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Agenda 
Indiana University  

BLOOMINGTON FACULTY COUNCIL 
March 3, 2009 

IMU Georgian Room 
3:30 P.M. - 5:30 P.M. 

 
Attendance 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Eric Arnold, Randy Arnold, Julianne Bobay, Purnima Bose, Bruce Burgun, 
Stephen Burnes, Carolyn Calloway-Thomas, James Capshew, Andrea Ciccarelli, Nicholas Clark, 
Diane Dallis, John Dilts, Carrie Donovan, Erika Dowell, Christine Farris, Lucas Fields, Julia Fox, 
Thomas Gieryn, Luke Gillespie, Laura Ginger, Karen Hanson, Patrick Harbison, Patricia 
Henderson, Amy Holtzworh-Munroe, Brian Horne, Paul Losensky, Valerie Markley, Bryan 
McCormick, Amanda Meglemre, Michael Morrone, James Perry, Lisa Pratt, Diane Reilly, Jennifer 
Riley, Richard Schockley, Daniel Sloat, Sonya Stephens, Jerold Stern, Alex Tanford, Herb Terry, 
Maxine Watson, Susan Whiston, Jams Wimbush. 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT WITH ALTERNATIVES PRESENT:  Geoff Conrad (Sarita Soni). 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT:  Jack Bielasiak, James Biles, Nate Birkhead, Leslie Blaha, James Drummond, 
Paul Eisenberg, Harold Evans, Valerie Grim, Dennis Groth, Robert Hatten, Michael Jolly, Padraic 
Kenney, Lloyd Kolbe, Lokman Meho, Brian O’Donnell, Dan Ondrik, Richard Stryker, Neil 
Theobald, Vasti Torres, David Waterman. 
 
GUESTS:  Haley Adams (IDS), Alicia Arnold (Student), Barb Bichelmeyer, Amanda Ciccarelli 
(Office of the Provost),  Roland Cote (Registrar), Susan Cote (Bursar), Melissa Gonnerman 
(Admissions), Sue Talbot (Trustee), Craig Dethloff (Faculty Council Office), Erin Rykken (Faculty 
Council Office). 
 

Agenda 
 

1. Approval of Minutes 
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/minutes/08-09/01.20.09Final.pdf 

 
2. Memorial Resolution for George List. 

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/B16-2009.pdf 
 

3. Agenda Committee Business (10 minutes) 
(Professor Herb Terry) 

 
4. Presiding Officer’s Business (10 minutes) 

(Provost Karen Hanson) 
 

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/minutes/08-09/01.20.09Final.pdf
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/B16-2009.pdf
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5. Question/Comment Period (10 minutes)* 
(Provost Hanson and Professor Terry) 
 

6. GPSO – SAAAC Resolutions (40 minutes) 
(Professor Brian Horne and GPSO President Nicholas Clark) [FIRST READING] 
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/B18-2009.pdf 

 http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/B19-2009.pdf 
 http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/auxiliary/GPSOPaysch.pdf 
 http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/B20-2009.pdf 
 

7. Resolution on Intellectual Property Policy Revenue Distribution for Bloomington Campus 
(15 minutes) (Professor Stephen Burns, Chair of the Research Affairs Committee) 
[SECOND READING] 
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/B17-2009Amend.pdf 

 
8. Discussion of Changes to the BFC Constitution (20 minutes) (Professors James Capshew 

and Lisa Pratt) [SECOND READING] 
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/B15-2009Rev.pdf 
 
 

*Faculty who are not members of the Faculty Council and who wish to address questions to 
Provost Hanson or Professor Terry should submit their questions to the Faculty Council Office. 
Our documents are available at: http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/. To send e-mail to the Faculty 
Council Office: bfcoff@indiana.edu 

 
Minutes 

 
AGENDA ITEM #1: APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
HANSON:  The first order of business is the approval of the minutes from January 20th.  Has 
anyone had a chance to look at the minutes?  Anyone want to make a motion?  Would you like 
another two weeks to look at the minutes?  Oh, sorry.  I said the first order of business is the 
approval of the minutes from January 20th .   
 
MCCORMICK: I so move. 
 
HANSON:  Is there a second?  All in favor? [Aye] Motion is approved.  Second, there is a 
memorial resolution for George List.  Tom? 
 
AGENDA ITEM #2: MEMORIAL RESOLUTION FOR GEORGE LIST 
 
GIERYN:  George List was born on February 9th 1911 in Tuscon, Arizona and died on September 
24th, 2008 at the age of 97.  Professor List earned a diploma in flute from Juilliard in 1933, a 
Master’s degree from Columbia University in 1945 and a PhD in music theory from IU in 1954, a 

http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/B18-2009.pdf
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/B19-2009.pdf
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/auxiliary/GPSOPaysch.pdf
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/B20-2009.pdf
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/B17-2009Amend.pdf
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/docs/circulars/08-09/B15-2009Rev.pdf
http://www.indiana.edu/~bfc/
mailto:bfcoff@indiana.edu
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mere 28 years after his graduation from high school.  Prior to his time in Bloomington, 
professor List was a flutist with the Symphony Orchestra’s, several, in New York and Colorado, 
and published musical compositions.  His symphonic satire “Marche O’Malley” was performed 
by several orchestras.  Professor List served on the IU faculty for 22 years, from 1954 to ‘76, and 
throughout that period, was director of the Archives of Traditional Music, an internationally 
recognized repository of recordings of folk, tribal, and Asian art music.  He was a pioneer in the 
field of ethnomusicology and was appointed to a faculty position in the Department of Folklore 
in 1964. He conducted field work throughout the Americas and recorded music among the Hopi 
of northern Arizona and the native people of Amazonia and Ecuador and Columbia.  Professor 
List was recognized far and wide as an expert on archival recording practices and documentary 
folklore.  Professor List was an accomplished and celebrated scholar.  He delivered scholarly 
lectures on three continents in both English and Spanish.  He published more than 60 scholarly 
articles, the last of which appeared when he was 91 years old, and a half dozen monographs.  
He also served as founding editor of the journal The Folklore and Folk Music Archivist.  He was 
for many years the Counselor of the Society for Ethnomusicology and received fellowship 
support from the Ford Foundation, Fulbright-Hays, National Endowment for the Humanities, 
along with grants from the Juilliard Foundation, the American Philosophical Society and the 
Indiana Historical Society.  Professor List suffered from glaucoma and retired only when his 
blindness became imminent.  At his 80th birthday celebration, IU faculty member Professor 
Ruth Stone, a student of George List wrote of him, “Your achievements as an ethnomusicologist 
and an archivist are wonderful monuments in the history of our field, and your example of 
active research and writing in your 80th year challenges us all.”  We salute our colleague George 
List.   
 
HANSON:  I’d ask you to stand for a moment of silence in memory of Professor List. (silence) 
Thank you.  The next item is Agenda Committee business,  Herb?   
 
AGENDA ITEM #3: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS 
 
TERRY:  We have a very full agenda today so the Agenda Committee business will be short.  
First of all, I can announce that the elections have been tabulated and the results are known, 
for the BFC for next year. Winners have been notified; we haven’t notified non-winners, but if 
there are any out there and you weren’t notified, you’re off the hook.  But we’ll probably send 
out a thank you for everyone participating in the election.  The next step is for the BFC for next 
year to get organized, elect its officers, select the Nominations Committee and so forth; we’ll be 
proceeding on that.  I hope that the officers of the BFC and the heads of the committees will all 
be known this year, by the end of this semester, which will be a good early time for that and 
provide for some transition from current leadership and will also mean that next summer won’t 
have to be spent trying to organize BFC committees.  Other than that, we do have a full agenda.  
This is the last meeting prior to Spring Break.  The Agenda Committee wishes you all a happy 
and rejuvenating Spring Break and hopes that you return ready to sprint to the end of the 
semester, including our students over there.   
 
AGENDA ITEM #4: PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS 
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HANSON:  Thanks Herb.  Just a few items from me; one was that there was a short conference 
at the end of last week on area studies in the future of higher education organized primarily by 
David Ransel of the Russian and East European Institute and it was very useful.  There was wide 
participation across the campus and also from a number of the Deans from different units and 
it underscored the importance of having broad campus collaboration on some of these 
overarching priorities that the campus has, including the ones connected with our international 
profile, so I want to draw your attention to that and to draw the attention particularly of the 
Budgetary Affairs Committee to that theme running through budget conferences, that the 
schools are to report on their interschool collaborations and any impediments they might see 
and it’s something we need to be thinking about.  
  
Should also note that the search for a Vice-Provost for Dean of Students Affairs, Dean of 
Students, is proceeding apace and they began their first round of interviews last weekend and 
are beginning to arrive at a list of finalists and move to the next stage.  Also  some of us 
mentioned last week at the Board of Trustees meeting that the President has accepted the IU 
Bloomington Student VOICE Report and asked for the campus to begin mounting a response to 
it.  The next step of that will be the convening of a committee.  I’m chairing a committee which 
will include at least Sonya Stephens, the Vice Provost for Undergraduate Affairs and Dick 
McKaig, Dean of Students, Neal Theobald, who will probably enroll at [inaudible], you know Neil 
Theobald the CFO; probably involving also Pat Connor from Residence Halls and Bruce Jacobs, 
director of the IMU; Patrick O’Meara, Vice President for International Affairs; Brad Wheeler, 
Vice President of UITS; Luke Fields for IUSA;  and Kelly Kish will be representing the President’s 
office.  We’re set for tomorrow.  The idea is that this administrative group may well bring in 
other people as we go along, but this is to make a first pass through the report, try to note with 
each recommendation what responsibility might lie where to begin either taking action on the 
recommendation or carrying something out or requesting additional information; so that will 
be underway starting tomorrow.  I believe the Student Affairs Committee has already been 
going through the Student VOICE Report and I think is also working on a number of initiatives 
that it’s a very, very good report that the students did and I think it’ll keep us busy for a little 
while.  One other thing that I just will announce on both a personal and an institutional note; 
I’m profoundly sad to report that Mr. Edward Hutton died last night.  I was just notified a few 
hours ago.  Mr. Hutton has been a very generous benefactor of the campus in so many ways.  
He is the person really responsible for the new Honors building.  He’s endowed the 
International Experiences program, which is the thing that really makes it possible for so many 
of our students to go abroad and have an international experience.  He’s endowed many, many 
scholarships in addition to it, particularly for undergraduate students.  He’s engaged in a lot of 
philanthropy outside of IU, as well.  He was a remarkable man, and it’s very sad for the campus 
particularly, that he died just one month short of the celebration I know he was looking forward 
to, but I’d ask you to take a moment to remember Mr. Hutton as well.  (silence)  Okay, we have 
at least one question in advance.  Did you have anything else?   
 
AGENDA ITEM #5: QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD 
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TERRY: No. 
 
HANSON:  Okay.  There was one question that was sent to me and I have it somewhere.  “Why 
is there no formal mechanism in the annual evaluation of the reporting Deans for input from 
chairs and directors, or indeed from faculty?  Would it be possible for such a mechanism to be 
added to the annual review process?  This would seem to be a pretty basic faculty governance 
issue.”   When I got the message forwarded from Craig, I very quickly sent out a note to all, I 
was assuming by the reporting deans it basically means the academic Deans, especially since 
there’s a reference to chairs and directors.  I sent out a note to the Deans saying I was going to 
respond to this today.  Did they want to have any input before I responded?  I think it would be 
good for this group to talk about what you have in mind here.  You do of course have a, in the 
BFC policies, procedures for administrative reviews of Deans among others, I actually think 
that’s a document -- we talked with the Agenda Committee about this --  I actually think that’s a 
document in need of some review and perhaps sprucing up.  I mean it’s not just… 
  
TERRY:  It’s out of date.   
 
HANSON:  It’s out of date because the list of administrators to be reviewed is out of date and 
doesn’t comport with the structure we have now but there are also some other elements in it 
that could use streamlining, I think and at any rate, attention, whatever you might think about 
it.  But, as you may remember, that document calls for five year reviews of Deans among other 
administrators, and reviews in the third year through a survey of all Deans and listed 
administrators, and it specifies how those are to be carried out, so there are faculty governance 
documents calling for reviews of these but not annual ones, and that might be the issue.  Most 
of the school Deans to whom I sent the notice that this question had arisen said they didn’t 
have any problem with doing something like that and, you know, a few said though, ‘well how 
is this going to work?’ and I think that’s right.  If you want to have something like this, you 
probably need to think about how it would work.  One Dean pointed out that the Deans, unlike 
the faculty, who file an annual report of work and who are evaluated for possible promotion 
and so on through those, might not have the same concept that’s comes from an annual review 
because the Deans have no tenure in their offices so to speak.  I mean you could be fired on the 
basis of an annual review and I suppose someone could think, you know they would want to be 
careful about the procedures that were used so that you didn’t have a sloppy procedure leading 
to something like that, and I think that’s right. But I think, if this is something that the Faculty 
Council or the faculty at large, think should be instituted on an annual basis that there be some 
more systematic way of gathering faculty input, I mean one of the Deans also said why just 
faculty?  Why not also staff and students?  I think it would be up to you to begin to articulate 
something like that.  Are there any further questions about it or discussion?   
 
TERRY:  I’ll make a comment.  I’ll take that as an invitation to the Agenda Committee to look at 
it and I rather assume the Agenda Committee will refer it to the appropriate committee of this 
Council.  In the College of Arts and Sciences I know the Dean there asks for annual feedback 
from departments on how the department chairs are doing.  They have no tenure in that office 
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either and I think it’s useful for the Dean as well as for the departments to do that on a periodic 
basis, so we may have had a very good suggestion from a comment.   
 
HANSON:  Actually though, there is a slight difference.  The chairs often have a term 
appointment which the Deans, just it’s important to know, they don’t have that, but I have to 
be honest, the first year I was in this position and the time came.  There obviously is another 
element of annual reviews and that salary setting and when that time came for that portion of 
the responsibilities for the year, I did sort of think, it might be nice to have something a little bit 
more systematic.   
  
TERRY:  One other comment.  We will send out to all of you a link for the Student VOICE report 
so that if you want to look at it you’ll be able to do so.  Craig, send a link?   
 
DETHLOFF:  Okay.   
 
TERRY:  Okay. (laughter) That’s how we get business done. (laughter). 
 
HANSON:  That was the question sent in advance.  Any other questions or comments or 
discussion?  Alright, next up; GPSO and SAAAC resolutions from Professor Horne and Nick Clark.   
 
AGENDA ITEM #6: GPSO – SAAAC RESOLUTIONS 
 
HORNE:  There are four separate resolutions in front of you which we need to discuss today, 
and so that we don’t neglect to number them as opposed to having to go by the title every 
time, so if you would take a moment to find them and number them with me.  Sorry, this is a 
little bit classroom.  If you will find the one that is the “Resolution on Establishing a Committee” 
and mark it number 1, please.  Find the sheet that I believe is white instead of yellow, entitled 
“Resolution on the Bursar Schedule of Payments” and mark it number 2.  Back to the yellow 
sheets, “Resolution on Drop/Add Late Fees,” and mark it number 3.  And finally, the one with 
the different format that has in the regarding line, “Registration information/Bursar fees” and 
mark that number 4.  It’s the first reading on all of these so we certainly need to take questions 
and introduce all of them. I anticipate that they’ll be a little bit more discussion and controversy 
perhaps about some of them more than the others and so I would like to discuss them in the 
order that I introduce them to you.  Number 1, first of all; the “Resolution on Establishing a 
Committee under the Provost to Periodically Review and Make Recommendations on the 
Salaries of Student Academic Appointees.”  You know, again you had that I believe, as a link and 
were able to review this and as I understand it this has been presented in advance to Dean 
Wimbush and to the Provost and it has their support, so this would be something presented by 
the GPSO obviously, but the SAAAC Committee supports this unanimously and I believe that 
some of the administrators affected also support this.  So, you know, if you would like we can 
have any question about that before we go onto anything else, or I can briefly kind of introduce 
the other resolutions.  Yes sir?   
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MCCORMICK:  Currently on campus, the Budgetary Affairs Committee has responsibility for 
making salary minimum recommendations on faculty salary.  We had at one point discussed the 
possibility of SAA’s, but the challenges were that, at least internally, it’s very difficult to make 
those kind of recommendations as each unit has its own sort of approaches.  Is this really an 
external review and recommendation or is it a… I’m just sort of curious in terms of the purpose 
of this. Is it akin to setting salary minima?   
 
HORNE:  Do you want to…? I mean this came from the GPSO, do you…?  
 
CLARK:  My expectation would be that that would be -  I mean, the proposal’s for the 
committee to meet every other year and that if there were a recommendation that would be 
the decision of the committee so it wouldn’t necessarily be obligated to make a 
recommendation, but the purpose would be to have a mechanism there to not tell each school 
or each department or unit, you know, what the salary should be, because as you say, that’s 
going to vary widely from one department to the next, but maybe discuss what a possible 
minimum across the institution might be because that’s really where our concern is at the 
moment is where the minimum threshold lies, and for those students that are at the bottom.   
 
MCCORMICK: I would say our challenges with that were that trying to identify a minimum 
sometimes doesn’t take into account an entire opportunity for students to earn income at least 
in our dialogue, one of the challenges was for example, the School of Music where students, 
while their appointment may be low and this is only what information I’ve gotten back in our 
reviews, while their appointment may be low, there are often times opportunities for them to 
provide private lessons that supplement that income and so on the surface of it, it may look a 
very low salary, but it may not provide an accurate picture of the complete opportunity for 
compensation.   
 
CLARK:  Our hope is that the committee would involve the Deans of different schools, as well as 
faculty, and graduate students so that those types of arguments and considerations can be put 
forward each time the committee does meet and we consider this, but…. 
 
MCCORMICK:  So in some sense is this really set up as an equity review committee?  Is that, I 
mean, it isn’t saying it in the title, but just listening to the way that you’ve talked to me, is it in 
some sense you’re looking at just trying to establish policies that are equitable?   
 
CLARK:  Well I think the first purpose is to just get the information out there, because that’s the 
real concern, so that there is a discussion, not just where we stand on salary levels across the 
departments, but other factors that come into play so information sharing is pretty important 
to it.  But, I mean, to the extent that there would be discussion about some sort of minimum 
threshold but I think that would be the case, yeah. 
 
HORNE: May I actually respond to the point as well because given that I come from the School 
of Music as well, I think that is perhaps a valid point except the concern is that whatever 
opportunities there would be, for instance, for music students to supplement their income here 
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in Bloomington would also exist in Columbus, Ohio and Madison, Wisconsin and everywhere 
else, so comparing those perhaps, from music to another field, you know, that’s a consideration 
but comparing us to Ohio State and Wisconsin and frankly more relevantly, to Northwestern, 
Michigan, Eastman, Juilliard, places like that, that would not, you know, that would not really 
be the case, so the reason I support this is to make sure that there’s an active body in place that 
reviews this on a regular basis so that we don’t review it one time and think that we’re done 
with that, because as a part of recruiting to make sure  that you know, this is clearly an active 
part of that and that is the reason that again, we have dual kind of membership on this 
committee from the GPSO and faculty.  That’s certainly my reason for supporting it, to make 
sure that there’s a mechanism in place that continues in perpetuity to review the information; 
make sure that we’re presenting the best kind of competitive packages that we can, whatever 
the field.  
  
CLARK:  I’d also say, just to return to your question, the intent certainly wouldn’t be - if we’re 
talking about equity - the intent of the GPSO wouldn’t be that students making more money, 
that their salaries should drop in order to compensate others, that’s not the intent.   
 
MCCORMICK:  It is a concern with setting a minimum, that if, you know, the minimum is set 
very low then at times there is a disincentive to have a higher salary;  so that is one of the 
challenges that, it’s a unit by unit issue, just as, you know, I mean, trust me the minimum that 
we set, that we recommend, it’s really pretty low.   
 
CLARK:  Yeah, and that’s what we’re focused on, not what we’re making across the field, but 
what that minimum is and how low it is and that’s primarily what we would like to see reviewed 
rather than how bio students stack up to music students for instance, because, as has been 
pointed out several times, that’s going to vary at all sort of different institutions and for all sorts 
of reasons.   
 
CICCARELLI:  Actually, I didn’t want to jump in so soon but when I saw the resolution… Of 
course we need to respect the various differences given by [inaudible] because we know 
sciences, as you reminded us, have different salaries for faculty, so they should have different 
salaries for various students in a sense, but one thing that jumped to my mind, two things, and 
one is that the minimum should definitely at least respect what the Department of State wants 
for students to receive a visa.  Every year in the College, and I’m talking about the College 
because that’s my experience, and every year in the College our foreign students are always a 
few hundred dollars below, and I’m talking for instance in the case of the language 
departments, always a few hundred dollars below the minimum that the Department of State 
requires just to present a request to a consulate anywhere in the rest of the world and ask for a 
visa.  And of course then the College adjusts by those three, four hundred dollars so that the 
people can go and receive that.  I think this is diminishing, this is not a fault of the College in a 
sense of the budget situation, so the minimum certainly should address this at least. And that 
may solve the problem in the sense that the minimum in that case is not going to be too low 
because that is two or three thousand dollars higher than what some departments in the 
College now pay their instructors, so that would be already a little jump because I think it’s 
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ridiculous that we have in a research institution in which we accept so many foreign students, 
every year, international… I mean we need to deal with this situation.  And the other would be 
of course to look at teaching loads, because one thing that not all the other students know, 
because they know what’s happening in their department - I’m not talking about the students 
who are here but I’m talking about the perception of the rest of them - is that there are 
departments that may receive $800 dollars more than the others equivalent but they are 
teaching one course more per semester and so when you look elsewhere - I don’t know how 
much they teach in the music school for instance - but when we look elsewhere we need to 
look at that as well in order to do something which is fair in terms of compensation.  Because 
within again the College there are very similar departments in humanities that because of deals 
that were made by a chair twenty-two years ago (laughter) with people who are now retired to 
a better place, their students still make two or three thousand dollars more and/or even teach 
less than other people in other departments so I encourage you to look at these two issues; the 
minimum of the Department of State requests for foreign students to receive a visa, and 
teaching loads.  Otherwise we are going to go back to it next year as if nothing happened.   
 
HANSON: Diane? 
 
REILLY: I’d like to second what you said.  The discrepancy between what our AI’s and GA’s are 
paid and what you need to get a foreign student visa to come and study here is several 
thousand dollars and that’s a major barrier to our recruiting internationally.  The other two 
barriers to recruiting are; first, that the university’s own published minimum for what you need 
to live in Bloomington on a year to year basis is below what our students are paid, so on one 
page of the web page (laughter), you’ve got the twelve thousand something dollars they need 
to live in Bloomington and then we send them a letter saying ‘this is what you’re getting form 
us.’  And then the amount that students are offered as part of this recruitment package is also – 
it does not include the fact that $800 dollars per semester is going to be subtracted from that. 
So in fact our students fall two, at least two, thousand dollars below every year what the 
university itself says they need to live here, and this is the kind of thing that they can find out. 
(laughter) So another thing that needs to be addressed is -- I’m dealing with this right now since 
we’re in the recruitment phase -- another thing that needs to be addressed is the issue of the 
unremittable portion of the tuition that is taken from the stipend and all of the ancillary fees 
that facilities and services fees they’re taking from the stipend.  Because when I’ve talked to 
students who have arrived here on campus they say in no other offers they go at other 
universities were these not included in what they were being paid.   
 
CLARK:  If I can respond briefly, the GPSO Assembly is considering a resolution on the student 
mandatory fees this Friday, that addresses some of what you’re talking about there so that, you 
know, we hope to bring that resolution forward to the administration and the BFC also in the 
coming weeks.   
 
HANSON:  Questions or comments on number one?   
 
HORNE: Yes? 
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TERRY:  At the moment, this is in the form of a resolution adopted by the GPSO. I assume Brian 
is going to bring it back as a resolution that could be adopted by this body? 
 
HORNE:  Yes, this has unanimous support from the SAAAC. 
 
TERRY:   I’d urge you to think about a couple of things if you do that.  One, “organized every 
other year,” fine, but when should it start.  It sounds like me may want this to start soon.  Next 
year or something like that, and I think it’d be a good idea if you and GPSO would both think 
about how the administrator, faculty member and graduate student member of this thing 
would be selected, whether it would be something that each school would do or would happen 
centrally or the Provost would be in charge of it or something, but I think from a faculty 
perspective and a student perspective, it would be nice if you thought about how these people 
get selected for the committee.  
 
HORNE:  Is there anything further on number one?  With your permission then, I’d like to move 
to number two.  This is a resolution, and again  this may prove rather confusing and I apologize 
for that, this was a resolution that was brought to us by the GPSO regarding again the Bursar 
schedule of payments which you can read and understand.  We had a meeting, a very 
productive meeting, with Susan Cote who made an offer essentially to change a policy that, you 
know, where she had control of that policy, that essentially rendered this moot and so the 
GPSO did not want to pursue it any further.  They, but you know, I asked Nick again what he 
wanted to me to do, what the GPSO members of the committee wanted us to do with this and 
they wanted to make the BFC aware of the issue and again, I would like, Susan if you wouldn’t 
mind, can you just summarize what you did and, you know, what you have offered to do for us 
in the meeting we had a month ago?   
 
S. COTE:  Okay.  Yeah, I’m going to stand up so you can hear me.  The couple of difficulties with 
reconciling our payment schedule and the payroll schedule for SAA’s is identifying SAA’s.  
Typically we don’t have final reports until about October, so what we have proposed to use is 
the awarding of a fee remission, a particular type of fee remission, that goes along with an SAA 
contract, so what I’ve said is that if a student is granted a fee remission, if he has enrolled and is 
granted a fee remission, his account is not in poor standing, that is if he hasn’t already let 
charges slide, we will simply not charge any late payment fees, allow him to defer payment 
without penalty until the October tenth due date which should be ample time.  So the question 
then arose, at least in my mind because I’ve been asked this question before, what if a 
department, the student enrolls at the earliest opportunity in April, has a bill in July due August 
tenth, but the department has not yet awarded the fee remission, what we will do is then as 
long as the fee remission is on by September tenth, we will retroactively waive any late fees 
that have been assessed.  So, we’re essentially allowing the student to pay by October without 
any late payment fees and that seems the best that we can do at the moment.  The account will 
technically still be past due.  If the student wanted a transcript they would have to contact us 
and we would release them to be given one but I can’t make the account actually look current 
but this way there will be not actual financial penalty.   
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HORNE:  Thank you and we were very grateful.  That essentially just solved this problem.  I 
mean, there might be some things around the edges, again which we discussed at that meeting, 
but essentially, because she was so gracious actually that took care of this so we were certainly 
grateful for you then and appreciate you presenting that right now.  So we don’t need to take 
any further action on resolution number two.   
If you would turn to number 3 and 4, these essentially stem from the same issue.  But, if I could, 
on the back page of number 4, at the heading, it says “Appendix One,” this is a copy I retyped, 
but this is essentially a copy of a resolution that passed the Bloomington Faculty Council in April 
1995, and again, you can read that, but it essentially was a mandate to the, I forget which 
committee here, sorry, the Educational Policy Committee, to stabilize the enrolments of classes 
sooner, and they took some action to do that and you see at the bottom of that page; number 
1, undergraduate and graduate course dropped by the end of the first week will not become 
part of the student’s permanent record, number 2, academic deans should ensure that their 
faculty and other instructors create regularly update the course description that are sufficiently 
informative and detailed to be useful to students in making registration decisions.  These 
course descriptions should be make available online to students at least three weeks prior to 
the start of registration, and number 3, at the end of the end of the 1995, 96 registration 
period, the EPC in consultation with the budgetary affairs committee should review the late 
program change fee structure in order to evaluate its fairness and effectiveness. 
 
I have no information what happened regarding number 3 on that point, but it seems to me, I 
was not on the faculty at that time, there was mandate given to the Educational Policies 
Committee, the action they took was to institute substantial fees for changing classes, for 
changing registration at the end of the first week, so they addressed it that way and they also 
mandated to faculty and to Deans and chairs, that information would be available soon so that 
students could made these decisions.  And it seems to me, this is my opinion now, not from 
anything in writing, that we were very careful as a university to institute those fees and make 
sure that the students paid those fees and I believe the Registrar will support that. He gave us 
information at the committee meeting we had where there is a substantial drop-off at the end 
of the first week to people making course changes because the fees are so stiff, because they’re 
so significant, so that part of the equation was handled and was taken care of and has been 
operating, probably since 1995. The part of the equation where faculty have the information 
ready for students in time, and that, you know, they have every decision they need, that part 
has not been taken care of so it seems to me, from anecdotal evidence mainly.  So number 3 is 
a solution to the problem presented by the GPSO that would essentially - I will let Nick speak to 
this - that will essentially allow students to make changes through their courses through the 
end of the second week as opposed to the first week.  I personally do not support this 
resolution, and most of the faculty on the SAAAC does not; one member does.  The student 
members of the GPSO all do, with one exception; one does not.  And I was asked why I wanted 
to bring it to the floor for that reason, it felt too much to me - and I’m not trying to be facetious 
here in all seriousness - it felt too much to me like watching Washington D.C. where there’s a 
completely partisan vote on some issue and the committee chair just decides ‘No, I don’t want 
it,’ and therefore won’t let it go any further.  I believe that this would be detrimental, that we 
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would go back to having a very unstable schedule through the beginning of the third week and 
I’m concerned about that, even if it were to be implemented, and I will let Nick speak for why 
he thinks it’s possible and it’s correct to do that, but I didn’t want to just stop the discussion so 
that’s why we’re having the conversation.  I would rather, personally again, solve the problem 
by going to resolution number 4, which would address the issue not with late fees by allowing 
students to change later, but by making sure that the information is there and by giving that a 
little teeth.  You can read the entire document, but if you’ll turn to again, number 4, turn to the 
second page and look at point number 5, this essentially would say that if a course does not 
meet during the first week of classes and/or the course syllabus grading summary and rough 
schedule of assignments and tests etc… is not available to students before the end of the first 
week of classes.  In other words, if the students don’t have the information that we promised 
them that they would have, then the drop and add fees and penalties to the student for making 
changes in his or her schedule in that class would be paid by the department instead of the 
student.  So that’s a solution that the faculty of the Student Academic Affairs Committee and 
the students as far as I know, I haven’t heard from one faculty member about this but I believe 
it has unanimous support and that’s why, in a gross oversimplification of the matter, I say the 
students want to solve it by going at the end of the problem, and this is a solution that would 
be at the beginning of the problem.  And I have one e-mail I’d like to read before I open to the 
floor.  This is from one of the student members of the GPSO who wrote me about one of the 
needs for this.  He told a story for instance; Chris also pointed out, ‘a prime example of 
professors not having classes or the syllabus set at the beginning of class,’ one friend he said, 
‘this semester registered for doctoral accounting class, and the class did not meet the first 
week.  The professor had them come in on the weekend to make up the class.  While this 
particular student decided to take and remain in the class, any student who decided that this 
class was not right for them, would not have been able to drop without a fee and the class 
hadn’t even met the first week.  Secondly, the American Political Science Association meetings, 
as another example, are during the first week of class every year causing many professors to 
cancel class that week.  I have been in several classes where the class was cancelled the first 
week due to conferences.  This would prevent anyone in that class from having class before he 
would have to make a decision whether or not he wanted to stay in the class without a 
substantial fee.’ And, so that’s why we’re putting these two resolutions forward, and I’d like to 
then allow Nick speak to resolution three, primarily.   
 
CLARK:  I do have some brief comments, just to provide you a little bit of context of our 
approach.  I do want to thank Professor Horne because I know he does have misgivings about it 
,but he’s worked very hard to ensure that everyone’s voice is heard on this and I think that’s 
commendable and I’d also like to thank Dean Wimbush and the Graduate School because they 
also have had similar concerns but have been nothing but absolutely supportive of graduate 
students in these resolutions and everything else all year long.  I want to emphasize to you a 
distinction between two types of fees because I think that’s important to understanding why 
we’ve proposed this.  All students are assessed a relatively small administrative fee which 
increases over the course of the semester for making a change to their course schedule, and 
that fee the GPSO has no problem with. I mean I’m sure there are several people that would 
rather not pay it, but we certainly understand why that fee is in place.  That’s not the fee 
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addressed by this resolution.  There’s a second financial penalty that only applies to graduate 
students who are not paying a flat rate for tuition which is nearly all student academic 
appointees, so those students that do pay a flat fee and are not subject to that second penalty, 
includes most undergraduates, most MBA students and most law students.  So the fee we’re 
talking about applies to a relatively small percentage of the student population and for SAA’s, if 
you make a change to your schedule after the first week of classes, you forfeit nearly 25 % of 
your paid tuition.  The amounts are detailed in the first paragraph within the resolution but it is 
a substantial amount of money that this student population pays if they make any change to 
their courses or, I should be more clear about that I apologize, if they drop a course and then 
add a course to replace it, that’s when they’re then subject to this penalty.  Such large fees in 
effect, prohibit graduate students from making those types of changes to their course schedule 
after the first week of classes, for there are very few graduate students, as we just discussed, 
who could afford to cover those penalties.  We think that this situation creates a problem for 
graduate students under two sets of circumstances.  First, it is not uncommon for a class to be 
cancelled in the first week due to an academic conference as Professor Horne detailed in the e-
mail, or an academic presentation or if the faculty member has to be absent for personal 
reasons, and we do believe that the SAAAC resolution that’s been proposed does address those 
circumstances and that’s why the GPSO does fully support that resolution.  We do believe 
however, that there’s also cause to consider and pass the first resolution and that’s because 
second, it may not always be clear to a graduate student how a particular course could benefit 
or even harm their graduate training until well into the second week of classes . This situation is 
particularly aggravated if the syllabus for a course is not made available or the focus of the 
course is not made clear ahead of time.  Even with this information, a graduate student may 
still show up for the first week of classes, receive the syllabus and then not come back until the 
second week of classes until they hear the first lecture to realize what the course is and how it’s 
suited to their particular needs.  We believe such a problem becomes more likely for students 
who are taking courses outside of their department, as is the case for so many of us that have 
to complete an eclectic minor.  In those situations, we don’t have advisors, faculty, or other 
graduate students that can give us any sort of reasonable queues on what the courses we’ve 
enrolled in might be like and how they might be suited for our particular career interests.  In 
these instances then, students do require some flexibility to make necessary changes and we 
have heard in the GPSO several stories and testimonials from students who have been put in 
very difficult positions by this policy.  Our recent survey of the graduate and professional 
student population, which had 803 respondents, indicates that 90% of the graduate student 
population supports changing this policy.  We have a petition with nearly 500 signatures 
attached to this resolution, and I would also note that the IUSA Congress passed a resolution 
unanimously.  The GPSO Assembly and the IUSA Congress I believe, understand the good 
administrative and academic reasons for the policy.  Graduate seminars obviously have smaller 
enrollment numbers, and a change of three to four students can impact whether or not a 
course will be allowed to stay on the books; can impact how well you’re able to teach the 
course, it can affect the costs that the university incurs for the course, and it can affect the 
administration’s ability to effectively manage course offerings and enrollments.  At the same 
time we do not believe a change in this policy of one week will be detrimental to the campus.  
There is no existing policy like this for the majority of students. Undergraduates and MBA 



14 

 

students, law students again, do not pay this penalty.  I believe the Registrar presented data at 
the SAAAC meeting that indicates that the number of course changes has actually declined 
across the student population with the current set of administrative fees.  So with that basic 
administrative fee that’s in place that everyone pays, there’s good evidence that that is enough 
to keep people from changing courses on a whim, and to prevent a sort of volatility that 
everyone is worried about.  I’d conclude with making somewhat of a plea to you.  As you all 
know, graduate students occupy a unique, somewhat awkward position in the university.  In 
the same manner as faculty, we are accountable to undergraduate students as their instructors 
and as the beneficiaries of this institution.  In the same manner as undergraduates, we are 
beholden to the faculty as your students.  I really believe that if this type of penalty were 
imposed on undergraduate students or if for some strange twist of fate, it was imposed on 
faculty - can’t imagine what that would be - the response would be of monumental anger.  
There would be protests and the penalty would be reversed.  We are not coming to you today 
in any sort of monumental anger, we are not coming to you in protest and we don’t think that 
the policy should be reversed. We would just add that for this second penalty, we have an 
additional week before that is imposed upon graduate students.   
 
HANSON:  Any discussion?  
 
PRATT:  I would like to very strongly support the recommendation from the student 
organization because in our department we have graduate students who are going to be 
teaching our undergraduate laboratories.  And there’s a very difficult matrix that we try to align 
that first week of the courses they’re taking and the offerings in the labs and sometimes we’re 
having to remove a lab section, which we thought would allow them to teach in a way that fit 
with their schedule because of either over enrollments or under enrollments.  So frequently, 
despite everybody’s good planning, we find ourselves making adjustments that then ripple 
through the graduate student body.  I don’t know about other departments, but it’s very 
difficult for us to really get everything sorted out that first week.  And I think I would really like 
to see this pushed back by one week.  I’ve seen it really deeply distress my own graduate 
students to where we were really sort of paralyzed about making decisions because it’s just too 
soon. 
 
CALLOWAY-THOMAS:  In the fifth whereas clause you make it very clear that the Bursar 
imposes “substantial fees in the form of interest…” 
 
PERRY:  What clause is this? 
 
CALLOWAY-THOMAS:  This is resolution number three.  You make it clear the Bursar imposes a 
substantial fee or “substantial fees,” you say, in the form of interest. I want to know how much 
interest does the university get from allowing the system to persist?  What effect would it have 
if this resolution were passed? 
 
CLARK:  I think the Bursar can answer that.  But I would say that the second resolution that was 
addressed in terms of the payment schedule actually would resolve that problem, right, 
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because as the Bursar outlined the interest would no longer be assessed to tuition that’s on a 
student’s account until October, you know, providing that they have a tuition fee remission and 
that their account is in good standing.  So that particular clause is in effect addressed by the 
second resolution.  But in terms of the amount of interest, I certainly couldn’t speak to that. 
 
S. COTE:  The late payment fee is 1 ½% per month.  So, it’s technically a late payment fee, not 
interest.  But this is talking about the missing fee remission, and I hope we’ve addressed the 
late posting of the fee remission. 
 
CALLOWAY-THOMAS:  So how is that money used? 
 
S. COTE:  It goes right back into our operating budget at the campus level.  It does not stay with 
me.  
 
CALLOWAY-THOMAS: Thank you. 
 
HORNE:  I’m sorry, with your permission, before we take any more faculty questions.  All of the 
faculty members of the SAAAC were in favor of this, until we had a meeting with the Registrar 
and the Bursar who explained some other ramifications of this.  And I’m wondering if you might 
be - the things I’m concerned about are the reporting and, you know also, my understanding 
was, if we changed it here, if we sought to change it here, it would have to be changed 
throughout the university system--and those are some of the other factors involved in this.  This 
sounds really nice to me when I first read it and was all in favor of it until we met with Roland 
and Susan, so I’m wondering if you might stand and give us some of the information you gave 
us at that committee meeting, and then of course we can continue the conversation.  Thank 
you. 
 
R. COTE:  Well the primary issue was recalling—and I didn’t have the document that Brian 
brought to the group today—recalling the resolution from the mid-nineties where this question 
was addressed and the solution that was presented or the resolution was presented by the BFC 
was that the syllabi or detailed instructor course descriptions be posted prior to the students’ 
registration.  That was the main issue, so that’s how the problem was supposedly to be 
resolved.  And the adherence to that resolution -- to that policy—was pretty sketchy.  Basically, 
the Dean of the Faculties at the time stepped up to the plate and provided a website for 
departments to submit these course descriptions.  And back then we linked, actually linked, the 
registration process to that website so that students while they were registering could go take a 
look at the detailed description, come back and either register or not register for the course.  
We had fairly good compliance at the beginning back in ‘95, ’96, ’97 and then over time it has 
deteriorated considerably.  We’re now picking that up again in student systems to see how we 
can replicate that kind of a process to make it very easy.  Basically we’re approaching it the 
same way the Higher Education Opportunity Act, one of the recommendations there is that —
not recommendations, but requirements—is that text book information be presented at the 
time or prior to registration.  Basically we’re kind of hooking into that concept of fundamental 
consumer information and we believe that class descriptions and class syllabi should also be 



16 

 

made available to students at the time of selection. That is the primary response to this, and I 
think that’s what Brian was referring to when you look at number five in the memo.  I think 
that’s the resolution number 4, item 5.   
 
HORNE: Thank you. 
 
R. COTE: The other issue which we haven’t really explored completely yet is that the university 
does report enrollment information, enrollment data, and that’s headcount, credit hours, and 
any other relevant information at the end of the first week of classes.  That’s our official census 
date.  So we anticipate that there will be some stability by the end of the first week of classes.  
Now we haven’t really totally explored what the ramifications would be if we moved the free 
drop/add period into the second week.  That’s another consideration. 
 
CLARK:  I do want to emphasize though, that again the resolution isn’t about the policy, which 
is obviously good policy, or even the administrative fees that are applied to all students about 
the students, which are obviously good students.  It’s only about this second penalty that only 
applies to certain SAA’s that aren’t subject to the flat fee.  So I think a lot of our concerns about 
what would happen with enrollments or, you know, issues of that; that would be affected if we 
were talking about fee that applies to all students, but this fee only applies to a small 
percentage of students currently.  And so, it’s hard to see how it will have monumental 
implications for reporting or for income of for anything of that nature given that it has such a 
limited range… 
 
R. COTE: I agree – no, I agree - that may not be a major consideration in this particular case. 
However, if you look at the resolution, some of the…we talked about number 3, some of the 
points, one in particular, are applicable to any student.  A student who is not a SAA could also 
say, ‘you know with these constraints, students do not have enough time to assess the quality 
of teaching.  Any student.’  And yes, I think one of the fears I have is that the principles are 
good, but they’re also more broadly applicable—or other groups will find them broadly 
applicable -- and I think we need to take that into consideration. 
 
WIMBUSH: If I could just ask, Roland…  
 
R. COTE: Yes? 
 
WIMBUSH: Doesn’t the 25% penalty apply to other campuses—to graduate students and 
undergraduate students on other campuses? 
 
S. COTE: Yep, that’s me. 
 
R. COTE: I’ll pass that on to the Bursar. 
 
S. COTE:  The refund policy is system-wide. Yes, it is in effect on all campuses.  And the other 
campuses do not have an undergraduate flat fee.  The flat fee had been mentioned a lot as a 
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great deal.  But one of the reasons that we allow undergraduates to make changes more freely 
is that undergraduate flat fee is pegged at 16 hours so you may be in 12, but you’re basically 
paying for 16.  That was why that deal was made at the time.  So we do allow those 
adjustments as long as they remain within 12 to 17 hours.  As soon as an undergrad adds 
beyond 17, those additional credits are subject to exactly the same penalties that a graduate 
student who is assessed per credit hour is subject to.  So the 100% refund the first week, 75% 
the second, 50% the third, 25% the fourth is across all eight campuses and has been in place 
since the early eighties.   
 
HOLTZWORTH-MUNROE:  I actually strongly support the student’s resolution, despite the nice 
explanation, I’ve seen many students suffer through this… 
 
UNKNOWN MALE SPEAKER: I can’t hear you. 
 
HOLTZWORTH-MUNROE: Sorry, I’m saying I strongly support the student’s resolution, despite 
your good arguments, I’ve see a lot of students really worry about this, really suffer from it 
when they need to make a change.  We can talk about having syllabi ready by registration, but I 
bet if you took a sampling of people in this room who are teaching a new course in the fall, 
having to have their syllabus ready in March for registration—it’d be a small percentage; partly 
because we do a lot of creative stuff in the summer before when we’re getting ready to teach, 
but that’s not the only issue.  I think that even if the syllabus or course description is posted, 
different faculty teach the course different ways, and as we all know a course can look great on 
paper and a syllabus and there are people I wouldn’t want to take a course from if you paid me 
except you can’t find that out until you go into the room with that person and see how they are 
and how they match to your learning style, etc…  It just seems to me that one week is not 
enough time to make that judgment.  I don’t understand, I mean, I am not a person who 
understands registrars or bursars, but it’s interesting because I had a daughter who recently 
went through the college application process. There are whole universities, very prestigious 
universities in this country, where students have a shopping period they go to any class they 
want for two to three weeks and then choose.  So I don’t understand why we can’t have at least 
minimal flexibility here to let student make reasonable decisions about their education.  So I 
would support the students’ resolution. 
 
MCCORMICK:  Nick, while I support the intent, the idea of one group paying that’s different 
from other groups, I guess I have to take exception to one of the premises of this and that is 
contained really in your seventh “Whereas” that states that while I don’t disagree that most 
graduate courses, at least in my unit, meet only once a week, to say that the first week includes 
no content or no ability to evaluate the teaching, I think is really a misrepresentation.  You 
know, that statement I personally take exception to. There is content provided in the first week; 
students do have an opportunity to evaluate the teaching style, the information.  Course 
descriptions are currently available in all course catalogs, which are available on every unit’s 
website.  I mean I recently tried to track down courses and did a lot of searching.  The detailed 
description may not be available that’s available on a syllabus, but I disagree with the premise 
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that, you know, there’s no way to evaluate the quality of a course within the first week.  I just 
disagree with that. 
 
CLARK:  Well, we’ve heard a lot of people that would I think agree with that, and then we have 
heard from some students who have argued that not often, but occasionally, courses don’t 
meet at all in the first week is some examples we’ve been given and many other cases when it 
does meet it’s to provide the syllabus and to get the first week’s readings and then you leave.  
That’s not to say that there aren’t descriptions.  And also I think underneath the table there’s 
discussion amongst students about what different courses are like and different instructors are 
like that provide that sort of information.  But we do believe that that probably varies across 
the university—how much information and how accurate of information students have going 
into the second week.   
 
HANSON: Steve? 
 
BURNS:  Yeah, I just want to speak also that I support it because not only are we also going 
through this period of reorganization during the first week, but our students take a wide variety 
of minors and so they’ve got constraints from classes in other schools even that will sometimes 
push them in and out of being able to attend what they finally settle on.  So that first week is a 
tough period to hold to. 
 
HORNE:  May I? I’m sorry, if I may just interject.  Everybody who has spoken in favor—I can’t 
find myself disagreeing—but don’t you have a concern that you say that’s what happens in the 
first week and that’s why you want to give them a second time, but do you have no fear that if 
we move it that that will then be what happens in the first week and the second week?   I mean 
wasn’t that what happened in 1995; there was this problem and this was the course of action 
that was taken?  And now we want to change that part of it.  But there was a reason that this 
body—I wasn’t in it—but there was a reason this body took that action in 1995 and it seems to 
me that all these reasons are still well felt. That’s nice, but at some point there has to be a 
deadline, and in 1995 this body deemed that it should be at that time.  Otherwise we’re 
shopping through the third week, or why not the fourth week?  And when do we decide then 
that here is what our courses are.  What happens if we have a class that is barely hanging on 
into the second week and somebody is shopping and decides to drop it and then therefore the 
enrollment drops below what the university will allow for the class to continue?    Into the 
second or the third week, what do we do then? 
 
HANSON: Actually I was a member about then. (Laughter.)  And it was cast as a kind of 
reclaiming the semester.  People felt that the classes couldn’t get going properly because there 
was too much moving in and out.  On the other hand, I think that back in those days some of 
those other pressures about enrollment management weren’t quite there in the same way that 
they are now. Yeah? 
 
FARRIS:  Did you talk about at all the ability of graduate students especially to go to the faculty 
members and talk about whether this course would meet your needs and expectations?  
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Especially electronically, we all get many more queries about our courses in advance even if 
we’re still working on our syllabi or if faculty might be changed out to teach a certain course. 
 
CLARK:  I have to be honest, that wasn’t discussed in a lot of detail.  I mean that it was 
mentioned that, for instance, if a faculty member decides to extend vacation into their first 
week, which is clearly against BFC policy, (laughter) but then doesn’t have it—because we do 
have examples of that, if someone’s doing it it’s probably someone that’s, you know, is in a 
position to do it and is also in a position that most graduate students aren’t going to want to 
question them. (laughter)  Beyond that, I think that that’s a valid point.  I think that the notion 
of having a second week is so that you can actually be in the class—that’s what’s important to 
people. 
  
HANSON: Andrea? 
 
CICCARELLI:  Theoretically, in principle, I may support all of this, but my objection in principle 
on the other hand is that I don’t think we should or we could – I don’t know, you choose 
whatever you want – we should make rules based on exceptions because there are 2% or 10% 
of faculty members who cancel class in the first week. They may cancel three classes in the 
fourth, fifth, and sixth week, and that’s even worse in a sense.  And I speak as a former chair 
and I had many of these people. (laughter)   And none of them are here in this room of course. 
(laughter) But the point is, I just think that making a rule based on exceptions is a bad rule-
making principle.  And this is something that I would like you to go back and talk to your 
colleagues to make sure this is something you want to do, because then it’s very easy to open 
up Pandora’s box and have, you know, like revolving doors and people coming back in the next 
BFC or next year somebody would want to make another rule based on exception. 
 
CLARK:  If you’re speaking to the GPSO on that, we can certainly do that, although I would say 
that… 
 
CICCARELLI:  Especially, -- do you see my point?  You’re saying because there are some 
professors who cancel classes, because there are some professors then who do not follow the 
syllabus that they have sent the week before classes, then we should do this.  But this is, I hope, 
some, not many, not often.   And I would like to know what‘s the difference, for instance, 
between schools?  Because it seems to me, that for instance in Arts & Sciences in many 
departments you don’t have so many troubles like this because there are not so many courses 
offered to begin with. 
 
CLARK:  I mean, all I can say is that when this issue comes up there’s always -- what I can do is 
compile a list of stories or testimonials, I don’t know how useful that would really be to people.  
But every time this discussion comes up it becomes a horde of graduate students telling their 
own stories about how they’ve experienced this at some point in their career.  Now that’s not 
to say it’s not relatively rare but I do think it’s widespread enough that developing quick-fix 
solutions to it is ignoring what’s possibly a larger underlying problem.  And you know again in 
terms of the shopping aspect of it that Professor Horne talked about earlier, and our surveys—
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we had 800 respondents as I said—and we asked what you would like to see done with this 
policy, and more often than not students are saying just eliminate it altogether, you know.  
Obviously, that’s not a possibility—but that’s nearly 90% of 1/10 of the IU student body that 
responded to that survey that feels that this is too constricting. 
 
CICCARELLI:  Okay, then let me ask you a follow up question, do you need to have the syllabus 
posted at least three weeks before—which of course between fall and spring would be 
impossible, let’s face it—at least three weeks before in order to figure out whether you like the 
class or not?  How long does it take a student to read a syllabus?   
 
CLARK: Well I think that the idea is… 
 
CICCARELLI: Because, let me say why, there are many faculty members that for instance in 
August are involved with orientation for new undergrad and graduate students and of course 
there are many people that begin working, teaching wise, much sooner than the students 
think—they are not writing the syllabus on the Friday before classes start and sending them out 
on Sunday.  I think it’s a little bit unreasonable, honestly. 
 
CLARK:  The third resolution isn’t about placing restrictions on what faculty do at all, but just 
extending the week by which graduate students can drop classes.  Because we did feel that it 
might be unreasonable, we did feel it’s unreasonable to demand that faculty not attend a 
conference in the first week if that’s what they need to do.  And so the solution there then is to 
provide a second week.  And we felt that also accounts for our second set of circumstances, 
which is that to really know if a course is appropriate for you, it’s helpful to sit through it once.  
That might be in the first week in some situations, it might be in the second week in others.  
And that’s how we came to the criteria of two weeks.   
 
CICCARELLI: Let me say I understand, but here it says at least three weeks prior to the start of 
registration. 
 
HORNE:  That’s from 1995, I mean that was the action--I quoted that from 1995.  The only new 
action that I suggested in the resolution that is essentially addressing this a different way is 
point number five—if you want to change that we can talk about it—but three weeks before 
registration, if I’m not mistaken, is current policy, at least it’s supposed to be. 
 
CICCARELLI:  I’m sorry, course description, course description, I apologize. 
 
HORNE:  But that’s current policy, but I do want to say, because I share the same thing, and 
made the same point that you did that we should not make rules based on anecdotal evidence 
of exceptions.  To me it seems to be better to handle it a different way, which is why I suggest 
on the odd exception that a faculty member does not meet during the first week because of a 
conference or a family illness or whatever, if students can’t get the information they need 
during the first week, hopefully it would be a very rare thing, and in those instances then the 
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department chair and the department would bear the costs, you know, for the student.  So it 
seems to me… 
 
COTE: That’s correct. 
 
STEPHENS: It would be waived. 
 
HANSON:  I have something to say about that.  That’s not doable, I mean they don’t any funds 
for that. (laughter) 
 
HORNE: Well, one way or another that they could talk to… that’s the information that I had, if 
that’s not doable then I can work on other information from Susan Cote. If it would be better to 
simply say that they would be waived and she would be okay with that, then we can pursue 
that resolution.  The point is the students shouldn’t be responsible for it. 
 
HANSON: I understand. 
 
HORNE:  But I don’t think, the reason that I wrote the second one, number 4, is that I agree.  I 
don’t think it’s right to change the entire university system based on some exceptions.  What I 
would rather do is see those students be allowed to make their choices free from a penalty if 
they weren’t given the information that we said, fourteen years ago, they would have. 
 
S. COTE:  Change is hard administratively.  For example, the case where a SAA’s teaching 
responsibilities are changed in the first week and therefore they have to drop/add.  Those are 
usually processed actually through the Registrar’s office as administrative changes (laughter) 
and they are passed by my office, but those are approved routinely.  I don’t know that we’ve 
seen them when there wasn’t a syllabus posted or those kinds of circumstances, but I mean 
there are administrative changes and maybe you can speak to the breadth of those. 
 
R. COTE:  Well, there are several.  And I think all of your departments or the chairs and in some 
cases the Deans are aware of the fact that they have to adjudicate.  Basically you would have to 
determine, or your chair would have to say ‘yes, here’s the problem we weren’t able to set up 
this lab therefore the AI had to go to another class,’ -- fine.  And we take care of that.  This is 
exception processing, and any major system deals with exception processing.  Exception 
processing is expensive, but we deal with it.  And we do do that.  
 
HANSON:  Maxine? 
 
WATSON:  It seems to me we’re focusing on the intervening whereases and kind of picking 
them apart.  Whereas I think the take-home message is the graduate students are being 
assessed a large penalty for making changes beyond that first week for whatever reason.  But I 
think the question [inaudible] a policy that will allow the population of graduate students who 
are subject to not flat fees to be able to do this after two weeks.  And all these whereases, 
which I think Nick couldn’t justify, some of the reasons, I think are attracting more attention 
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than the take-home message which is that when students are needing to make changes 
[inaudible]. 
 
HANSON: Jim? 
 
PERRY:  I agree.  I think some of the whereases need to be cleaned up.  I support the graduate 
students’ concern here about the excessive penalty that they have to pay.  But I think another 
point is, and you’ve made the point already, that point 5 here is probably not workable and 
doable.  And I’d be concerned both about the ambiguity of point 5 as well as the fact that it’s a 
cost assessed to the student, or a cost that will show up on the student’s account, and the 
department is supposed to take care of it somehow and as Karen suggests that’s not going to 
be possible.  What I would suggest is a possibility that maybe using this exception process to be 
clearer and even though it is expensive to process an administrative exception, I would rather 
see that so we could get some justice for the graduate students—not have to change the policy 
of the first week decision making, to get some stability, so we can meet the census 
requirements.  But also, you know, sort of fix the problems either with particular faculty or the 
departments or whatever.  The student that, you know, from whom you quoted, contacted me, 
because I think he’s either a student in political science or SPEA.   And you know political 
science has its conference typically, you know, Labor Day weekend, the first week of the 
semester and if somebody has to cancel their classes, they don’t meet with those students, you 
know, until the second week. If they’re a new faculty member or whatever, there’s the 
potential for assessing a fairly significant fee on the student that ought not to fall on the 
students.  
 
CLARK:  There are already a lot of students that are put in these situations that are allowed 
exceptions and I think our only two concerns with the exceptions is that there may be too many 
exceptions.  That’s where the numbers might come into play, but there’s a lot of examples 
we’ve been giving where graduate students are in this situation.  You know exceptions don’t 
apply if you get to your second week and you just discover that a course in effect is reviewing 
something that you’ve already done and that might not have been clear in the course 
description, you may not have had a syllabus, or if you did, it may not have been clear in that.  It 
may not be clear until the course actually starts.  There is a third problem, which is how many 
people actually know about that?  We heard a story within Prof. Horne’s committee in fact in 
SPEA where there was apparently a new advisor that came into play and wasn’t aware that 
there were exceptions possible, and so there was a student that had a death in the family, who 
could be in the first week of classes, came back in the second week and ultimately was subject 
to the 25% fee because, you know, there’s new administration that came in and didn’t realize 
that there were exceptions to be had.  So then to rely on exceptions means you have to ensure 
that absolutely everyone in this institution is aware of those exceptions and how to go about 
getting them.  And I think that’s an additional burden that’s placed on the institution.   
 
S. COTE:  And those kind of policies are clearly posted on our website.  I mean that’s a fee policy 
appeal, and a death in the family, illness, those kinds of situations are addressed all the time.   
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CLARK:  But the graduate student who’s had the death in the family can’t ensure that their 
advisor or the advisor in the department has read that. 
 
S. COTE:  The student actually appeals on his own behalf.  He doesn’t need his advisor’s 
endorsement.  He would provide proof of the circumstances. 
 
CLARK:  Yeah, but they don’t know that. 
 
S. COTE:  If you look up the fee policies on our website, it’s right there. 
 
PERRY: Well Roland was going to make a comment I think related to the exceptions. 
 
R. COTE:  We’ve floated away from it.  (laughter) The way the resolution is written is—it’s a 
good resolution.  But I find that it’s applicable beyond graduate students.  I think that the 
principles are applicable to undergrads as well as grads.  They become complicated when the 
graduate student is also an SAA.   I mean that complicates it even further because they’re 
getting a fee remission.  But otherwise, the principles apply, and if we’re just trying to pass a 
resolution in order to avoid a fee or a penalty fee, I think that the resolution addresses the 
penalty fee, but it’s broader than the penalty fee. 
 
CLARK:  We can certainly narrow it.  We can take out the whereases. 
 
R. COTE:  Perhaps it can be reworked, and maybe it’ll end up being the exception. 
 
HANSON:  Okay, people have started voting with their feet about taking a break.  So, are there 
any other burning comments before this goes back?  This was just a first reading. 
 
MEGLEMRE:  I’ll make one briefly, which is just to say we’ve gotten on the topic of acceptance 
and how this is already handleable, but isn’t the idea of what was the comment from over 
there, that we don’t want a policy of exceptions.  We have exceptions for death in the family, 
we have exceptions for if the course schedule changes.  Resolution number 3 actually solves the 
problem that we’re legislating by exceptions and simply addresses a need that graduate 
students are facing, that reduces the administrative burdens as well.  
  
HANSON: Okay, we’ll take a short break and this will be brought back.   
 
AGENDA ITEM #7: RESOLUTION ON INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY POLICY REVENUE DISTRIBUTION 
FOR BLOOMINGTON CAMPUS  
 
HANSON:  Lisa and Herb have humanized these meetings too much, everybody enjoys the 
breaks, the popcorn, (laughter) but there’s a lot of business done on the break.  Now, though, 
on to item number 7 on the agenda:  the Resolution on Intellectual Property Policy Revenue 
Distribution for the Bloomington Campus.  Steve? 
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BURNS:  Okay.  Yeah, this is the second reading of the revenue distribution from intellectual 
property proceeds.  It’s pretty straightforward.  Again I’ll just reiterate very quickly that there’s 
a portion of the profit, if you will, that comes from intellectual property distribution, of 15%, 
that is intended for distribution to campus units, and our policy specifies that the campus 
should define what that is.  The Research Affairs Committee is recommending that that be 
interpreted as being that portion going to the responsibility center or responsibility centers 
where the intellectual property was generated and being directed as close as is reasonable to 
the originating source of the intellectual property to enhance the generation of future 
developments.  Which is a little vague, but it’s intended to be vague (laughter) because 
sometimes it can be ten years later, and it could be very different situations—the labs involved 
have their own share.  So it’s an umbrella, but the intent is to bring it back close to the 
originator. 
 
HANSON:  Questions or discussion about the resolution?  Herb? 
 
TERRY:  Steve, I have one question.  It’s the last sentence of the “therefore be it resolved.”  
What did you imagine would happen in other RCs?  Why did you decided that only for large RCs 
the guiding principle should be this distribution pattern?  Seems to me like you should just say 
‘the guiding principle for distributing these programs to the many sub-components that there 
are should balance the principles, etc…’  So I’m wondering why you chose that language. 
 
BURNS:  It’s a good question.  Our thinking at the time was thinking of something like the 
college where there are many, many departments and there could be even divisions within a 
department and we wanted to move it down that chain.  But you’re correct in that really it 
should be true of any responsibility center. 
 
TERRY:  So would you accept as a friendly amendment, deleting “large?” 
 
BURNS: Yes I would.  Randy, you’re on the committee too aren’t you? 
 
R. ARNOLD:  Yes. 
 
BURNS:  That’s fully… 
 
R. ARNOLD:  We’ll just take out “for large RCs” as our guiding principle. 
 
BURNS:  “The guiding principle”—so we’ll delete that, I agree.  A friendly amendment. 
 
TERRY:  The first one says to the RC and the second one says [inaudible]. 
 
PRATT:  And I think that’s consistent with the discussions last year.  A lot of this was revisited 
that was [inaudible] the guiding principles. 
 
HANSON:  Any other comment?  Are you ready to vote on this?   
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DETHLOFF: We don’t have a quorum. 
 
HANSON: What? 
 
DETHLOFF: We don’t have a quorum. 
 
HANSON: We don’t? Oh! We’re not ready to vote on it.  We don’t have a quorum.  Sorry, Steve.  
Thank you Steve (laughter), we’ll get you before break next time.   
 
TERRY:  We’ll take away the popcorn. (laughter) 
 
HANSON: Okay, discussion of changes to the BFC constitution.  Jim and Lisa?  [several speakers-
-inaudible]--do we want discussion now? 
 
AGENDA ITEM #8: DISCUSSION OF CHANGES TO THE BFC CONSTITUTION 
 
CAPSHEW:  Why don’t we put down and we can discuss and vote next time. 
 
HANSON:  We should have a discussion. 
 
CAPSHEW:  No, well, we could. 
 
TERRY:  If I can make a comment, we’re trying to speed up, Lisa, getting an initial draft of 
minutes out.  So, I think our goal, if this goes on today, would be to get some summary of those 
minutes, of this meeting out to every member before the next one.  And hope that they would 
be satisfied with reading that, raising whatever questions they had and voting quickly. 
   
CAPSHEW:  Okay this is the second reading.  You’ve seen it before.  I did respond to several of 
the comments that people brought up.  I consulted with Ed Greenebaum, who is a former 
president of the BFC, about language and things.  I had a discussion with Tom Gieryn, Vice 
Provost, and Jane McLeod, Associate Vice Provost, and Lisa.  We met together to talk about the 
Academic Handbook.  We’re trying to spruce up the language, to get our language congruent 
with other procedures in this document especially the voting procedures for non-tenure track 
faculty people.  We’re trying to provide some congruence with the definition of “faculty” in the 
other parts of the constitution where we talk about voting rights to faculty and also trying to 
get congruent with the Academic Handbook that governs the university.  The first section here, 
the definition of the faculty, was the one that we had problems with and you can see what 
we’ve done, we have regularized that.  And I can answer questions if people have questions on 
that first section, perhaps.  Tom, can you help out?  Yeah, sure. 
 
GIERYN:  First, Jim, I reviewed the revisions and Jane McLeod, Associate Vice Provost, who is in 
charge of the general revision of the Bloomington Academic Guide, has reviewed these 
proposed changes, both of us have the same reaction that you and Lisa have done a wonderful 
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job cleaning up/clearing up and we greatly appreciate your work.  In general, both of us find the 
proposal worthy of passing.  There are two questions, one is just an observation the other is a 
very small but significant friendly amendment.  The observation is that there are some other—
in the university’s menu of ranks—there are some other non-tenure track positions that I think 
are very clearly not to be included in the faculty even though they are not listed on this:  
“academic specialist,” “health center physician” and “teacher in pre-college level teaching,”—
you can figure out what programs those might be in.  We’ve never included them; I don’t think 
they should be included under 1.3 as being excluded, I think it should be understood that 
they’re excluded.  But I simply mention them because if you’re nervous about that you might 
want to change it.  There is a change that I would like to propose, a friendly amendment to that 
same clause 1.3.  There are actually two bits to this, one is simply the sequence of ranks listed 
under the last sentence “this excludes designation such as…”  Jane McLeod pointed this out, 
ordinarily we tend to think of the research associates and post-docs kind of together, and what 
I propose is moving “post-doctoral fellow” up, so that it follows “research associate.”  And then 
go to “adjunct visiting.”  And then at the end I need to make the second bit of this.  So the first 
one is just the sequence, the second one is to add to that list “acting,” which is a designation 
that we use, as most of you know, for people that we hire who have not yet completed a 
terminal degree.  They’re assigned typically as an acting assistant professor.  The conversion to 
an assistant professorship is automatic when they complete, within a certain time frame, the 
terminal degree.  Again, we can certainly discuss whether it makes sense to include it, but Jane 
and I both felt that “acting” should be included on the list of those excluded.  One can imagine 
an awkward situation, I don’t know how important or consequential it would be, of an acting 
assistant professor who voted on something and then didn’t complete the terminal degree and 
would never really be made a member of the Bloomington faculty. So I would propose then 
that final sentence in 1.3 end with “and acting.” So we’ve got the two changes. 
 
CAPSHEW:  Yeah, I’ll accept that as a friendly amendment. 
 
PRATT: Tom, I just want to be sure I understand this; “acting” is the only one of that list of other 
interesting non-tenure track appointments that you feel needs to be named by name.  The 
others that you mention—we don’t have to put them in here even though we know there are 
other groups? 
 
GIERYN:  Yeah, I don’t—“health center physician” and “teacher,” I don’t know if we have a 
Health Center—but I suppose  we have some folks at the Health Center that are appointed, I 
didn’t check that.  I did get the text describing academic specialist and, you know, a very quick 
read of it suggests to me that no one would confuse the responsibilities of the academic 
specialist with any of the ranks of faculty, including the other non-tenure track ranks.  It’s in a 
completely different category.  I don’t think it’s necessary to add. 
 
MCCORMICK:  If I could add though, however, when this is interpreted down the line it 
becomes very difficult and greater specificity at this level will help school and department 
policies as well. 
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GIERYN:  If you would like to have that specificity then we simply need to add those three other 
available non-tenure track ranks to the list of excluded, and that’s fine with me. 
 
CAPSHEW:  Are you suggesting that as a friendly amendment, Bryan? 
 
MCCORMICK:  Yeah, I would like to. 
 
CAPSHEW: Okay. 
 
FERRIS:  What’s the definition of ‘adjunct’ in 1.3 for these purposes?  What’s a “teaching 
fellow,” which is not a student appointment in our department?  Is it an adjunct? 
 
CAPSHEW:  The terms of “’acting,’ ‘visiting,’ ‘adjunct’ may modify titles in any appointment 
classification, but constitute distinct appointment classifications.  These classifications are non-
probationary appointments. Visiting and adjunct appointees do not have voting rights in faculty 
governance. “ 
 
FERRIS:  Sounds like it’s an adjective there and not a title. 
 
CAPSHEW:  Yes, it modifies titles in appointments. 
 
FERRIS:  So what’s a “teaching fellow”? 
 
GIERYN:  [Inaudible] 
 
FERRIS:  No, a teaching fellow is what we use in English post-AI contract.  They’re not lecturers, 
they’re not visiting assistant professors. 
 
GIERYN:  It’s not an academic rank according to the book. 
 
[inaudible] 
 
GIERYN:  Is it a student academic appointment? 
 
PRATT:  No, that’s a graduate student! 
 
DOWELL:   There is. 
 
FERRIS: But it’s not a student appointment 
 
HANSON:  Because they’re not enrolled? 
  
FERRIS:  Pardon? 
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HANSON:  Because they’re not enrolled? 
 
FERRIS:  Yeah, they’re enrolled.  Right?  There are dissertation credits maybe. 
 
HANSON:  Well, then they’re a student academic appointment. 
 
FERRIS: Then they considered a faculty tool—it’s not our contract—it’s post-contract.  It’s not a 
lecturer because it’s not a three year, you know, renewable thing. 
 
GIERYN: I’m looking also because the spreadsheet, or the chart here listing all the ranks 
includes student academic appointments, it’s not on that list either, Chris.  So I don’t know.  It 
may be -- we have fictional appointments. (laughter) 
 
HANSON:  Luke? 
 
GILLESPIE:  We have in the music school—I know we have at least two people who are pre-
college teachers.  And one of them actually teaches a class to college students.  I’m not sure 
where she would fit. I don’t know where she would fit in this.  The other teacher teaches, I 
think, only pre-college students.  She not only does that but there is a class that she teaches, 
because it’s just before mine every Tuesday and Thursday at 2:30, and it’s college students, 
exclusively, in her classroom.  And I know she’s fulltime so I’m not sure what her rank is.  
 
GIERYN:  Hearing that, let me second the friendly amendment of Bryan that we should be 
careful and list all of these other academic appointments in that sentence as “excluded.” 
 
CAPSHEW:  Okay, but not Chris’ teaching fellow, because that seems like it’s something for the 
English department. 
 
FERRIS:  I will double check it, but these are folks that can teach intensive writing—they’re 
teaching faculty courses.  They’re not—it’s not in contract. 
 
CAPSHEW:  [inaudible] in the handbook actually. 
 
REILLY:  In our department, those are considered student academic appointees.  We did reuse 
the same term for them there are people in the [inaudible] 901, that have finished their 
coursework and they’re teaching the equivalent of faculty courses.   I think it’s just 
terminological. 
 
FERRIS:  Maybe it’s expanded.  Yeah, okay. 
 
CAPSHEW:  Please note that the sentence structure “this excludes designations such as,” so it’s 
not an exhaustive list, okay?  So we have to, you know, interpret that reasonably. 
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R. ARNOLD:  I was going to suggest that you make your first list exhaustive—try to make that 
one exhaustive. The one that includes clinical ranks, research—if that list is exhaustive, then 
you’re fine.  Then you’re good. 
 
CAPSHEW: It is. 
PRATT:  It is.  Unless there’s something all of us have overlooked in a lot of long discussions that 
is the complete list of the ranks we identify, and the following one is ‘just in case you’re 
wondering, these are specifically excluded,’ but it was very hard to make that list 
comprehensive. 
 
MCCORMICK:  The one challenge with that language , however, is when it mentions research 
ranks, it’s not clear that “research associate” is not in fact a research rank.   
 
CAPSHEW:  Well, it’s not, I mean, according to the Vice Provost for the faculty. 
 
GIERYN: Where are you reading?  Research scholar scientist ranks are very clearly distinguished 
from research associates.  Is that what you’re asking about?  There should be no ambiguity that 
those are very different ranks. 
 
MCCORMICK:  Again, down the line, it’s kind of vague. 
 
DILTS:  Are we moving on or is this….  
 
CAPSHEW:  We’re still talking about article one. 
 
DILTS:  Okay, 1.4 where we eliminate “associate faculty,” eliminate that term entirely?  That’s 
my understanding.  Okay, this is easy then.  We have a couple of places where we do refer to 
associate members and associate faculty in the body of the text.  Notably at section 4.4 “Notice 
of Meetings,” and section 5.4 “Responsibility of the Faculty.”  So you might want to strike 
references to faculty or associate. 
 
CAPSHEW:  Yeah, I didn’t see that.  It’s 4.4? 
 
DILTS:  4.4, “Notice.” 
 
CASPSHEW:  And what’s the other one? 
 
DILTS:  5.4, “Responsibility,” first line on the page. 
 
CAPSHEW:  Lisa, do you want to tell us about your concern about the emeriti status? 
 
PRATT:  Well, yeah in rereading this right before the meeting today, I ended up a little confused 
with our -- still back here now in the section one, “the Faculty” -- and I simply offered as a 
friendly amendment that under what I believe will become the new section 1.4, instead of 
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reading “Emeritus Faculty and Librarians,” it will read “Emeritus Faculty and Emeritus 
Librarians.”  Just because it ended up kind of an awkward sentence, so I suggest that as a 
friendly amendment. 
 
CAPSHEW: I accept that.  Other concerns?  Okay, so we can go through the rest of it I think 
fairly quickly.  Item 2 is really just getting rid of some inconsistencies, no policy changes at all.  
Then one thing we did do, section 4.1, “Annual Report on the State of the Campus,” that is for 
the Provost to give us her State of the Campus address each year and that replaces the State of 
the University report that the President gave in terms of our campus. 
 
HANSON:  Actually, James can I ask about that section 1.5 now, why is this certification made 
by the President, since those appointments are held on campus? 
 
CAPSHEW:   My understanding is that that’s from Craig looking at how the actual certification 
goes on, it goes through the president apparently, but I’m happy to research that. 
 
HANSON:  I mean I’d suspect it goes through Tom’s office. 
 
DETHLOFF:  What’s the question?  
 
CAPSHEW:  Certification of members on section 1.5.  The Provost is saying that she thinks it 
should be made by the Provost’s office, not the University President. 
 
HANSON:  I’m just asking what the thinking was. 
 
CAPSHEW:  That was something that was around before, I’m not… 
 
PRATT: [inaudible] We inherited that. 
 
CAPSHEW: This document has been like, you know, back and forth so that was way before we 
got involved. 
 
DETHLOFF: [inaudible] 
 
PRATT:  Should we say VPFAA or should we just say the Provost? 
 
HANSON:  I think you should say Provost. 
 
CAPSHEW:  Okay. So we’re going to change that to Bloomington Provost on section 1.5.  Tom? 
 
GIERYN:  There’s another issue, “Professional Librarians,” it’s the “professional” part that may 
be a concern—we don’t actually have professional librarians.  You could be using that term 
loosely, but we don’t have a rank.  The ranks are simply Librarian, Associate Librarian, Assistant 
Librarian, and then Affiliated Librarian, AFF, which may raise its own complications. 
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RILEY:  We don’t use that one. 
 
GIERYN:  At all? 
 
RILEY:  No.  Not on the Bloomington Campus. 
 
GIERYN:  Thank you that solves that problem.  But we still have the problem with 
“professional.”  It probably would be best, if we’re being strict about this, to say “librarian 
ranks,” in the same way that we talk about faculty ranks and make the adjustment of the 
wording there. 
 
CAPSHEW:  I’ll strike “professional” for these two cases. 
 
DILTS:  I think you could just get by with “librarians,” but since there are associate and assistant 
librarians… 
 
CAPSHEW:  We don’t do that for the faculty.  It doesn’t say “full, associate, assistant,” so…  
 
DILTS:  Fair enough.  Okay, good enough. 
 
CAPSHEW:  Any other concerns or questions?  For the whole document?  We’ll have another 
chance to review it again. 
 
FIELDS:  I’m not sure if it matters, but it looks like you’re using two different fonts. (laughter)  
You can tell on section 2.1 the letter ‘A’ and the numbers 1,2,3,4,5 that’s obviously like 
[inaudible] font [inaudible], you might want to make that match. 
 
CAPSHEW:  It will be matched. 
 
CLARK: [inaudible] 
 
CAPSHEW:  We’ll make these changes and then we will bring it again. 
 
TERRY:  I guess I have a question about 5.3, for the Provost or Amanda back there.  The 
Bloomington Faculty Council is funded out of campus funds, isn’t it?  Rather than out of 
university funds?   
 
HANSON: Yes. 
 
CAPSHEW:  Okay. 
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MCCORMICK:  Can I ask a question on article four?  4.1, “the faculty shall hold one regular 
meeting as early as practical during the first semester of each academic year” is that—I’ve been 
here 13 years -- and I don’t remember that ever happening before. 
 
CAPSHEW:  Apparently, two state of the campus addresses by the Provost. 
 
TERRY:  They are faculty meetings and announced as that. 
 
MCCORMICK:  They’re announced as that?   
 
TERRY: Yeah. 
 
MCCORMICK:  Okay. 
 
CAPSHEW:  And notice is given to all faculty. 
 
TERRY:  We could give the Provost the option to not do it, unless 800 members of the faculty 
show up, (laughter) but unfortunately we don’t.  
 
CLARK:  I have a minor change too.  It’s in section 5.5, letter G.2, it’s actually “the Graduate and 
Professional Student Organization.”  Sorry, it’s in section 5.G.2, it says “for graduate students 
selected by procedures of the GSO…” it’s the GPSO, “Graduate and Professional...” 
 
CAPSHEW: Yes? 
 
REILLY:  This may just be something that I don’t understand about procedure, but it came up 
today.  When we’re talking about the meetings of the faculty, it says, in section four of article 
four, it mentions the quorum and majority, but it doesn’t say anywhere what the quorum and 
the majority would be for our meetings. 
 
TERRY:  It’s in the bylaws. 
 
CAPSHEW:  Yeah, it’s in the bylaws. 
 
REILLY:  Okay.  Never mind. 
 
CAPSHEW:  And we’ll be sending you a revised—some revisions from the bylaws too, so that’s 
something to look forward to. (laughter) 
 
FIELDS:  This is maybe just me being a naïve undergraduate, but I was surprised that you 
recommend that the university President preside for at least one meeting a semester.  Any 
[inaudible]—is that true?  I just wondered if he had any plans of attending? (laughter) 
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TERRY:  Well, that phrase was actually ended a couple of years ago when the Trustees made 
the President Chief Executive Officer of the campus.  And the holder of the office that I now 
hold at the time hoped that the President would preside rather regularly, but that has not 
worked out—and I think may not be desirable.   So the language was subtly changed to say that 
whatever we chose —“recommended”—to kind of accommodate the reality that the 
President’s exercise in some instances I would say of his right to participate here is something 
that he’s chosen to delegate to the Provost and I think that’s good.  We’re the faculty and we’re 
primarily concerned with academic issues and the Chief Academic Officer is a good normal 
presiding officer for us.  We’ll have the President back to chair when we start dealing with 
budgetary issues. (laughter) 
 
CAPSHEW:  Okay, any other comments, questions, concerns?  Thank you all. 
 
HANSON:  We’re adjourned. 
 
MEETING ADJOURNED: 5:19PM 
 
 


