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The audio we received is missing the first few minutes where Interim Provost Ciorciari calls the meeting 
to order, makes a motion to approve the March 3, 2026, minutes asks faculty president Bill Ramos to 
explain the procedures for electronic voting during the meeting, the council votes and approves the 
minutes and Carrie Docherty reads a memorial resolution for Ron Hites. The memorial resolution is 
included below. 

Memorial Resolution for Ron Hites 

It is with profound respect and deep gratitude that we commemorate the life and legacy of Ronald A. 

Hites, Distinguished Professor Emeritus of environmental science and chemistry at Indiana University, 

who passed away on January 5, 2024. Professor Hites' exceptional 51-year career set a benchmark in 

environmental science and mass spectrometry, marked by groundbreaking contributions and 

unwavering dedication to research, teaching, and mentorship. 

Born in 1942 in Detroit, Michigan, Ron's early life in the public school system laid the foundation for his 

lifelong passion for science. Guided by resourcefulness and ingenuity, he embarked on a notable project 

in his teenage years: building a 13-foot sailboat. This project epitomized his persistence and innovative 

spirit, traits that defined his scientific career. After graduating with a B.A. in chemistry from Oakland 

University in 1964, he pursued graduate studies at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), 

earning his Ph.D. in 1968 under the mentorship of Klaus Biemann. At MIT, Ron contributed to the 

pioneering development of computer-aided gas chromatography/mass spectrometry (GC-MS), laying 

the groundwork for future advancements in environmental chemistry. 

Following a postdoctoral fellowship with the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Ron returned to MIT, 

contributing to NASA's Viking project, which aimed to deploy a mass spectrometer on Mars. This 

innovative spirit continued throughout his career, reflecting his belief in applying scientific discovery to 

real-world challenges. 

In 1979, Ron joined Indiana University's newly established School of Public and Environmental Affairs 

with a joint appointment in the chemistry department. His leadership and vision propelled the university 

into the forefront of environmental science research. Appointed as Distinguished Professor of Public and 

Environmental Affairs in 1989 and Distinguished Professor of Chemistry in 1997, he exemplified 

interdisciplinary excellence. Over his distinguished tenure, Ron supervised nearly 90 graduate students 

and postdoctoral researchers, producing an impressive body of over 500 published works, including 

numerous highly cited papers. 

Ron was renowned for pioneering the use of mass spectrometry in environmental analysis. His early 

research identifying pollutants, such as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in water samples from 

the Charles River, showcased the power of GC-MS and was published in Science in 1971. At Indiana 

University, his work expanded to studying dioxins, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other 



 

 

persistent organic pollutants. Through analysis of air, water, and sediment samples, he identified the 

sources, distribution, and fate of these hazardous chemicals. His research on dioxins in dated sediment 

cores from the Great Lakes, which he referred to as “the advent of fire study,” provided groundbreaking 

evidence that linked these pollutants to industrial and combustion processes, reshaping environmental 

practices and regulations.” It had been proposed that these pollutants were present in the atmosphere 

since fire had been discovered. Ron’s research suggested that if this theory was true, the advent of fire 

occurred in the 1940s. 

Ron's research significantly influenced environmental policy and practice, particularly regarding 

pollution control in the Great Lakes. His work with the Integrated Atmospheric Deposition Network 

(IADN), funded by the Environmental Protection Agency, cemented his reputation as a leader in long-

term environmental monitoring and atmospheric science. The data produced by IADN, which Ron 

oversaw until 2019, revealed critical insights into the transport and deposition of pollutants and 

informed international environmental policy. 

Throughout his career, Ron garnered numerous accolades, including the American Chemical Society's 

Award for Creative Advances in Environmental Science and Technology (1991), the Founders Award 

from the Society of Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry (1993), and the Lifetime Achievement 

Award from the International Association for Great Lakes Research (2016). Indiana University honored 

him with the Bicentennial Medal in 2020, and in recognition of his contributions, the O’Neill School 

established the Ron Hites Prize in Environmental Science in 2021. 

Beyond his scientific achievements, Ron was deeply admired as a mentor and leader. He inspired loyalty 

and dedication among his students, emphasizing clear, straightforward writing and the value of visual 

data representation. His guiding principle, “perfect is the enemy of good,” underscored his pragmatic 

approach to research, encouraging timely progress over endless refinement. A proponent of simplicity in 

scientific communication, Ron's presentations were marked by humor and concise clarity. Despite a 

colleague's advice that “humor has no place in a scientific talk,” Ron's engaging style won over 

audiences and imbued his work with a human touch. 

His open-door policy fostered an environment of collaboration and learning, where students and 

colleagues felt supported and inspired. Ron was especially committed to promoting the careers of 

women in STEM, recognizing the essential role his wife, Bonnie, played in his own success and 

addressing gender disparities in science. His legacy includes the many accomplished scientists he 

mentored, many of whom now lead their own research endeavors. 

Ron’s life was enriched by a deep love for his family. Married for 59 years to Bonnie, their partnership 

was a cornerstone of his personal and professional journey. Together, they raised three children, 

Veronica, Kari, and David, and enjoyed a life filled with shared accomplishments and cherished 

memories. 

Ronald A. Hites' enduring contributions to environmental science, his mentorship, and his legacy of 

integrity and humor leave an indelible mark on the Indiana University community and the field at large. 

His work continues to influence environmental policy and inspire future generations of scientists. 



 

 

[Ramos] 

Our April 7th meeting will include an abbreviated work session followed by the state of the campus 
address. This event is initiated by bylaws of the BFC in section four, article 4.2. When you come on that 
day, you'll see the room set up in a more theater style with the front rows reserved for BFC members 
during our work session. There'll be microphones available on either side, and mobile microphones 
spread without. We won't be using our typical tents, so we'll ask that everyone speaking at that meeting 
start by stating their name for record keeping. Once our standard session is completed, we'll have a 10-
minute break before the state of the campus address. All will be followed by a reception concluding the 
address. Regarding our upcoming elections, which actually start tomorrow morning, thank you for your 
patience with the process and kudos to the nominations committee for their work to get the ballot set, 
especially for president-elect. I believe we're almost ready with the next round of elections for BFC, 
which includes two members on the president-elect ballot. So, thanks to both Dr. Sandy Washburn and 
Amr Sabry for their willingness to serve if elected. Ballots go out to all eligible campus faculty starting 
tomorrow morning and will close on April 1st at 10:00 AM. Reminders will be sent periodically.  

An update on previously mentioned faculty governance visioning sessions. You should have received an 
email about upcoming meetings that will be held on April 2nd and 14th from 2:30 to 4:30 in the 
conference room at the IU Museum of Archeology and Anthropology. We look forward to seeing as 
many of you there as possible to provide input about the future of faculty governance on our 
Bloomington campus. And Dr. Akou, would you like to add anything? 

[Akou] 

Sure. I'll just say that if you haven't been to the conference room at the IU MAA, it is quite nice and we 
can easily move things around. Also, if you prefer to have a more personal conversation, there are lots 
of areas to spread out, nice comfy chairs to sit in. So, we have room for 70 people in the room itself, but 
there is plenty of room in the museum for additional people. 

[Ramos] 

And if you haven't been through the museum, it's really phenomenal.  

Before closing, I wanted to also mention that I have a meeting coming up later this week with campus 
leadership and legal counsel to talk over concerns around areas of possible over compliance that have 
emerged from the fast pace of change over the last two years. I'll give you updates when we meet again 
on the 7th. And I was reminded from a recent meeting with President Whitten to continue these 
conversations and to think about changes that might be needed moving forward. And with that, as 
always, I thank you for sharing your time and talents through faculty governance, and I'll send it back to 
the Provost. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you, Bill. The next item on our agenda is for me to turn to Chancellor Reingold for a campus 
leadership report. 

[Reingold] 

Thank you. And good afternoon all here. As many of you are likely aware from reading today's email, 
Sian Mooney will step down as the Dean of the Paul O'Neill School of Public and Environmental Affairs 
on June 30th, 2026. She has served as the dean of the school, which includes both the Bloomington and 
the Indianapolis campuses since 2019. Sean has been a terrific leader for our top ranked O'Neill School. 



 

 

We are grateful for her management as a world leader in public and environmental affairs and proud of 
the work that she has led in her role leading the largest school of public administration and public policy 
in the country. An interim dean will be named later this semester. A search for the O'Neill School's next 
permanent dean will be launched in August, and I know many of you will join me in thanking Sian for her 
valuable service to this campus. 

By way of another timely reminder, in response to interest expressed in our General Education Redesign 
Committee and its proposed update of the Gen Ed curriculum, we scheduled three town hall 
conversations. The first was held yesterday, and two more are scheduled, one for Thursday, March 26th, 
and another for Wednesday, April 1st, spanning many times of the day, one midday and two later in the 
day. If you have comments, please do share and send them forward if you are not able to attend. If you 
are able to attend, please encourage you to participate. You can RSVP on the Provost website. Please 
note as well that a draft new document has been posted on the Provost website that outlines the 
proposed changes, and we appreciate your input as these recommendations move to a final stage.  

In the week before spring break, the campus held budget meetings over the course of the week. 

Many thanks to the various members of the BFC Budget Committee for their participation and 
thoughtful questions. We look forward to your feedback regarding an array of campus budget requests. 
The working group considering possible changes to the academic calendar is actively meeting and has 
modeled options for committee consideration. They are also exploring the question of whether all 
campuses need to be on the same calendar. To date, this committee has not sent in a final report to the 
president, but it is important to remind everyone that the 2026-2027 academic calendar will not change. 
As has been mentioned here and elsewhere, and you're probably sick of hearing me give these updates 
and reminders, but 2026 marks the 250th anniversary of the signing of the Declaration of Independence. 
At IUB, we are commemorating the milestone with a series of events. I strongly encourage you to 
consider participating in some of these various events that our schools and colleagues are hosting across 
campus. I particularly encourage you to visit the Lilly Library in the Eskenazi Museum of Art to see the 
Declaration of Independence, the Motives, and the Moment. The exhibit features our copy of the 
Declaration, one of only 26 known Dunlap Broadsides in existence and one of only three west of the 
Alleghenies. Printed in the evening of July 4th, 1776, it's a rare opportunity and a very special document 
to see one of the treasures of our campus. Also included in the exhibit are books, pamphlets, letters, 
and more from that period of time, and demonstrating the extraordinary Lilly Library connection. Also, 
at the Eskenazi Museum of Art, you can see an original Gilbert Stewart portrait of George Washington, 
along with many of their other great works of art. That concludes my report and as we move forward 
with the end of the semester, please accept my thanks for your service this year and your many 
contributions to our campus. It's through our collective efforts and our commitment that we make 
Indiana University Bloomington one of the most relevant and important public research universities in 
our country. Thank you. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you, Chancellor Reingold. We now have a period for questions and comments. Yes, Mr. Jackson. 

[Jackson] 

Hi, I have a question for Chancellor Reinold. I'm Matthew Jackson, the GPSG's representative for SAAs 
on campus. So, at our previous meeting, I was happy to hear that you intend to announce an increase in 
the wages paid for SAAs by the end of the semester. It's great. It's a long time coming. Cost of living is a 
very real problem for a lot of our graduate students. However, some of my constituents let me know 
that in smaller meetings with fewer people around, you had floated the idea of having those raises paid 



 

 

for by altering the health insurance plans that a lot of graduate students are covered by, to plans which 
have significantly higher deductibles that would potentially seriously inconvenience the people who 
need their medical care the most. So of course, myself and many other graduate workers on campus are 
concerned about that style of change. Of course, cost of living is a big problem. We need more 
compensation in order to get by, but it can't come at the cost of taking away medical resources for our 
workers. So I believe there was a meeting before spring break in which some other of my constituents 
would have raised these concerns to you and I'm hopeful that you might have reconsidered some, but I 
was hoping if you could just clarify of any proposed raises that we might get this semester, will those 
come at the cost of altering or reducing our health insurance coverage in any way? Thank you. 

[Reingold] 

Thank you for the question. So, I think the short answer is there will be no change planned to the 
healthcare plans for graduate students. That was an idea that we were sort of deliberating. I was seeking 
consultation from a number of graduate students. Dean Daleke was there, Interim Professor Ciorciari, 
and a handful of student government leaders in the graduate programs and trying to offer up some sort 
of brainstorming ideas of things that we might consider. And given some of the feedback, decided it was 
probably not prudent to move forward with that particular decision this year. But we are still looking at 
offering an increase to the stipends and we're sort of trying to sort through those final plans, but that 
consultation was highly valuable and instructive in terms of trying to find an optimal outcome in a 
financially constrained environment. 

[Jackson] 

Great. That's great to hear. Thank you for listening to the concerns of graduate workers.  

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you. Other questions or comments? Okay. Yes, Professor Hall. 

[Hall] 

Spencer Hall biology. John, a question for you. Could you please explain, if I have this right, why the SEA 
202 reporting portal is still outside of the CAS login? Am I right that it is? And if I'm right, could you 
explain why it remains there? 

[Ciorciari] 

Thanks for your question. The SEA 202 complaint form is still run through EthicsPoint. EthicsPoint does 
allow for folks to lodge complaints without having to go through an IU authentication. This is the portal 
that is used by the university for a number of different forms of complaint and as you no doubt have 
discussed in prior BFC meetings. One who issues such a complaint is not designated as an SEA 202 
complaint. It comes through ethics point and then a determination is made which is relevant to SEA 202, 
which are relevant to other types of alleged misconduct. And we're right now in the process, of course, 
of having gone through what is now 18 months of experience with SEA 202. It's an appropriate time for 
us to take stock of how different units on this campus, as well as how different campuses in the IU 
system have operationalized SEA 202 to draw best practices and lessons from that, and then to engage 
in further dialogue about how we're going to handle it going forward. 

I'm very well aware that a lot of people on campus are concerned about the ability of someone who 
does not have an IU student, faculty, or staff identity being able to issue complaints. What I can say is 



 

 

that when complaints have come in thus far that do not have indicia of reliability or have a basis for an 
assessment that they're valid, those have been judged as such. In other words, not to be valid, but I 
understand that that does not necessarily resolve the concern and by any means of those who feel it's 
inappropriate for folks to be able to lodge anonymous complaints. And so that's absolutely an issue that 
we should consider and discuss as we, again, draw best practices and chart the best possible way 
forward. 

[Ramos] 

That's one of the questions I'll be representing this week with the leadership team and council as well. 

[Ciorciari] 

Yes. Professor Robinson. Yeah. 

[Robinson] 

Professor Ben Robinson. I'm subbing for Manuel Diaz Compass today. Yeah, I just want to follow up on 
Spencer's question. This is a question I asked Professor Shrivastav. How is the discretion cabined? You 
mentioned that some of the complaints that come through EthicsPoint, because they're not designated 
SEA 202 complaints, are dismissed as frivolous. And I'm curious whether there are published criteria for 
making that determination and who is involved in making that determination, because it appears that 
some very serious complaints are dismissed as frivolous and some very frivolous complaints go through 
SEA 202 complaints. So, it seems like we have a compelling First Amendment concern in knowing the 
criterion and the officers responsible for making these upper-level decisions about what in fact counts 
as an SEA 202 complaint. 

[Reingold] 

If you don't mind me jumping in, I think Vice Provost Dockerty is probably in the best position to sort of 
walk us through how that is handled. 

[Docherty] 

Yeah. So, in our first reporting cycle, as was publicly available, there were a handful of SEA 202 
complaints that were reported as frivolous, so they were dismissed. And I think this is the origination of 
this question and concern, which is completely appropriate. After you raised that question, we went 
back and looked at that and Mike Jenson, who is in our compliance office, reported to me that these 
were not complaints at all. They were reported, submitted through EthicsPoint and said things such as, 
"I'm submitting this to object against SEA 202." Or "I'm submitting this to describe how fantastic 
professor so- and-so is to show against why we shouldn't be doing SEA 202." So, it was very much, they 
were not complaints. They were simply identification of resistance and objection to SEA 202. 

[Robinson] 

But are there no criteria? And is that to say that Mike Jenson is the one who has full discretion on that 
matter? Is it Mike alone and are there any criterion he uses?  

[Docherty] 

Great question. 



 

 

[Robinson] 

Because I have seen other characterizations of those frivolous complaints in the Indiana public media 
account. For example, saying a professor is a wonderful instructor of DEI issues, which could be a 
complaint, right? Wonderful instructors are often targets of such complaints, which are hostile to 
education and the mission of IU. So, it makes perfect sense that a praiseful comment could very well be 
a complaint. And so, it's whether the criteria are published and who has that discretion. Is it Mike alone? 

[Docherty] 

So no, it is not Mike alone. These reported frivolous complaints were, as I just described, they were not 
complaints. They were really in resistance to SEA 202. So, we'll put that aside. Then when other items 
come in through EthicsPoint that in the reporting, the complainant had identified classroom climate as 
the issue. All of those go directly to the principal administrator of the academic unit. So, it is through 
that process where your deans and department chairs, through the local policies that we all have 
written, that is where the determination of, does this fall into the classification of SEA 202? I hear what 
you said about criteria. I think, again, we're relying on the expertise of the disciplinary experts, which is 
why they are best situated to identify, is this part of our approved curriculum, or is this something that 
they would classify that would fall under SEA 202?So it's not Mike Jenson by himself deciding it. It is not 
me and General Counsel and Jenny Kincaid, for example. Those have been other individuals that have 
played a role in this that I think there's been some speculation of whether we are unilaterally 
determining what's an SEA 202 or not. It's really the local unit. And I can share that there's been some 
experiences where while the complainant identified classroom climate as the issue, when the 
department chair or the dean looked into it, it was like, "No, this really isn't." And so therefore it was not 
classified as 202. So, it's an iterative process, I think, that relies on the local unit's expertise of the 
curriculum to make that determination. Apologies for the long-winded answer. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you. And before we move on, if I could make a brief statement just about the values at stake here 
that your questions reference. We are committed as campus leaders to the ability of our faculty to walk 
into a classroom and to address difficult, sensitive topics, and to do so with the knowledge that the 
campus leadership is going to have their backs with regard to their ability to conduct their jobs 
thoughtfully, to represent a range of views in the classroom, to foster an open conversation. If you're 
teaching the things that we care about, that we want our students to be conversant in, it means you're 
going to be dealing in sensitive topics and there are going to be issues in which people may have friction, 
disagreement. And we want you to know that we consider that to be a fundamental part of our role as 
educators and that we support your ability to do that with the confidence that your academic freedom 
will be respected and upheld. Professor Varga? 

[Varga] 

Yeah, thanks. Maybe Carrie will answer this or maybe John, same topic. There's been a recent federal 
appeals court ruling in a case out of the Illinois that determined that speech in the classroom, academic 
free speech is a First Amendment right. Is that going to be taken into account in how do we parse apart 
speech in the classroom and classroom environment? And is there any effort to, as Ben has been asking, 
set criteria for adjudicating these cases based on those issues? Thanks. 

[Ciorciari] 



 

 

I'm happy to comment on that. A classroom environment, I think that the ... As educators ... Let's set 
aside for a moment, 202. Let's imagine 202 didn't exist. What kind of environment do we want to create 
for our students in the classroom? As educators, I believe we have a responsibility. I teach myself a lot of 
sensitive topics. I teach about international law and politics. I teach about Taiwan and Kashmir and 
Israel-Palestine, a whole host of issues that elicit very strong, contrasting viewpoints and feelings in the 
classroom. I think it's my job as an educator to provide an environment in which students of all different 
viewpoints can come together and can express their views knowing that they will be heard, that they 
will be engaged, that they have an opportunity to listen to one another and learn, and that they won't 
feel that they're being excluded, shut down, or biased against based on my personal views. I do have 
freedom of speech protections as an instructor, but I believe I need to use that latitude with great 
discretion so that I'm not closing down avenues for other people to express their views in a classroom 
environment. I hope that that's responsive to your question. Yes, Professor Siek. 

[Siek] 

So, I don't like beating around the bush. So, I was extremely shocked and saddened when I heard about 
the sanctions against Ben Robinson for the SEA 202 complaint that was filed a while back by Michael 
Jenson. And for doing things like criticizing IU's free speech policy was one of the main things that was 
for, and that free speech policy was unconstitutional. So, it should have been, it should very much have 
been criticized by all of us. So, I just want to express that as a faculty here, I'm deeply troubled with how 
this policy is being implemented. It's completely unclear to me. So, I was on the Policy Chairs Committee 
campus-wide that helped create the policies for how we deal with SEA 202. It's really unclear to me 
whether Rick Van Kooten actually followed those policies or not. So, I'm just very troubled by the 
current state of affairs. I think the administration needs to be more transparent and explain how this is 
going on and really commit to following policy and also following the Constitution of the United States 
of America. Thank you. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you for that comment. And I hope that, as I said earlier in response to Professor Hall, that taking 
stock of what we've done, what we've learned from the process thus far, identifying best practices 
enables us to contribute to a clear set of standards so there's transparency and how this law will be 
implemented on campus. Yes, Professor Lichtenstein. 

[Lichtenstein] 

Thank you. Yeah. First, thank you for that breath of fresh air stating what academic freedom is as you 
see it, which I think a lot of people around this table have been waiting to hear for a while. That said, I 
mean, one of the things or issues that at masks in the case of Professor Robinson, for example, is that's 
okay, except you can only, I've heard from various people interpreting this, as long as you stay within 
the parameters of your area of expertise. So, if you're talking, John, about Palestine or Kurdistan, but if 
you venture a theory about Northern Ireland and you don't have an expertise in that area, is that 
permissible? Now, I would argue yes, of course, and you probably would as well, but the problem comes 
when someone external to the classroom is determining whether someone's classroom speech, like our 
colleague, Professor Robinson, is or is not relevant to what ... He's doing in the classroom. And I think 
that's where the rubber hits the road on this, unfortunately. 

[Ciorciari] 



 

 

I agree with you that that's an extremely important piece of this. And my answer to that is for chairs, 
deans, vice provost, provost, chancellor to listen to the faculty member to explain, why is it that this was 
an important part? If there's a complaint to give ample space as exists in the existing procedures for the 
faculty member to explain, this is why it was appropriate to talk about Northern Ireland as a parallel 
case to what I'm discussing in some other part of the world. Here are the pedagogical reasons why that 
makes sense. Here's the intellectual value of it as an exercise. Here's how we're training our students to 
think across comparative cases. 

The other piece of this that I think is important is not just the question about whether there's expertise 

in different domains, because all of us teach in a range of areas that are not perfectly aligned with our 

research expertise. So that can't be the standard. But there is a question about truth in advertising. If I 

tell a student that you're going to come and you're going to take a class and it's about the conflict in 

Northern Ireland, and then midway through the first class session, I take a U-turn and I talk about 

something totally unrelated because I want to make a point that's important to me personally, that's a 

problem in terms of what the student signed up for. And that has very little in my mind to do with the 

SEA 202 being on the books. That's just a question about how it is that we conduct responsible 

pedagogy. And so, I do think that there is some sense in which what's posted in the syllabus creates 

reasonable constraints on faculty and what we discuss in the classroom. I do, however, fully expect, if 

you're having a really good conversation with your students and you're engaging in sort of a wide 

ranging exchange of views, the conversation can turn sometimes serendipitously to something that's 

really productive, sometimes toward an area that might not be comfortable for somebody else in the 

classroom. And that's why the process has to include listening to the faculty member to understand if 

there was a complaint lodged, was that a very entirely reasonable way of approaching that 

conversation? And usually, the answer is going to be yes, that it was reasonable. You all are fine 

instructors. You're here because you're experts, not just in research, but excellent instructors. And so 

usually we're going to find that our faculty members are handling conversations very responsibly. And 

that's how the process should be designed.  

I think we're at time. And for this, thank you very much for your questions and comments. Very much 
appreciate you sharing your views on this important set of questions. And we'll move on now to 
proposed changes to ACA-D8. And I'll turn to Professor Stoffman. 

[Stoffman] 

Thank you. I want to begin by moving that we adopt the changes to the Constitution as recommended 
by the committee or rather the Constitution and Rules Committee. And this motion actually does not 
require a second because it comes from a committee of more than one, according to ChatGPT. So, to 
remind you, these changes which you received a redlined or rather a bluelined document, I suppose, 
with the agenda that has the limited changes in it that we discussed at the previous BFC meeting. I think 
at that time I explained the rationale for making these changes and not other changes, but these are the 
changes that you see in the document that have been recommended by CARC. And so, I'm happy to 
address any concerns, but I don't have anything else in terms of explanation to these changes other than 
what you have in the document that you received. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you. We now have ... Oops. Sorry. Thank you. And we now have some time for questions and 
comments on the proposed changes to ACA-D8. Yes, Mr. Nandineni. 



 

 

[Nandineni] 

Thank you. I'm Manish and I'm here representing GPSG, but there is a change in the section H. The 

student representatives point where we are converting the statement, the president and the vice 

president of the Indiana University Student Association to three undergraduate students selected and so 

on. IUSG students could not be here because they were in a conference in DC, so I'm talking on behalf of 

them. They want that change to be made as three students and not three undergraduate students, 

primarily because IUSG represents all students and not just undergrads. I understand there is GPSG for 

grad students, but then there is also IUSG, which also takes care of the interests of graduate students as 

well. So, that's a requested change primarily because there are grad students currently who are serving 

in the Executive Committee of the IUSG, who could probably be representatives at the BFC too. So, we 

do not want them to be left out. 

[Stoffman] 

Okay. I had some communication with someone, but they did not actually respond to my email. So, is 
that the only change you're requesting?  

[Nandineni] 

Yeah, that is the only change. 

[Stoffman] 

Okay. So, I think what you would like to do then is propose an amendment to the motion that the 
changes be adopted subject to changing the word. If I understand what you're saying is you just want to 
change the word undergraduate or rather you want to remove... 

 

[Nandineni] 

Remove the word, yes.  

 

[Stoffman] 

The word undergraduate from item one of section H on page five. Is that correct? 

[Nandineni] 

Yeah, that's right. 

[Stoffman] 

Okay. So you're welcome to ... 

[Nandineni] 

Yeah. I make a motion to amend the proposed changes to the constitution, especially in section H.1 to 
remove the word undergraduate. Thank you.  

 

[Stoffman] 



 

 

So that needs a second 

[Ramos] 

Second.  

[Ciorciari] 

That motion is seconded. We use the box. And yes, let's try again with the ... 

[Stoffman] 

Well, I mean, if there's no other discussion, then we can use the box. Yeah. 

[Ciorciari] 

Okay. So we're still open for discussion. Seeing no further comments, we will set up the voting 
opportunity on your console in front of you. 

[Ramos] 

And for those who may have come in after we did our first test run with the minutes, maybe ask your 
voting buddy next to you, but we're using the microphone boxes to vote. One person votes. As soon as 
they select their vote, all three light up so that vote becomes hidden and then the next person can vote 
and we'll give everybody a few minutes and then we'll call for a close of the vote. Yes. 

[Freedman] 

Can we just clarify what we're voting on? Are we voting on just the amendment or on the full package 
with the amendment? 

[Ramos] 

Full package with the amendment. 

[Freedman] 

Thank you. 

[Ramos] 

Sure. 

[Ciorciari] 

Yes, Mr. Nandineni. 

[Nandineni] 

Oh, quick question again. I thought we are just voting for the amendment because I thought that is what 
we follow according to Robert rules. 

[Stoffman] 

You don't need to because 



 

 

[Stoffman] 

... I mean, there's a vote. We can combine them. So, I mean, if there wasn't any additional discussion, 
we can just do it at one. 

[Ramos] 

Ready to close the voting unless anyone's still working? 

[Stoffman] 

The motion passes convincingly. The count is 52 in favor. I need my reading glasses. One abstention. 

[CIorciari] 

Thank you. That motion having passed, we'll move on to agenda item number eight, proposed changes 
to ACA-D27, the policy on faculty disciplinary procedures. And for this, I'll turn to Professors Allen and 
Michelsen. 

[Allen] 

Thank you very much. I'm Jeremy Allen from the Jacobs School. I'm joined by Jonathan Michelsen from 
Theater, Drama and Contemporary Dance. We spoke to you last semester at one of the meetings about 
the work that the Faculty Affairs Committee was doing in considering the revision to Bloomington ACA-
D27. And I mentioned at that time that this revision or a revision to this policy had been in the works last 
school year as well. So, the Faculty Affairs Committee was just not able to get around to it at that time 
when we were working on D22, which addresses grievance processes. So, the need for a revision to this 
policy was known at that time because of the conflicting policies that came into place when Board of 
Trustees policy 15 replaced ACA-33 and gave us a different type of a misconduct review procedure. The 
need for the revision, as we spoke of in the fall, was heightened by a request from the members of the 
Faculty Misconduct Review Committee themselves who came to the Faculty Affairs Committee and to 
ExComm and asked for us to really get this going if we could, because the FMRC had not really been 
convened in I think at least two years because of the conflicts in these two policies. So, it has become a 
pressing matter. So, we've spent much of the last, it feels like the entire school year, actually, working 
on this one, but I think we've come to a good place with it. So, let me see. So, just as a reminder, we 
have these two policies in place right now. One, a local policy, Bloomington ACA-D27, one a university 
wide Board of Trustees policy. So, the current D27 Policy on Faculty Disciplinary Procedures, it provides 
for the constitution of the Faculty Misconduct Review Committee, and it outlines in great detail the 
procedures for how this committee would investigate faculty personal misconduct and what kind of 
sanctions that committee might recommend to the provost or the Chief Academic Officer. 

BOT 15, which replaced our former ACA-33 has a number of different things in it, but one thing that it 

does is to outline procedures for how we now investigate faculty personal misconduct, which is a 

separate process from what's outlined in D27. BOT 15 also in a revision has come to offer descriptions or 

maybe definitions, but I think we see them as descriptions more so of what common and severe 

sanctions are. And a lot of what we're talking about with this revision kind of hinges on this distinction 

between these two types of sanctions. So, we have some ... The big differences between the two 

policies are that in D27 we had a body of faculty representatives who were charged by the provost or 

the principal administrator of a unit with investigating faculty misconduct. BOT 15 charges the principal 

administrator of the unit or in some cases the Chief Academic Officer with conducting that kind of an 

investigation.  



 

 

The policies are similar in some ways. In both cases, the final decision is always placed in the hands of 

the provost or the Chief Academic Officer, and it's clear in both policies that severe sanctions may only 

be handed down by the Chief Academic Officer. So, there was not a situation previously where a faculty 

representative group was determining severe sanctions, but they could recommend them to the Chief 

Academic Officer. So, the conflict that we kind of found ourselves in was that BOT 15 supersedes D27 

and basically bypassed it and that for the last two years it seems, at least the last one year, one and a 

half years, misconduct investigations have been proceeding according to BOT 15 and the local faculty 

group was not involved. 

The revision and the request from the FMRC to be brought back into some role in the misconduct 
procedures hinges on one aspect of BOT 15, which states that local campuses can have a ... there can be 
a local campus policy that stipulates the involvement of a faculty advisory body when the Chief 
Academic Officer is deciding to impose severe sanctions. So, this is really ... And we've pasted the exact 
wording there on the PowerPoint, but this is really what our revision was hinging upon.  

What we were trying to get at, we really wanted in the Faculty Affairs Committee to make sure that 
there is a role for representatives of the faculty in the really serious personal misconduct investigations, 
ones that result in severe sanctions, which according to BOT 15, significantly impact a faculty member's 
ability to do the job that they've been appointed to do. 

We went back and forth over the weeks and months as we were working on this, and what we finally 
settled on was trying to place this faculty voice at the point of decision making, not as some kind of 
review of a decision that was made. We already have grievance processes and reviews that can handle 
that. So, the goal was really to have, as BOT 15 says, can happen, the Chief Academic Officer and a 
faculty representative body working together to consider a severe sanction that had been 
recommended. The Chief Academic Officer still will be making the final decision, but having five faculty 
members involved is what we would like to see. So, to do this, we wanted to kind of repurpose D27, 
repurpose the FMRC by clearly stating that this is the faculty advisory body that is referenced in BOT 15. 
So, this is the group. 

In order to do so, we needed to change the procedures because D27 is full of investigation procedures 
and guidance for determining sanctions. So, we've kind of totally repurposed the procedure so that it 
fits what this goal is for the FMRC. 

We were taking great care to only put things in the new policy that we can clearly draw align to an 

acknowledged authority for the Bloomington faculty, and we were pointing a lot to BOT 15, but there 

were a lot of ideas that came to the committee that ultimately when we looked at them, we made the 

decision that we couldn't find ... we didn't have a footnote for showing where the authority for that kind 

of thing would go. So, everything that we have in here, we think is what we can justify.  

The Faculty Affairs Committee also felt that it was really important to have some discussion of what 

severe sanctions might be. And this is something that we went back and forth on, and it may be that 

we've overreached a little bit in our authority here, but the committee thought it was really important 

to make sure that we included a reference to the description of severe sanctions, which comes from 

BOT 15, contrasting it with the description of common sanctions, and then including some examples just 

to try to really make sure that the committee, when it is doing its work, has something to work from. 

So, we did not provide a redline document for the council to look at. The changes were really too 
significant. I think it would have blinded everyone, so that's not the way we went with that. But I will 
just tell you what we did keep, we really kept the constitution of the FMRC pretty much just as it was, 
although I think we added an alternate. We changed the number of alternates. We kept the reporting 



 

 

process in place for how the committee will report its work to the council and how the back-and-forth 
communication with the Chief Academic Officer will go. And other than that, we took care, I think, to try 
to draw clear lines to the authority that we had, and to state clearly this is the faculty advisory body who 
will be involved in looking at severe sanctions. So, this is not an exhaustive or even necessarily accurate 
presentation of how the investigation and sanction pathways might go, but this is one thing that the 
committee really grappled with a little bit. And I think we came to the conclusion that everyone on this 
campus from top administration down to department chairs and deans and department chairs and 
faculty members would really be well served by having a clear outline of how the flow of an 
investigation and an outcome would go. So, just kind of like with a few things left out of this, generally 
speaking, what we would see is that when complaints come to a principal administrator or department 
chair or a dean, they can seek an informal resolution, or they can investigate the complaint. And if they 
determine that there's merit and that a common sanction is appropriate, then that would be handed 
down. It would remain at the unit level, and the respondent can accept the sanction or grieve the 
decision. But if the investigation leads to the investigator, the principal administrator suggesting severe 
sanctions, that has to go to the Chief Academic Officer. 

And what we're putting in this revision is that that is the point at which Chief Academic Officer calls the 
FMRC or convenes them and says, "Okay, let's look at the materials of this case. Let's examine this. " 
And the FMRC will make a recommendation to the Chief Academic Officer who can take it or leave it, 
but if the CAO does not accept it, then they will provide a justification for why they do that. 

Following all of the work that we did on this and the proposed revision that we've put forward to you, 
we do still have some concerns. One is that as we are viewing this, a revision of BOT 15 that would 
remove that section would make this invalid. It would take away the authority for this body to have this 
kind of a policy. So, we really are putting a lot of weight on that part of bot 15. We also noted, and we 
heard the concerns of the FMRC ... Sorry, yes, of the FMRC, when they requested us for the revision, 
that there's a loophole here that is alarming. If a faculty member is given a common sanction, but it feels 
to them like a severe sanction, this will never go to the Chief Academic Officer and the FMRC. And so, it 
seems to be that this has been one of the sticking points in recent cases as well. So, we didn't see a way 
to include a resolution for this in this policy, but there might be other ways to go about this.  

We would love to see, as a committee, maybe a clearer definition of severe sanctions and common 
sanctions or perhaps examples existing in a Board of Trustees policy that we can point people to. And 
then as I mentioned before, it's really important if we could all have a flow chart. I know that Carrie's 
wanted this for a long time and it's just hard to put together, but how does this investigation, reporting, 
investigation, finding, sanction, how does that process work? It's important for deans and department 
chairs to know that. The conversation we had earlier in this meeting points to that importance. So, that 
is kind of where we ended with this revision. Jonathan, am I leaving something out? 

[Michaelsen] 

I would just add that on your agenda, it says the link is to BOT 25. It will take you to 15. It's just a slight 
typo. So, if you want to see the university actual policy, that it's 15. No, that's all. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you. Professors Allen and Michelson. We now have time for comments and questions. Yes. 

[Henshel] 



 

 

First of all, thank you guys for doing the work. Speaking on behalf of the committee at this point, can I 
also ask on behalf of the committee why you felt that you could not put the committee in prior to the 
deciding of whether it was a severe or a common sanction? 

[Allen] 

Yeah. I think the main reason we couldn't is because what we were drawing authority for on this was 
that statement in BOT 15 that said a faculty advisory body can be involved in the decision to enact 
severe sanctions. So, we're regarding that decision as something that comes from the CAO, not as 
something that happens at the point where the principal administrator suggests the severe sanctions. 
So, the department chair or dean can say, "Okay, here's the severe sanction I'm recommending." And 
we're kind of seeing this as that's not the point of decision. The point of decision is when the Chief 
Academic Officer decides it. That's really the main reason. But before we got to that point of looking at 
drawing everything from BOT15, we talked a lot about the process, that the various processes that take 
place across campus with these kind of misconduct investigations, and it did not appear to be ... Well, 
the picture that we got of that is that it's so decentralized that there wasn't really a way to put an FMRC 
into all of those conversations and investigations and meetings, or that if we were to do so, it would 
represent one FTE assignments for each of the members of the FMRC. It seemed like it was just not a 
feasible kind of thing. And then we sort of realized, well, the decision is when the Chief Academic Officer 
decides, and so we can have this involvement there. I do think there needs to be a way for a faculty 
member to appeal a common sanction if it feels more severe to them, and that's something that we can 
work on in another way. 

[Henshel] 

The other issue that came up in committee a lot was that, and that came up in committee with regard to 
the recent spate of sanctions that ended up being dropped and withdrawn, is that without the FMRC in 
an earlier phase, there was no place for consultation outside of your own sphere prior to the point 
where you got a sanction told on you or put on you. And that feels unfair and feels like the faculty 
member needs to have some place to turn to, especially given in the past few years that it's been the 
administration versus the faculty. And so, you haven't had the usual VPFAA supporting us. Sorry, Carrie, 
but it's true. You've heard it the way we've had in the past or the way we felt we've had in the past. So, 
recommendations, comments? 

[Allen] 

Well, John... 

[Michaelsen] 

Well, I don't know. I mean, what we clearly did was try to look at BOT 15 and build a policy around that. 
And if you look at that in all your leisure time, it's very clear that this committee is only to come in on a 
decision to impose a severe sanction, not earlier. And so, we were left with, well, how can then, if 
there's a severe sanction implied, how can this committee then be of use in that process and work with 
the provost to have a balance and not have it after the decision has been made, but it's to impose a 
severe sanction. The other issue as was stated is that a local administrator could say it's not a severe 
sanction, it's a common sanction. And then we were left with a faculty member would have to grieve. 

[Ciorciari] 



 

 

Sorry. I'll go in the order of the hands that I've seen, Professor Cook and then we'll go on to Professor 
Lichtenstein, Robinson and Akou. So, Professor Cook. 

[Cook] 

So, I just want to go back to this differentiation of ... Is that the way to do it? Okay. Common and severe 
sanctions, because it does seem that there's differentiation across the university about what different 
departments or schools might consider to be common. And this becomes a problem when the FMRC is 
not called in earlier. I understand what you just said about the BOT statement, but if the sanctions 
themselves are not clearly defined as what's common and what's severe, and I believe it has not been in 
the past, did you approach that? Did you come up with a list that's very clearly a common sanction and 
very clearly a severe sanction? Because we saw things that were called common that were, in our mind, 
severe in the past.  

[Allen] 

Right. Yeah. I don't know when this was added, but Carrie had mentioned in one of the meetings that it 
was after one of the more high profile cases that had been in the public, but BOT 15 describes what 
common sanctions are and what severe sanctions are without necessarily giving examples. And so, 
common sanctions, the definition is pretty milk toast. It really doesn't say much. For severe sanctions, 
they significantly alter the terms or conditions of a respondent's employment or infringe upon their 
ability to conduct the forms of work previously assigned and entrusted to them by virtue of their 
position. And so that's why we put examples of severe sanctions in there, just trying to sort of shape 
what we as faculty members consider to be significant alterations to our ability to do work, temporary 
suspensions, salary penalties, changes to effort allocations. So, you're not going to teach this class 
anymore, et cetera, alterations to classroom activities, and a few other kinds of things. 

So, we feel like we would like, and we're requesting, consider this a request. We would like to see A very 
clear definition of both of these kinds of sanctions and examples of them. And in the meetings, we 
talked about how probably somebody somewhere, maybe general counsel, I don't know where it would 
be but prefer to have a little vagueness here so that there's some kind of wiggle room that you can 
always have. I did just want to say in response to Diane's earlier question, we definitely approached this 
committee according to what is in the current D27, which says that it is not an advocate for the faculty 
member. It's an impartial kind of a committee. And I would however say that your point, Diane, is 
extremely important. And just a personal anecdote, I think everyone should know this is a thing, but if a 
faculty member is accused of misconduct, they can request a faculty mentor or faculty advocate or 
mentor. And I recently got a request from the ExComm. There was a faculty member who wanted some 
help, and I served the faculty member in that capacity. It was extremely helpful to them. This faculty 
member was at sea, had no idea what was going on and just having another voice there, kind of 
someone who'd been here for 20 years and had been around the block, was very helpful. So, I do agree 
that our faculty colleagues, we all need to have some access to support when these kind of things are 
coming up. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you. Professor Lichtenstein is next. 

[Lichtenstein] 

So, thank you. First of all, thank you both. I mean, this is a huge improvement. So, in a way, I'm speaking 
as someone who two years ago resigned from the FMRC over exactly this issue, which essentially went 



 

 

to the problem that we're still wrestling with, which is if the Chief Academic Officer declares that such 
and such is common rather than severe, then the FMRC never even gets to hear about it. That's the 
high-profile case you're referring to. And again, for whatever reason, even though now looking at this 
language, the suspension from teaching for a semester and a summer clearly fits and did fit then a 
severe sanction, the provost and the VPFAA just declared it a common sanction and FMRC was never 
even alerted to the case. So, that's where a lot of this stems from. So, I would say on the one hand, I'm 
very pleased with the change, but I'm still not sure I would vote for this because I think there still is too 
much wiggle room for fudging that difference between the severe and a common sanction. I understand 
the limits that you're up against. I like the examples you have, but I wish that there weren't the wiggle 
room that's there because it still depends on the good faith of administrators to understand or to be 
honest about what is a severe sanction and what is a common sanction. So, it would be nice if there 
were a direct, not suggestion, but a way directly for faculty to grieve and to say, "This is not a common 
sanction by any common understanding of the term. Could the FMRC hear the case and first decide if it's 
severe or common and then make the process go forward if they feel it's severe?” Which when 
Constance Cook and I were on that committee, that's what we were constantly asking for. But thank you 
for taking it this far. 

[Michaelsen] 

So I just have one comment seek your comment on this. The thing that Jeremy just read, it does say a 
severe sanction is something that alters somebody's employment or the duties that they were hired to 
perform. That maybe is loose, but that does seem to me to really, somebody, a faculty member could 
say, "Look, I was hired to teach. I'm not teaching anymore." That's a severe sanction. I'm just curious is 
your reaction to that language. Yeah. 

[Ciorciari] 

Okay. We have a few more minutes and I had two more people on my list, Professor Robinson and 
Professor Akou. 

[Robinson] 

Yes, thank you. And yeah, thank you for ... That was an incredibly lucid presentation of the flow and all 
the details of the incredibly hard policy. And unlike Diane, I wasn't on the committee, but my question, 
and maybe it's a quick question that it wasn't in your charge, but it is about why the focus on BOT 15. In 
other words, both the misconduct, the research misconduct policy, which used to have a faculty board 
of review, no longer has a faculty board of review, but most importantly, BOT 24 where the Chief 
Administrative Officer can apply a sanction of dismissal. And it seems to be a very threatening policy 
because it allows for double jeopardy. So, if someone has a sanction, they can receive another sanction 
at the five-year review period and that sanction can carry the sanction of dismissal. And it would seem 
really compelling that before a Chief Academic Officer can imply that sanction under BOT 24 that they 
meet with a faculty body, but that's not provided for in BOT 24. So, the question in short, again, is why 
just BOT 15 in your remit? Why wasn't BOT 24 also included? 

[Allen] 

D27 as it exists and as it would now be with this revision and BOT 15 state pretty clearly that they're 
addressing an area of misconduct that is only this kind of personal/professional misconduct and that 
sexual misconduct, research misconduct, and misconduct relating to post-tenure review, that those are 
covered under different policies. And so, we tried not to step outside the lines there, but just generally 



 

 

speaking, Ben, I'll tell you that we had a lot of discussions with ExComm, past presidents, FMRC, 
administrators that I accosted on the street walking around. And what I was told was D27 is never going 
to be followed. BOT 15 is always what's going to happen because of the way that the university policies 
are working now, it's just that's what it's going to be. So, if you want to get anything done, you need to 
align with a university policy, which is why I would say a lot of the stuff that Diane is mentioning and 
others have mentioned, I think I agree they're all great ideas. What we should do is go to the UFC and 
say, "We want to see this in BOT 15." That's where it needs to be in order to have some teeth really is 
what we're looking for. 

[Rmos] 

Yeah. And if I can jump in quickly, that is coming. So, BOT 15's on the next round. So, incredibly 
important that we remember this list. It's on my radar. It's on Heather's radar. Because we have altered 
already a BOT policy, and I think this is the next one. I also see this one being pulled from the normal 
schedule like COI is and having kind of its own life because it's going to be a big one. 

[Robinson] 

I just don't want BOT 24 though to fall from the radar, including at the UFC level, because part of it is 
D27 couldn't address BOT 24 because BOT 24 didn't exist. And so that's the really important thing that 
we have some sort of faculty say in BOT 24 before a severe sanction is applied. But that's just a 
comment. Thank you for your answer. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you. And we've got just a minute left for a quick question from Professor Akou. 

[Akou] 

Yeah, I'll be super quick because actually it piggybacks on what Ben just said. So, I was a person who was 
given a common sanction for violating the university's Expressive Activity Policy, not the one that's 
currently in effect, but the original policy. There were two problems with that process. So, one problem 
is that the ... So, the common sanction was a letter of reprimand. It did not change my teaching 
responsibilities or suspend me or anything like that. That absolutely would be a severe sanction, but the 
letter did threaten me with termination if I violated any other university policies, not just the one I had 
violated, but any others. So, that felt a little severe. Also, because of the new law that went into effect 
that required post-tenure review, now BOT 24 does have a double jeopardy effect. I would like to 
suggest that one way to solve this, and I don't know that it can be done in D27, perhaps it would need to 
be done at the UFC level with 15 and 24, is that we say that common sanctions cannot be considered in 
post-tenure reviews, only severe sanctions. 

[Varga] 

I want to make a motion to extend this discussion by five minutes. 

[Ciorciari] 

Any objection? No. Okay. The motion carries have five further minutes on discussing this topic. Professor 
Varga. 

[Varga] 



 

 

Yeah, and Jeremy, thank you and thank your committee for doing this work. And I know the constraints 
that you're working under, but speaking to those, going beyond the sanctions, is there anything in BOT 
15, and I'm not reading it, that says D27 can't read as the Chief Academic Officer can work in tandem 
with the Faculty Review Board in even the investigation process. There's nothing that prevents that, is 
there, in your reading of this? 

[Michaelsen] 

Maybe look at BOT 15. It pretty clearly lays out that the initial investigation goes this way. The local 
academic officer gets everybody together and says, "Let's do it informally”, can't do it informally, then 
they conduct the review, they make the recommendation as to whether the sanction is this or that, and 
then it goes up to the provost level. 

[Allen] 

Yeah, this is a really great question, Joe, and it is something that we considered early on. I think 
someone said, "Well, why don't we just say that the Chief Academic Officer will outsource this to the 
FMRC just as D27 already was? " And when we did our poll or asked the people who we trusted to give 
us answers on this, the response was, "BOT 15 doesn't say you can have other people do this kind of 
stuff now." 

[Varga] 

But it doesn't prohibit it either. It does not specifically prohibit... 

[Allen] 

True. And so, it could be something that we considered. And there's a bigger thing happening here, and 
it's happening in this meeting as well, and it's been happening to BFC for a couple of years, but it's this 
notion that we would like to make policies that are not dependent upon which individual is in a position 
at any given point. In a perfect world, that's what we would be doing. And I don't want to sound naive or 
Pollyannish and say like, "I'd like to be able to trust the good faith of our upper administrators." But the 
truth is these positions do turn over and I don't, considering that we are not to open another can of 
worms, we are in this kind of disenfranchised state where we don't have legislative authority really so 
much anymore, I don't think there's anything wrong with making requests of upper administration to be 
involved in an advisory capacity in settings that are not explicitly stated in a Board of Trustees policy. 
And this happens all the time at the unit level. There are advisory committees who, sure, the dean is 
going to make the decision they're going to make, but without the contribution of the faculty, they're 
working in the dark. So, there are sort of like end runs around some things, but you don't want to rely on 
those if they depend upon the goodwill of who's sitting up there. 

[Varga] 

Thank you both. I appreciate it. Yeah. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you. We have time for one more question in this extension period, Professor Siek. 

[Siek] 



 

 

Thank you. If this policy was in place, how would it have changed what happened regarding the firing of 
Xiao Fang Wang? 

[Allen] 

Yeah, that's definitely above my pay grade, and I don't know because there are still going to be so many 
areas of misconduct that fall outside of the kind of thing that BOT 15 or D27's working. I will say this, I 
don't know if this is helpful, but in the conversations about this, asking administrators, campus 
administrators, if this was desirable, is it desirable for you to have a group of five faculty members 
involved in these decisions? The answers were always resoundingly yes, we want more shoulders to 
place this work on. We want faculty representation so that people don't think there's this kind of star 
chamber where these decisions are being made. And I took those people at their word. I think this is 
kind of a win-win for faculty and administration if we can get the FMRC involved at this point. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you very much, Professor Allen, Professor Michaelsen for your work on this and to all of you for 
that very rich discussion. If I may, we'll move on to agenda item 10, which is the Academic Integrity 
Week proposal. And for that- Oh, I'm sorry. 

[Ramos] 

Did we take a vote on that?  

[Ciorciari] 

It was just a discussion. No worries. We'll turn to Professors Eastman-Mueller, Gamblin, and Gonyea. 

[Eastman-Mueller] 

Hello, my name is Heather Eastman-Mueller and I'm here with Chase Gamblin and Bob Gon... Gonyea. 
And we represent ... Can I have this? We represent the BFC, the Student Affairs Committee, and we're 
actually going to just introduce kind of an informational session about what our committee has been 
doing and where we're hoping to go on academic integrity. Did you shut this off? Yep. Okay. Oh, maybe I 
am. I don't know why it's not working. There it goes. Okay. And this is our team. We've been here a 
couple weeks or last two times, actually, this is the third time, the charm, and this is all our 
representatives. We have a great team working. We've been doing a lot of work this year, and I just 
want to provide you a little background and context. Last month, we actually just got past streamlining 
the process for students to go through academic misconduct and making that process a little bit more 
faster for students and understanding that there has been a lot of things that were challenging to try to 
make sure that that reporting process was streamlined and the students had due diligence as well. 

And so, the approach that we're taking is kind of a compliment to that in looking at academic 
misconduct. We know that for the most part, we're not going to eliminate academic misconduct, but 
we're hoping that we can kind of go upstream with that and looking at primary prevention as opposed 
to just responding and punishment. So, we're kind of taking it as a two dual prong approach. We're also 
looking at our understanding that there's data out there right now from our colleagues at the Academic 
Misconduct Office that state that there are more reports of academic misconduct than any of the 
former years or most of the former years. And that's partly because of AI, Gen AI, as well as some other 
things. And so, we just kind of wanted to see ... We know, again, we're not going to eliminate it, but 
we're kind of trying to go upstream a little bit to help our students and our faculty out with this. 



 

 

We do want to benchmark with other notable universities. There's a lot of Big 12 conference universities 
and big research one institutions that have kind of formalized academic integrity as a week initiation but 
then doing little other things to kind of compliment that. We understand that one and done doesn't 
work, but we do want to make sure that we're educating our students on this, understanding that there 
are some great things that are happening at IUB, but we want to kind of put it all together and package 
it for our students. So, the purpose is basically to shift our campus conversation from punishment to 
prevention, and we want to connect with some big things that are already happening that are 
institutionalized. So, for instance, The Indiana Promise, which looks at ethical behavior, looks at helping 
students take personal responsibility as well as respect the dignity of others. 

And the universities that we've talked to and looked at, tying academic integrity into, well, it's how you 
be, that's how you are. That's huge your experience. That's what you do. That's just kind of, ethically, 
that's what you do as a student and a faculty member on this campus. And so that's what we're looking 
at. We're trying to partner with other people that are already doing this work on campus and really kind 
of elevate that academic integrity. The Hoosier experience also has an alignment with what we're trying 
to do, the authentic learning, the shared responsibility using AI responsibly, and hopefully turning these 
individuals into good citizens when they leave. And it's not just about academics; it's also about making 
sure that they have accountability and ethical behavior once they leave here. And so what we're looking 
at, some of the goals here, we do have, again, for students, but we also anticipate working with faculty 
later on, but some of the students, the goals that we have set forth are looking at as integrity, making 
that connected to the Hoosier identity. That's just what you do. That's an expectation that we have for 
our students. Identifying campus resources for academic success. And that might not be simply student 
academic success. That might be something that you might not consider. So, how to manage your time, 
how to go to sleep at a reasonable hour, how to work in a team and not use somebody else's work. 
Don't self-plagiarize and what does that look like? And so, some of the things also for students is trying 
to navigate dilemmas with certain things. When it comes down to crunch time, a lot of our students 
might turn to AI. They might turn to using somebody else's paper or their own paper, and then that's 
when they get into trouble. And so that's what we're talking about is trying to shift that and move 
upstream to help them navigate those dilemmas that are personal to them, but also affect the people 
around them and celebrate the integrity, not just as a policy, but moving that forward as good as 
citizens. 

Like I said, we're focusing right now on students and those goals, but we do have faculty in mind. 
Obviously, we're the BFC as well as faculty members, so we want to make sure that we're supporting 
faculties as well. There are lots of institutions that look at ways to kind of mitigate academic misconduct, 
thinking about CITL, how do we do that? Some of us teach very large classes and it's hard to kind of 
monitor everything. We want to make sure that we are supported as faculty members as well. And so 
here are some potential partners that we have been in touch with, as well as will be in touch with, with 
this initiative. And you can see BFC is on this one, first year and family experience as well. And Bob's 
going to talk a little bit later about what we've been doing to try to talk to different organizations in 
terms of a survey and looking at needs assessment from students, undergrad and graduate. 

This is a proposed timeline. We have already started this process and looking at soliciting students for 
what do they know, how would they like to receive different messages as it relates to academic 
integrity. In the fall, we're proposing that we start doing some initiatives and building awareness and 
education around, and maybe some programming around engagement around academic integrity, 
connecting it to the mission and values of the university. And then spring 2027, we're looking at kind of 
an assessment. Throughout this whole thing, we're using data to make sure that we're benchmarking, 
make sure that we're doing due diligence, and we're listening to our faculty and our students. So, it's not 



 

 

just us making decisions, it's us soliciting people, making sure that everybody's on track and looking at 
what's actually happening on our campus and moving forward with that. 

[Gonyea] 

So, hi everyone. So, in addition to the benchmarking and all the looking and talking with different units 
on campus, we thought it would be interesting and important to collect student voices directly in the 
form of a survey. So, we drafted this survey on academic integrity. The survey was just launched a few 
weeks ago on March 10th and is actually still in the field. So far, we have a hundred undergraduate and 
a hundred graduate respondents, roughly. And I'll just briefly note that so far, the response rate is 
relatively low and the results I'm going to share are preliminary, but I think that there's some consistent 
patterns there that are worthwhile showing. 

On this slide, you can see the focus of the survey. We defined academic integrity broadly, so not just 
plagiarism or cheating, but also the use of tools like Generative AI. We asked about the clarity of 
instructors' expectations, the guidance students receive, especially around AI, their confidence in 
completing work honestly and whether IU's policies feel fair and clearly communicated. We also asked 
whether they've had any direct learning experiences or activities related to academic integrity. And 
finally, we included an open-ended question at the end asking what they think are the best ways for IU 
to help students understand academic integrity policies and why they matter.  

So, turning to some of these preliminary results, overall, I think you can see expectations appear to be 
fairly clear and well supported among respondents, like over 90% of students in both groups, 
undergraduate and graduate. And I will point out that we intentionally sampled undergraduates with 
the advice of Dave Daleke and some of the graduate students that are sitting on our committee. We 
wanted to make sure that the graduate voice was in there. But over 90% say instructors' expectations 
are at least somewhat clear, and most report receiving guidance on the use of generative AI in their 
coursework. Student confidence is also high, at least among these respondents, especially among 
graduate students, so most feel prepared to meet these expectations. At the same time, about three 
quarters of students agree that IU policies are fair and that the university clearly emphasizes academic 
integrity. The most notable gap though is with engagement. Only about 10% of undergrads and 17% of 
graduate student respondents remembered participating in any academic integrity learning activity. And 
this is a relatively small percentage and suggests an opportunity to expand more proactive structured 
education in this area. 

You'll notice that I've included now an undergraduate voice one of the student comments. I'll show one 
undergraduate comment and one graduate comment while I talk here. So, the open-ended student 
comments help round this out. In general, student respondents recognize that expectations are 
communicated, but they are asking for clearer, more consistent and more current guidance, especially 
around AI. They also want more practical examples and more opportunities to engage with these issues 
as part of learning, not just through policy. So, I guess to wrap up, students generally understand 
expectations and feel confident meeting them. The opportunity now is to build on that foundation by 
making guidance more concrete, more consistent, and more aligned with today's learning environment. 
And I guess we'll be happy to take questions now. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you so much for this initiative. And I really appreciate your focus on identity construction and not 
just consequentialism, so thank you for that. Comments and questions on the Proposed Academic 
Integrity Week Initiative. 



 

 

[Ramos] 

Have you thought about where intercepts take place? Where's the best place for this to have an impact? 

[Eastman-Mueller] 

Can you clarify what do you mean by this? 

[Ramos] 

Are you working with Student Life? They would do programming, maybe it would be through the First 
Year Seminar program. I was thinking of ... 

[Eastman-Mueller] 

We're already in touch with both of those. So yeah, absolutely. And I think we're just trying to chip away 
at this issue and coming from a different approach. And so yeah, we're trying to find out what's 
happening, why are the reports so high, talking to students, figuring out why. Again, we know that some 
may be intentional, and they might always be intentional, but we do know that there's probably 
unintentional things too. And so that's where we're kind of striking where the iron's hot is helping 
students understand what might be a better approach. Educating them on, "Hey, if you use your 
girlfriend's project, that's not okay." Or if you use your paper multiple different times, students have a 
lot of misinterpretations about what is considered academic misconduct and what is academic integrity. 
And so, we're trying to take a positive approach and really help arm them with education and skillset so 
that they can communicate and make those decisions with fact-based information rather than just, 
"Well, I heard that so- and-so" or “I was just helping my friends." We don't want that. And so, if we can 
drill down some of those reports and make it, help them learn about what these things are and initiate 
them and engage them into these conversations, I think it's going to be more of a dialogue rather than 
having them have to go. Some will have to obviously be reported and things, but we're just kind of using 
a different lens and trying to look at that. 

And you're right, yes, we do know that there's pockets of people all over the campus that are doing 
small little things. And I think what we want to do through this initiative is kind of elevate that and 
collaborate with them. And all the people that we've already talked to so far have a lot of exposure to 
our students. And so, I feel like going through and not reinventing the wheel, but maybe putting an extra 
spoke in there or making the bike a different color might be helpful to kind of drill down some of these 
reports so it's not bogging down the system and the students don't get stressed out. And we're helping 
them learn what does it mean to be ethical? What does it mean to have integrity and be more positive 
towards that approach?  

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you. Others? Yes, Professor Buggenhagen. 

[Buggenhagen] 

Hi, Beth Buggenhagen in Social and Historical Sciences. I'd like to thank the Student Affairs Committee 
for their work. I'm really curious about this question about responsible use of AI. And the reason that I 
ask is that it is on our agenda today. And so I wonder if you could elaborate or tell us more about that, 
please. 

[Eastman-Mueller] 



 

 

I'm happy to take this one. I've done a lot of research on this. Some other institutions, AI is not going 
away, okay? At least I don't think so. And other universities and some of our universities here are 
actually talking to faculty and faculty are agreeing to kind of a red light, green light, yellow light and 
trying to figure out and having it right on the syllabus. We do know that CITL has some language about 
AI. Some departments have that, schools have that, but I think we might need to be a little bit more 
implicit about what do we expect from our students in our individual classes. And so, I really like that red 
light, green light, red light. So you can use it, but here's how you can use it. So, maybe looking at it from 
a more critical lens and understanding, okay, you can use it, but you can use it for maybe an idea 
generation, but not your final paper. Or you can use it, but you have to actually have the preliminary 
piece and draft of your paper and the AI example. And so, there's many different ways. What I found 
and felt really, at least it seemed really easily done was the red light, green light, red light, because we 
do know that some professors on campus are okay with it and want that. Others are using it for having a 
critical dialogue, and then others are saying absolutely not. And so, instead of saying no to it, it might be 
more productive to actually have a conversation with faculty and students and kind of understand, okay, 
personally, what do I think as a school, as a department, what is our procedure? What are we putting on 
our syllabus? And how are we communicating that and conveying that with our students? Does that 
answer your question? 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you. Next, Professor Glomm. 

[Glomm] 

I wonder, are there any examples, perhaps good examples in the realm of higher education that have 
provided information about ethical versus unethical behavior? And is there any evidence that these 
kinds of educational initiatives have actually changed behavior, perhaps just at the margin? 

[Eastman-Mueller] 

What I would say is, to your point, the institutions that have these designated and formalized do suggest 
that it does work. It does reduce the reports. And we understand that not just having a week, we know 
that that, even from a health promotion standpoint, is not going to be effective. So, we need to do 
multiple doses. We need to be consistent throughout our messages. That's why we're bringing in all our 
partners to do that. Now, as far as the ethical versus unethical, I think that's a bigger conversation that 
we all need to have at all different levels. What is ethics? What is unethical? And I think having those 
conversations and talking about this, because it's not going away and it just seems to get bigger and 
bigger. And so how do we manage AI in the classroom? How do we support not only students, but 
faculty in larger arenas and big classrooms? We're not police officers. Our job is to teach. So, how do we 
change or easily adapt what we're doing in the classroom to make it less easy for them to have 
academic misconduct? And I know a lot of the professors, at least in the School of Public Health, we're 
starting to go back to the paper and pencil because then you don't have that impetus to have the 
screens in front of you, whatever they may be, for our students to do that. And again, there's always 
going to be some people who are going to take the easy route out. And this is not saying that we're 
going to combat that. This is just our approach to figuring out and open to ideas. This is one approach to 
try to maybe help our students through navigating through these situations. 

[Glomm] 



 

 

But is there a sense in that particular area of an emerging sense of best practices? I mean, we can all 
reinvent the wheel a hundred times in thousands of different units, but it would be really useful to 
figure out if there's a sense of best practices, what works, and how big are the effects. I'm an economist 
and don't hold it against me, but before we spend a bunch of resources on things that are not going to 
work or our priors are that are not going to work, you might want to think about this before we really 
spend the resources. 

[Eastman-Mueller] 

I agree with you. And there is actually an international organization that is dedicated to academic 
integrity of higher institutions, higher education. And so, we're going to reach out to them and really 
kind of talk to them about what they've known and what do they do with best practices. So, that's at an 
international level, but there is an organization that is dedicated to academic integrity among colleges 
and universities. So down the road, but we haven't spent any monetary money right now. So, thank you 
for your question. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you. And thanks again to Professors Eastman-Mueller, Gamblin, and Gonyea for your work on this 
important topic. We're out of time for agenda item 11, so we'll move on to number 12, and that's a 
legislative update from Professor Akou. 

[Akou] 

All right. Thank you. Oh, there come my slides. Great. All right. So, as you may have heard, this year was 
a short legislative session. It's been over now for almost a month. We did have a presentation earlier in 
the year from IU Government Relations, but I think it's important to talk a little bit. I am quite civically 
engaged in paying attention to bills coming before the state legislature. I even went up to testify a 
couple of times. So, I am giving you my perspective. I will say I do not speak for IU government relations. 
In fact, I'm not speaking as any kind of official IU representative in this presentation. Also, I am not a 
legislator, so I'm not going to speculate about what was on the minds of any legislators. I'm not a lawyer, 
so I'm not going to speculate about how any of these bills that became laws are going to play out in the 
courts. That's for other people to decide. Also, I want to recognize quickly that faculty governance 
organization actions are advisory only. And so, in this particular presentation, I am not advocating for 
any particular policy decisions, and certainly this body has no ability to make any policies, and you'll see 
why that's important in a few minutes. All right. So, I'm going to run through six bills that have become 
laws. These have all been signed by the Governor. Some have very specific minimal effects on higher 
education. Others will have greater effects. So, I also have included in all of these ... And I think, is the 
PowerPoint available in Teams or can we ... Okay, great. I do have links to each of the bills that have 
become laws. The final language is in that hyperlink at the bottom of each slide, so you can easily go 
back through these. Okay. So first, some that have just very focused, relatively minor effects. So, HEA 
1266 is mostly a K-12 education law. It does have one part implicating higher education. There is a 
demand that public universities report on the feasibility of one year graduate programs and mental and 
behavioral health. That does go to effect July 1st, and the reports are due in December. So, if you are 
engaged in that kind of educational program, you might want to be aware and check in with your 
administrators about it. 

SEA 204 was also mostly a K-12 bill. It does, I think, add an important adjustment to some legislation 
that was passed last year to specify that when degree programs in higher education are eliminated, they 
must continue accepting new majors until June 1st of the following year, and also allow majors to 



 

 

complete the degree. So, we have referred to that as a teach-out, and it is also part of IU policy, but this 
really enshrines it into state law. However, this particular provision of the law does not go into effect 
until next year.  

SEA 88 was stripped down considerably from its original proposition. It ended up having just two very 
focused parts, one about K-12 and one about higher education. What this law specifies is that public 
universities that accept the ACT and SAT must now also accept the Classic Learning Test. This is a 
relatively new standardized test that focuses on kids who are being homeschooled or going through 
classical education systems. IU does accept both the ACT and SAT and will be required to accept the CLT. 
However, we are also test optional. So, while this goes into effect July 1st, it seems to me that it won't 
have a huge effect. All right. 

SEA 199, again, mostly K-12 education bill. It does do one important thing for higher education in that it 
adds another criterion for the elimination of university degree programs. So, you might recall that last 
year in HEA 1001, that's where we got the numerical thresholds for viability of programs. And if you fall 
below the thresholds, the program must be eliminated. This adds one more data point, which is if a 
program falls below... Basically the language it uses is low earning outcome programs. This is part of the 
One Big Beautiful Bill Act. So, this is coming from federal law and basically says that university degree 
programs, graduates must earn at least as much as the average high school graduate. It's not entirely 
clear to me how these metrics are going to be determined, but Indiana has actually gone one step 
farther than federal legislation and said that those programs should be eliminated. And this does go into 
effect July 1st. Now we heard a little bit about this from the chancellor in the last meeting, so this may 
or may not have any impact on Bloomington, but I think it's just good to be aware of.  

Okay. Last two. The last two deals specifically with immigration enforcement. So, SEA 256 was framed as 
a bill about foreign adversaries, and I want to highlight a couple of things that do impact specifically 
public universities. So, in this slide, the language that is in blue is coming directly from that law. So, you 
can look it up and read for yourself. I just wanted to highlight these sections. So, public universities may 
not provide any kind of financial assistance or grants to anyone who is deemed to be an affiliate of a 
foreign terrorist organization. It is not clear to me, and again, this is to me a matter for upper 
administration to figure out, but I am not sure personally where there is a list of such affiliates on the 
Indiana General Assembly website or some other executive website like the Governor's site. This is 
certainly something to be aware of, but again, I am not aware of how exactly this is going to be 
implemented. 

Also very important, and this will impact faculty directly. So, there is also a provision of this law that 
restricts the admission of students from a list of countries. Right now, that list is China, Russia, Iran, 
North Korea, Cuba, and Venezuela. That list could grow if other countries are designated as adversaries 
by the federal government or by the Governor. It restricts the admission of students from those 
countries into what are called qualifying programs. And there is a list of programs in the law. Currently, 
they are all STEM programs, mostly in engineering, some in biology, but it does say that the Commission 
for Higher Education can expand the list if they so choose. This requires enhanced security screening 
before admissions are offered. It also, if students from those countries are admitted into those 
programs, they cannot receive financial support from the government of that country. So, for example, a 
student coming from China could not be funded by the Chinese government or other ... Again, this is 
quite complicated because particularly for graduate programs, faculty are involved in making admissions 
decisions. Again, I think if that applies to you, it would be really good to become familiar with this law. 
And this does go into effect in August of this year.  

The last law I want to talk about is SEA 76. So, this also relates to immigration enforcement. There are 
two pages that deal specifically with public universities, and again, it's really good to look at this law for 



 

 

yourself. So, a few things that it does. One is that it indemnifies universities for adverse actions related 
to immigration enforcement and says that the attorney general can represent universities in lawsuits. It 
also forbids universities from having any written or unwritten policies that restrict sharing and gathering 
of citizenship information. Now, in K-12 schools, there was quite a bit of discussion in the media about 
how public schools generally do not collect citizenship information, and so they don't have any to share. 
Universities are different because we do have a lot of students coming in from other countries. The 
federal government already knows what their citizenship status is. We do, however, have some 
protections like FERPA and HIPAA that may limit this somewhat. The law does say that even federal 
enforcement is required to follow the law, so that is an important stipulation. This goes into effect July 
1st. 

Another provision that goes into effect July 1st says that K-12 schools and universities cannot limit 
federal immigration enforcement regardless of who carries it out. So, even a local law enforcement 
agency, Monroe County Sheriff, Bloomington Police Department, IUPD, could be involved in 
enforcement activity, and we are not allowed to have any policies that would restrict their function. 

Finally, there is also a provision that already went into effect. So, this is already law as we speak. It says 
that the Attorney General shall compel universities to comply with this law and file lawsuits to enjoin 
any policies or practices as needed, and that the penalty is up to $10,000 per violation. So again, very 
complicated. In terms of hiring, and again, this could be a faculty concern in terms of anyone who is 
sitting on a hiring committee, SEA 76 also says that employers shall use reasonable diligence to confirm 
work eligibility of individuals even before recruiting them. Again, I don't know exactly how this is going 
to work in terms of recruiting faculty members. This is something that the administration and staff will 
clearly need to work out how this is going to be determined, but it is something to be on the lookout for, 
and it does go into effect in July. 

All right, parting thoughts. I wanted to give this presentation partly because we certainly could have 
invited IU Government Relations to come back and talk to us, and I'm sure they'd be happy to. But the 
thing is that because they're really largely representing the administration and Board of Trustees’ 
concerns, they're really generally focused on funding and policies. They're not necessarily very focused 
on how this impacts the day-to-day reality of faculty and students. It really is up to us as faculty to 
consider how these laws are going to impact our jobs as faculty. So again, parting thought, I really 
recommend that you do follow those links, read these laws for yourself if you think like, "Ooh, that is 
going to impact how I do my job," because you know your situation the best. IU is not responsible for 
how we as individual citizens act. We are responsible for our own actions under the law and should be 
aware of what the laws are. So, that is what I leave you with. We didn't create a time for questions for 
this, but if you want to talk to me individually, we could also actually talk about some of this during the 
visioning sessions, but I want to leave time for the resolution and new business. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thanks, Professor Akou for walking us through those legislative developments. And as you said, we will 
move on to the next agenda item, which is the resolution on IU contracts with OpenAI and Professor 
Robinson. 

[Robinson] 

Thank you, John. Yeah. So, we have 10 minutes and I do want to move for a vote in that 10 minutes, so I 
want to go super-fast. So for those people who have been giving these careful, wonderful presentations, 
all of you, mine is going to be super rushed, but the actual resolution is the first five slides, which I'll 
read. And then I have eight more and I'm just going to quickly scroll through them. I won't reach them. 



 

 

Virginia, I understood though that it might be in the Microsoft Team so people can follow up but let me 
also say in advance that the eight slides are giving sources for the whereases. So, in other words, if you 
find the whereas, it's like, how do we know this is the case? It is something that you can easily research, 
you can find sources, and I'll scroll through them if in the conversation those come up, but again, it's 
going to be very fast because I would actually like to move for a vote on the resolution itself. The other 
thing to say about the resolution upfront is because Beth mentioned in the comment that it's related to 
the ... But I do want to qualify that a little bit. It is actually, there's obviously very broad issues implicated 
in the resolution, namely whether OpenAI is a company that it conducts its business in harmony with 
our academic integrity and our responsibility as set out in our mission statement that's broad, but it is 
narrowly focused in this sense that there are many other issues precisely around academic integrity, 
around environmental footprints, about all sorts of things that come up with AI. And I really do 
commend to people our AAUP, IUB AAUP chapter statement, as well as the national AAUP statement on 
AI and academic integrity and the involvement of faculty in the procurement process for AI contracts. 
But this is quite narrow. In other words, it is again, the ethical responsibility of IU to vet its contracts to 
only contract with corporations that are within the law and are consistent with IU policy. So, with that 
said, let me read through the resolution. Let's see. How does it go forward? Oh, I'm facing the wrong 
way. Thank you.  

So, whereas OpenAI's corporate conduct is not compatible with IUP's core principles of fostering a 
culture of respect and integrity. In particular, whereas OpenAI has made its advanced AI systems 
available to the Department of War to replace products that the Department of War has dropped due to 
proposed ethical limits on their use. Three, whereas OpenAI has undermined corporate rival Anthropic's 
efforts to establish even minimal such ethical limits on using AI for autonomous weaponry and mass 
surveillance. Four, whereas OpenAI is contracted with the Department of War to aid in the building and 
targeting of weapons of mass destruction at the very moment that the Department of War has launched 
a war of choice against a sovereign nation in violation of the UN Charter, the US Constitution and 
customary law. Five, whereas OpenAI's technology ... And I've changed this just because some of the 
sourcing was more speculative on the extent to which OpenAI is currently doing it. So, I would like to do 
a friendly amendment to my own proposal. So, whereas OpenAI's technologies have the potential to 
allow US armed services to deploy targeting and surveillance systems to extrajudicially assassinate and 
kidnap civilian political religious and scientific leaders of sovereign nations. Six, whereas OpenAI's 
technologies are also used by civilian agencies under the Department of Homeland Security, such as 
immigration and customs enforcement, for developing leads to survey and target US domestic 
populations for detention, concentration and deportation. Seven, whereas IU has the choice of many 
alternative AI products besides open AIs to make available to the community, be it therefore resolved 
that one, no IU entity shall enter into a commercial contract with Open AI. Two, all existing such 
contracts shall be terminated at the earliest occasion provided by law. Three, the reasoning for IU's 
decision shall be widely published.  

So, that's the motion, which I'm going to move, the resolution, the vote I want to move in a second, but 
let me just, again, without reading them, this is the core principles that I was referring to. It did come up 
in a brief discussion why I say Department of War rather than Department of Defense. And I do just 
want to point out that that is the language. So, this is the actual piece of the contract itself, that is how 
they refer to the contract with the Department of War, which is probably an accurate way to refer to 
that department at this point. The MIT Tech Review, this is discussing how it basically undermines 
Anthropic's efforts. The current OpenAI contracts with the Pentagon undermines Anthropic's efforts to 
limit the use of autonomous AI in guild chains and domestic surveillance. 

Brennan Center is an independent civil liberty center at NYU. This is their chief counsel noting that 
Trump's strikes are unconstitutional. This is New York Times on all of AI, OpenAI's bets on war 



 

 

technology. This is MIT Tech Review on the same theme. This is the information, a highly respected 
source, on Silicon Valley News, talking about the DHS's own database indicating that OpenAI is used for 
domestic enforcement by ICE, and those are the slides. So, I move, and John, I don't know how we take 
it from here, but I'd like to move that we vote on the resolution. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you, Professor Robinson. I believe a motion for a vote requires a second. Do we have a second? 
Yes, a second. And so, we'll go again to the consoles. 

[Stoffman] 

Discussion. 

[Ciorciari] 

I'm sorry, for discussion, and then prepare to vote on your consoles. So, we've got several minutes 
within the 10-minute frame for discussion. Yes, Professor Siek. 

[Siek] 

I'd like to propose a revision that we instead phrase it as a replacement of OpenAI with a different 
system, such as Anthropic, for example. And the reason for that is that in the Computer Science 
Department, we're literally just within the last few weeks, things are just completely changing how we 
work, really major changes in everything we do. And I really fear for what's going to happen to the 
whole department if we don't have access to this technology. And I completely ... I'm not in any way 
supportive of what OpenAI is doing, and I didn't choose OpenAI as the IU's technology. It's just that that 
happened to be the one that our administrators chose to provide. And it'd be fine with having Claude or 
something else. In fact, I'm actually trying to purchase Claude right now, but our software purchasing 
procedures are so messed up that I have no hope actually of it going through. 

[Robison] 

So, Jeremy, could that be a friendly amendment in the whereas? I mean, because I do want to point out 
that number seven does refer to those opportunity costs, that there are many others. So, it's not meant 
to restrict the purchase of other AI products, but maybe it should be spelled out. 

[Siek] 

Yeah. I mean, I'd like it just to be clear that it's not like we're going to be without an AI system for some 
period of time. 

[Robinson] 

So could that be... 

[Siek] 

We would need to start canceling classes. Stop research... 

[Robinson] 



 

 

Could we just put in number four, maybe even put it in as number one, that we shall replace our open AI 
contracts with another AI product. And then one, no contracts, no new contracts, all existing contracts 
are to aspire within the legal framework. 

[Siek] 

Yeah, that would be great. 

[Robinson] 

Okay. So number one, that would be, I guess, does a friendly amendment, if I accept that ... No, I hear 
the... 

[Stoffman] 

Yeah. Believe it or not, there's no such thing as a friendly amendment, but I mean, in this situation to 
move things along, it's fine if you want to change your resolution. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you. Next, I saw Vice Chancellor Shackelford. 

[Shackelford] 

And this is just a quick comment, but I want to just make folks aware that we're going to be putting out 
an AI in research survey over the next week or so to get more information back about how faculty across 
IU are using different AI tools. What are some of the headaches? What are some of the suggestions they 
might have? Coastal assignment of the research data comments have been terrific. So hopefully we'll 
get data back that are going to be useful for further discussions on this topic. So, just wanted to offer 
that. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you. Yes. 

[Gahl-Mills] 

Karen Gahl-Mills from O'Neill. We're the policy school. While I absolutely appreciate the sentiment 
behind this resolution, I worry about this body saying yes or no to very specific things and not 
recommending policy about what are their criteria for determining which kind of AI software platforms 
we're going to use, etcetera, etcetera. I worry that we're outside of the scope of what this body can 
even do as an advisory body when we are voting up or down. And so, I want to put that forward for your 
consideration. 

[Ciorciari] 

Yes, sir. 

[Applegate] 

John Applegate Law School. I would worry about the ability of our colleagues in any number of areas 
who want to be able to use the unique properties of OpenAI's ChatGPT or whatever it is for research or 
other purposes. I mean, I don't know, in fact, my impression is that the different AI platforms are not 



 

 

simply interchangeable. It's not another word processing program. And I think it's both a bad idea 
practically and in principle for us to deny our colleagues access to possibly unique platforms for study 
and research. 

[Robinson] 

If I just throw in really quickly just to say that we don't have contracts with Anthropic, and I know, for 
example, Jeremy and others in the school use Anthropic. I don't think we need a $2 million university-
wide contract with a AI product in order for colleagues to use AI products in their research. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you. We have reached 4:30, the end of our scheduled meeting time. We can either take a vote 
now if you'd like to motion for that again or continue in further discussion in the next BFC session. 

[Robinson] 

I would actually like to move for a vote if there's a second for it.  

[Ciorciari] 

Do we have a second? Okay. Let's go back to your consoles for a vote to wrap up our meeting for today. 
Can we confirm that everyone has voted? If you have not yet voted, but would like to, could you raise 
your hand? Okay. I see one more hand. 

[Stoffman] 

So, it's actually, that's 44.2% in favor, 42.3% opposed. Given that we are required to do a roll call vote, 
which means we need to record individually each person's vote on the matter. However, Mr. Chair, you 
may, if you wish, in fact, I would suggest you are required to adjourn the meeting unless there are no 
objections to extending it, but I will object, which means that we can put this on the agenda for the next 
meeting and it will require a roll call vote. We can't take any action with this outcome. 

[Ciorciari] 

Thank you. Then I think that in a sensible course of action since all of you are busy and have other 
commitments is for us to defer this into a roll call vote at the next BFC meeting. Thank you all very much 
for your time and discussion today, and we look forward to seeing you again soon. 

 


