an emergency, which I think are really the two contingencies that this section of
the policy deals with, it would require us to move expeditiously in the best interest of the
institution without being constrained by a policy that would operate under more normal
circumstances. So it wouldn’t stand in the way of responding to an emergency or hiring
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somebody who is truly exceptional. In both cases, however, doesn’t it make sense that the
incumbent then would be regarded as an interim for practical purposes? And then when
conditions had returned to normal or the emergency had passed or we got to the stage where we
could consider this appointment under more normal circumstances that that person were
appropriated vetted in the context of a larger search in which the individual could perhaps
emerge as the preferred candidate and therefore and appointed on a permanent basis.

BRADLEY: By incumbent you mean the new person.

KRAVCHUK: The new person, right. So we have three sections that deal with Exceptional
Hires, Emergency Hires, and Interim Appointments. It seems to me that Exceptional and
Emergency hires ought to both be considered interim if the default position is to have a search.
Or am | mistaken?

T. MILLER: Well I think the idea that an Exceptional Hire and an Emergency Hire is not
necessarily a term-limited appointment. | mean it could be a permanent appointment the way...

KRAVCHUK: The way it’s written.

T. MILLER: Yes, the way it’s written it could be a permanent appointment. And so that
separates it from the Interim appointment which is really a temporary sort of thing.

KRAVCHUK: How permanent can an emergency be?

T. MILLER: Well but an appointment could be made under emergency conditions that would
be a permanent appointment. | think a number of people would describe the appointment of John
Ryan as president of the university as being somewhat like that. 1’ve heard people describe it that
way.

WATSON: | wanted to say something | said in the UFC meeting is | find this whole notion of
Exceptional Hires to be exceptionally ambiguous. We have this problem, and | think Jeanne will
know, that with tenure there are provisions for exceptional cases. And the question is is the
circumstance that’s exceptional or is it the individual that’s exceptional that leads to an
exceptional hire. I guess if the case is exceptional than it must be similar to the emergency hire.
If it’s the individual that’s exceptional | think exceptional is in the mind of the beholder which is
why we have search committees. And to have one or two people being able to determine that
someone is exceptional based on their criteria I think circumvents the whole notion of collective
search and judgment. So | mean for all those reasons | think both, sort of mechanical, I think the
term Exceptional Hires is exceptionally ambiguous and because | think the notion of exceptional
leads to circumstances that at least disturb me I also would support the notion of striking it.

JAGODZINSKI: My concern about the paragraph on Emergency Hires is that it fails to define
what an emergency is unlike the previous paragraph or the paragraph following. Are we talking
about death, fire, what would cause one to require an emergency hire? | don’t expect you to
answer, | just expect the document to eventually say what that should be. [End of Tape 1, Side A,
some comments lost]
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MCROBBIE: Bill?

WHEELER: Thank you, Cecile. I have exactly the same concern, what constitutes an
emergency and the one thought that occurred to me for example what we hear in the media about
the possibility of a bird flu pandemic and that businesses are beginning to develop emergency
plans to deal with the situation in which a large number of employees might be stricken. And
perhaps to make progress on this it would be good to have a committee or someone enumerate
these types of emergencies. For example, on the issue of saying that it was temporary and that
person, someone else...in the case of such a pandemic it is entirely possible that large segments
of the administration might be struck down over in Bryan Hall in short order if that were to
happen! [Laughter] So it’s possible in some scenarios to imagine the need on an emergency basis
to make a permanent appointment because the appointing officers might not be there much
longer themselves. So it might be helpful, as Cecile proposed, to clarify what the word
emergency might mean.

HAWKINS: We’d have a chain of interims, that’s all.
WHEELER: Yes.

MCFADDEN: I’m looking at line 68 and it says “careful documentation of position
information.” My question is when it says “as well as the consultative and approval process
used” is that consulting on the position information or about the decision for this administrator
hiring without a search. If it’s about making a decision itself I think that’s more important than
position information so it should be put first in the sentence. It’s buried in there. So Ted is it
about the initial decision?

T. MILLER: I’'m not sure actually what it’s about. But I think it’s a good idea to make that point
clear.

MCROBBIE: Yes?

KNOST: Can I just offer a little bit of information and Jeanne can pop in here too. You know
you do have faculty procedures now that allow for waivers in searches at the faculty level and it
addresses some of these things. So what is an exceptional person? Distinguished rank...you
know when Andre Watts was hired into the School of Music he was hired in without a search. So
that’s the exceptional person situation. You have rules about interim appointments and so you
might want to start by looking at some of the ways those are defined in that context rather than
simply looking at administrative appointments. My second thing is that these are administrative
appointments and so you have to remember, and | don’t know if everyone understands this, but
administrative appointments—you mentioned Ted, | think you said it’s a permanent
appointment—administrative appointments almost always have term contract. Now you are
talking about a difference between an interim appointment that generally would run a year or a
maximum of two versus generally a “permanent” appointment would run four to five years. So
there are some distinctions there that you have to think through.
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ROHWER: Two quick practical concerns. One, | don’t see a mention in here of internal versus
external search and in one case | think that’s happening now. The second is of course on behalf
of students we feel that, for example, the selection process for nominees needs to be further
expanded upon. In particular how the process is actually done. And then in the case where there
are smaller committees there are constituents that are left out and how to deal with that from the
procedure of the search committee. So those are two quick things.

TERRY: First of all I rather, I may be a dissonant voice here, but | rather like the idea if we can
put it within reasonable restraints, of the idea of this Exceptional Hiring opportunity. As the
Trustees have reminded us | think we need to be a nimble institution and should