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[Shrivastav] 

Good afternoon, everybody. Welcome back. I am being advised we have quorum, so let's begin this 
meeting. We are into November, beautiful brisk fall day. Thank you for coming here. We have a full 
agenda as we always do. Let me start off by approval of the minutes of our last meeting, which was 
October 14th, 2025. Hopefully somebody's read it and is willing to pass a motion and second it. 
Anybody, somebody who's read it, read the minutes? We've got a motion and a second too. Anybody? 
Nobody's seconding it. Oh, we do have, all right, we've got second. All in favor of approving the motion 
as written, please raise your hands. All opposed? Nobody's opposed. Anybody abstain? The president 
has advised me earlier today that for all votes going forward we will do motions. All motions will take 
votes for people who are in favor, against, and abstain. So, I will do this as a matter of routine. 

[Ramos] 

Yeah, I think it's just good record keeping. A few of the votes. I noticed we just said a majority, but I 
think some people use those other two votes as an opinion, so we'll be marking those as well. Can I talk 
about new business? Oh wait.  

[Shrivastav] 

I'll get you a minute. Wait your turn 

[Ramos] 

I had caffeine. 

[Shrivastav] 

Alright, the motion for the minutes are approved with no abstentions and nobody opposed. We begin 
our meeting as always with a memorial resolution. Today we'll be having a resolution from a colleague 
Dorothy Gable. If you're ready, Carrie, I invite you to read the resolution. 

[Docherty] 
Thank you. Dr. Dorothy L. Gabel was a rare individual who devoted her career at Indiana University 
to multiple dimensions: high quality scholarly research and mentorship of doctoral students, 
teaching science education practices to undergraduate students preparing to become generalist 
teachers in public schools and preparing secondary science teachers. She had a gift for making 
complex science problems accessible to both those who had only rudimentary understanding of 
science as well as to those with more advanced knowledge. What was also unique about Dr. Gabel 
was the fact that she was a member of the Sinsinawa Dominican Sisters, located in Sinsinawa, 
Wisconsin, while she was a professor at Indiana University. She maintained contact with her 
religious order and conducted science workshops for teachers in both Catholic and public schools 
throughout her career. In this way, she embodied the compatibility of science and religion.  
Dr. Gabel was born January 2, 1936, in Amityville, New York. She earned an A.B. degree in 
chemistry from Rosary College, an M.S. in chemistry from Purdue University, and a Ph.D. in science 
education also from Purdue. From 1959 to 1970, Dr. Gabel taught at the high school level, first for 
seven years at Edgewood High School in Madison, Wisconsin, and then at Cathedral High School in 



 
 

  
 

Omaha, Nebraska. During Dr. Gabel’s subsequent time at Purdue, she taught a range of subjects 
and also helped run an important National Science Foundation chemistry institute. Dr. Gabel came 
to Indiana University in 1974, following the completion of her doctorate. 
From 1974 to 1979, Dr. Gabel served as director of the Secondary Science Teacher Preparation 
Program. During this time, she also held an appointment as assistant professor of science 
education. She was promoted to associate professor in 1979, and in 1983 she became a full 
professor. From 1983 on, she held a wide range of posts both within and outside of Indiana 
University. During 1987-88, Dr. Gabel served as a program director in teacher preparation at the 
National Science Foundation. 
During Dr. Gabel's career at IU, she developed a worldwide reputation for expertise in both 
chemical education and more broadly science education. She interacted with chemists at national 
meetings and worked with science educators both on and off campus. Reviewing her 
accomplishments, one notes the wide range of her activities, including service on advisory boards 
and committees. For instance, from 1995 to 1998 she served on the National Research Council's 
Committee on Undergraduate Education, and from 1993 to 1998 she served on the Adolescence 
and Young Adulthood Science Standards Committee for the National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards. 
Within the field of science education, Dr. Gabel served on the editorial boards of key journals such 
as The Journal of Research in Science Teaching and Science Education. In addition to these roles, Dr. 
Gabel also served as president of the Hoosier Association of Science Teachers (1979-80), the 
National Association of Research in Science Teaching (1994-95), and the School Science and 
Mathematics Association (1988-90).  
Research was a key component of Dr. Gabel's work within chemistry education and science 
education. She authored thirty-seven research articles in peer-reviewed journals and carried out 
ten research and development projects, many of which resulted in book chapters. In addition, she 
presented over seventy research talks throughout the world. Perhaps one of her most important 
efforts was her service as editor of the Handbook of Research on Science Teaching and Learning (1994).  
Many of Dr. Gabel's papers have been honored as top manuscripts in key science education journals 
and among the most important papers presented at many of the discipline’s research conferences. For 
example, in 1977 and 1979, two of her research papers were recognized as the most significant papers 
to appear during the year in the Journal of Research in Science Teaching.  
As an indication of the esteem in which the science education and chemistry communities held her, she 
received both the National Association of Research in Science Teaching’s Distinguished Contributions 
through Research Award in 2007 and the American Chemical Society National Award for Achievement in 
Research for the Teaching and Learning of Chemistry in 2008. 
At Indiana University, Dr. Gabel taught many graduate and undergraduate classes. Perhaps the 
most important of these for future teachers of Indiana was the introductory physical science course 
that IU elementary education majors must complete, which she designed through National Science 
Foundation funding. Also, Dr. Gabel authored a wide range of teaching articles in peer- reviewed 
journals, supporting science teachers around the globe in their endeavors to deliver quality science 
lessons.  
Dr. Gabel guided many important research projects. It seems important to comment on two of her 
major projects. Over a five-year period, Dr. Gabel guided an important NSF project designed to help 
classroom chemistry teachers, which has had an impact on many teachers throughout the nation 
and the world. The second key project, Quality University Education of Science Teachers, 
revamped the education of elementary education teachers at IU to ensure that they would receive 
inquiry-based science instruction. The project also aimed to foster a cadre of elementary education 
majors who would not just teach science, but who would emphasize science in the classroom.  



 
 

  
 

It is important to point out the many ways in which Dr. Gabel helped foster the field of science 
education. Through her work on key domains in science education she had a noteworthy 
influence. There are now many scholars throughout the world researching issues in science education 
that were initiated by her, and this is in large part the result of her groundbreaking work. Her 
former doctoral students hold key posts throughout the United States and the world as 
researchers and leaders. Faculty members in the Program in Science Education here at IU, as 
well as present and past Ph.D. students, will always admire the contributions she has made. Thank 
you. 

[Shrivastav] 
Thank you. Carrie. If you are able, please stand for a moment of silence. Thank you. And now, Bill, it is 
your chance. I now invite the executive committee business report from faculty president Bill Ramos. 

[Ramos] 

Great, thank you. Welcome back to our third of ten meetings for this academic year with only one more 
this month before we send you off on Thanksgiving break and then before you know it into finals and off 
to winter break as well. With a very tight agenda, I'm going to keep my remarks on the shorter side for 
right now. I'll be back later in the meeting to talk about the overview with policies that we decided to 
put on the agenda, and it is a great idea to get everybody caught up. And also, just to note playing the 
role of parliamentarian today is Danielle DeSawal. As you saw from me after we departed last meeting, I 
threw out the opportunity to come together and perhaps share some fall joy with a pumpkin decorating 
showcase. This is what happens when you put a PhD in leisure behavior in the president's seat and more 
to come, although we didn't get a great response, we'll keep trying things that might help pull people 
out of the funk that many seem to be in and serve as a reminder to those struggling that we can still find 
joy all around us. 
But the good news is we're onto the next opportunity to come together as a community for the positive 
through the gift of giving. In a quick turnaround and I appreciate the quick response from many groups 
that are represented at the table today, the BFC, including enthusiastic buy-in from our friends, from 
Staff Council, Student Government, GPSG and campus administration, we invite you to a “Pack the 
Stage” food drive event to take place during our last meeting coming up on November 18th. It'll be to 
benefit those on our campus through the Crimson Cupboard and also through the greater Bloomington 
community. We'll have more details coming, so hang on for that, but start collecting those non-
perishable. Small group meetings continue and you're still welcome to sign up within our Teams folder if 
you'd like to come have the opportunity for a more intimate conversation with me, each other and the 
provost. 

As a follow up to the resolution passed around notification of police presence, please know that I met 
with Ben Hunter, Associate Vice President and Superintendent of Public Safety and, as expected, 
unfortunately best practices simply do not allow for such notice to take place about their operations. 
But I had a great talk with Mr. Hunter. He's very well aware and sympathetic to the emotions that the 
presence of law enforcement can kind of evoke and he expressed his openness to talk to anyone about 
concerns with their training and review process if it might help put anyone at ease. With the blessing of 
the BFC Executive Committee, we'll embark on a new collaborative with OVPFAA to strategically use the 
derived, the data derived from the Academic Careers in Higher Education Survey, most of us know as 
the COACHE survey, to help inform decision making around ways to improve the experience on our 
campus and meet express needs through the survey. BFC will extend the time from myself and Andrew 
Hopson from the Executive Board to represent and we'll see how initiatives are derived out of that. 



 
 

  
 

We'll also have a presentation in the spring, because I believe that's when the survey is executed, so 
we'll have you come in and kind of give us a motivational talk to take it. How many people have filled 
out the COACHE survey before? That's not breaking a confidence, is it? I don't think so. Okay, so greater 
number. If you're not familiar with the survey, it helps to gauge faculty satisfaction, success, needs, 
climate, and culture, so it's really valuable and I hope everyone will participate.  
As you have heard or seen, several expedited changes were made to BOT-24, the policy for post-tenure 
review. These edits were intended to clarify certain areas of the policy to help make it more functional 
and add clarity and we're seeing as to be to the advantage of the faculty who will undergo the process 
for the first time. It's important to note the policy continues to be under review. It is still under review 
for a final round, so more comments can be made, and I believe it's in the process. We'll talk later where 
it is in a committee and then when you'll have an opportunity to chime in. In the weekly provost cabinet 
meeting, we were invited to have a seat at the table. I made a request to the deans to work with their 
policy groups to revisit the processes around SEA-202 to make sure that we're all still in line, fully 
understood, and to discuss any changes that might need to be made now that we're one year into the 
process. This Friday, we'll also meet with the policy chairs, and I will ask them the same thing, meet with 
deans, have conversations and see if there are any gaps or holes that we need to clarify in the processes. 
A reminder that process was and still is in the hands of faculty governance, so hopefully this is an 
opportunity to make sure we're all still on the same page. 
I'll finish as we get ready to turn the conversation over to the Chancellor, to Chancellor Reingold with a 
summary of actions I recently undertook to glean the best understanding possible around the crisis 
within the IDS and the Media School. Since the news came out, I've met with several faculty members 
within the media school, the Provost and Chancellor, the Dean of the Media School, and checked in on 
the student reaction and wellbeing through Zach Goldberg, our President of Student Government. There 
was certainly much to learn and decipher and of course with legal action now on the table, a need for 
silence will most likely be forced into play. What I can tell you is at this juncture, what I can tell you at 
this juncture is that as reaffirmation abound around free speech and the denouncing of censorship and 
we hear from all corners of the campus and all constituents, what becomes important now is that the 
structures and systems be put into place to ensure that this type of mistake can never happen again and 
we don't allow our often short-term memory in higher education to come back to haunt us. I do want to 
thank Chancellor Reingold for his recent letter to the editors of the IDS. It was thoughtful and helpful as 
a means to get out information that is so needed when faced with flashpoints that often become victims 
of misinformation. We haven't seen outward communications of this kind for a while, and I found it 
incredibly helpful. With that, I thank you again for sharing your time and talents with the BFC and I turn 
it back over to the Provost. 

[Shrivastav] 
Thank you, Bill. Next, I invite Chancellor Reinold to give his campus leadership report. 

[Reingold] 

Alright, thank you and good afternoon, colleagues. It's always a pleasure to be able to share updates 
with the group. First, I'd like to speak to the activities and actions regarding the Indiana Daily Student, 
which have consumed a great deal of time and energy since our last meeting. I'm confident many of you 
have read both the internal statements on this topic as well as some of the media coverage. Over the 
past two weeks, I've engaged in conversations, sometimes spirited ones, with many campus colleagues 
including visits with the Chancellor's Faculty Advisory Committee, the Alliance of Distinguished Entitled 
Professors, the College of Arts and Sciences, as well as the O'Neill Schools, Deans, Advisory Councils and 



 
 

  
 

various faculty and staff at my weekly lunches. I've also spoken with alumni in a variety of settings as 
well as to the full congress of the IU Student Government to all of that. 

I will add this. It's always easier to play the Monday morning quarterback. The decision to halt the 
printing of the IDS was in response to a set of circumstances and conversations at a moment in time. It 
was my best judgment that all involved would benefit from a reset of what had been a longstanding 
tension around printing the IDS. We cannot continue without putting the IDS onto a path that respects 
its original charter as a financially independent entity. That goal has become lost amid salacious 
headlines that captured attention across traditional and social media. The Media School Dean either has 
or is about to name members of a task force who will work to create a more detailed plan for the IDS as 
it pushes forward to live up to that charter of editorial independence and financial independence. It is 
my hope that allowing the IDS to resume printing, which was announced with the campus last week, 
that it will enable us to move forward in a positive way that leads to a plan that will defend our 
constitutional commitment to freedom of the press, is reasonably and fiscally responsible, and positions 
Indiana University Bloomington to continue to offer journalism education that is without peer. 

Let me also speak for a moment about media coverage around another topic that's gotten some 
attention, the Jewish Studies Program, and it was noted I think last time here in this convening, and I 
want to reemphasize that, as was noted before, the Executive Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences, 
Rick Van Kooten, following the college's protocols, named an interim program director in August with a 
leadership search on the horizon, which had long been planned, certainly prior to my return to campus. 
Having an interim director in the position gives us and the program our best opportunity to bring in top 
candidates for this permanent role of program director. Hamilton Lugar School Dean John Ciorciari will 
chair the committee as part of a national search. I anticipate the search committee members will be 
named soon and active recruiting for that important position will begin soon after. 

On the subject of our faculty, I'm proud to recognize three colleagues who this past week were named 
distinguished professors this fall. If you could please join me in congratulating Alan Dennis, Distinguished 
Professor of Information Systems in the Kelley School of Business at Atar Arad, Distinguished Professor 
of music in viola, and Cynthia Graham, Distinguished Professor of Gender Studies. This is a high honor 
and we want to recognize (applause).  
For our faculty, this is also a time that I think many of us are aware when we are focused on the all-
important work involved in the assessment of possible promotion and tenure decisions for colleagues 
and assessing merits of dossiers. It is among the most, maybe the most important administrative 
function at the university that establishes the parameters to be an integral part of this community of 
scholars. I want to give a sincere thank you to all faculty and all colleagues who are involved in doing this 
incredibly time-consuming but critical work on behalf of the campus. 

And I also want to thank all the external letter writers. They probably don't get to read our minutes, but 
I know that we depend so much on our external reviewers and all of their willingness to take part in our 
process. I also want to thank you, thank you as well, to the deans, department chairs, program directors, 
faculty and staff involved in efforts to reimagine, combine or merge degrees that fell below state 
thresholds for higher education degree requirements. I know that we have many colleagues who are 
working feverishly under enormous pressure and time constraints that are not necessarily of the 
university's making, but I have full confidence that these groups will create programs that offer a robust 
and pedagogically sound slate of majors for students at IUB.  

At the beginning of the semester, I shared that we would be assembling a committee from the campus 
and the city of Bloomington to come together to advance ideas that strengthen our community's 
wellbeing and especially our economic competitiveness. The Alliance for Community Competitiveness 
will meet for the first time this week. This is a group that is co-chaired by Professor Amanda Rutherford 



 
 

  
 

from the O'Neill School and Angela Van Rooy from the city of Bloomington. They're joined by a number 
of colleagues on the campus and in the city and I look forward to sharing their ideas with this group as 
the council moves forward with their work and I want to wish them well and thank them for their efforts 
here moving forward. Today, there is a, I want to just flag, a signup opportunity to join me for these 
weekly unscripted lunches with faculty and colleagues from across the campus in the Tudor Room. I 
believe it was in IUB today, although I haven't seen IUB today in my email. I don't know if it went out. It 
just came out. Alright, just there you go, just as we speak. And these are I think, enjoyable opportunities 
for all to have conversations, candid conversations, sometimes really hard conversations and a chance 
to hear from various parts of the campus on ways that we can strengthen the place that we love while 
addressing many of our concerns as well. So, please consider joining me if it's of interest.  

Other items on my radar include the search for our next Dean of the School of Public Health, continued 
work on general education updates, as well as campus policy updates, which we're going to hear more 
about here later on in this meeting. And that concludes my report and as always, I want to thank this 
group for your commitment to our campus. Together we are united in our shared goal of an ever-better 
Indiana University Bloomington and sustaining its position among the most important research 
universities in America and beyond. Thank you. 

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you, Chancellor Reinold, we have 10 minutes for Q&A, so if there are any questions, please let me 
know. Yes. 

[Nandineni] 

Good afternoon, everyone. I'm Manish and I'm representing GPSG here as its President. Thank you, 
Chancellor, for the letter you wrote to the IDS, but I wanted to have clarification on two topics there. 
One, why was this decision taken in the middle of the year when already IDS had ad contracts signed for 
the entire year and why was this decision not communicated in advance through any form of 
communication that the entire university knows that, okay, this decision is coming and it’s not abrupt 
that we took all of a sudden right now? 

[Reingold] 

So, thank you for that question. As far as the timing, I mean I think if you were to read lots of the 
reports, there was an ongoing effort here for about 18 months, maybe longer, but based on my 
assessment, about 18 months where the Dean working with the Provost had put together this student 
media plan, which sketched out a future for the IDS specifically as it relates to print and as it relates to 
questions about the, I guess the world of a newspaper in the 21st century, sort of writ large. And that 
plan, which I think looking at it is new to me but looking at it and reading it and becoming familiar with 
it, it was a solid plan, but it clearly did not have certain really important details. And a couple of the 
details that were not in that plan as far as I could tell were clarity around what was a special issue and 
how frequently special issues were to actually appear. And so, in my assessment, what you ended up 
having, and I think there's been some reporting about this, there was a lot of back and forth about those 
details and trying to sort out those details essentially on the fly as we entered the fall semester and as 
those were trying to be worked out, there was I think considerable conflict as, I guess what I would sort 
of describe it, around trying to actually answer those details as we were moving forward and all sorts of 
allegations flying about. And so, people can question the decision, but I thought it was, as I said in my 
remarks, important for us to take a moment to see what exactly was actually unfolding, collect some 
information, assess the situation and based on that assessment, decide what the best path forward is. 



 
 

  
 

And that was after that took place to go ahead and push forward and allow the IDS to print, set up their 
budget, give them the freedom to do so without the engagement of the campus with a task force that 
the Dean would set up to and sort through some of these unanswered questions. So, the timing 
certainly not ideal. I agree with you on that, but I thought it was important given the level of 
disagreement, confusion, conflict that was present to try and figure out if we couldn't reset things a bit. 

[Shirvastav] 

Seeing no other, oh, Kathleen has a question, Kathleen has a question. 

[Johnston] 

Sorry. I'm a professor of practice. I'm filling in for Karen Mills. I'm IDS alumni, I'm one of the only two IDS 
alumi on the faculty here. I'm also the Director, the founding Director of the Arnold Center. And I can tell 
you the last two weeks have been hell for most of the faculty for myself holding hands with funders who 
want to withhold their money, and some have, and I can just say this, the Chancellor has his version, but 
I'll tell you the faculty's version of which 19 of us signed a statement and then 48 of our fellow media 
faculty all signed a statement. There was no confusion to us about what those special editions were. 
They were newspapers and that means news papers and none of us were going to dictate what's in a 
newspaper because of the 1969 charter saying that the kids had the independence to do the newspaper. 
So, I think there's some confusion there and I just want to straighten the record here. Thank you. 

[Shirvastav] 

Thank you, Ben? 

[Robinson] 

Yeah, Ben Robinson. I'm an alternate for Manuel Diaz-Campos. Yeah, I wanted to ask the Chancellor 
about the Jewish Studies which some people what the press is referring to as a coup and the 
understanding is my first question is why was the current director removed from his position? I mean, 
was there a decision at your level or at the level of the upper administration that he was incompetent to 
conduct a national search? What was the timing of it? Did it involve any funding issues? We know there 
was an announcement of a grant for a professor of antisemitism studies, which as we know because of 
supreme, of circuit court decisions is being used pretextually to infringe upon academic freedom rights. 
So that's one question, why was the current director removed? What was the decision-making process? 
Was there a judgment of his incompetence to conduct this search? The second question is about the 
committee, because there is a concern that the Institute for the Study of Contemporary Antisemitism is 
in fact a biased organization that doesn't meet the qualifications of RP whatever, I can tell you exactly 
the policy, RP 11002, and I know people are concerned about having a review of that institution and that 
this director, who's also had allegations of research misconduct and bias raised against him, has now 
been appointed the head of the Jewish Studies Program in this incredibly irregular way without the 
consultation with faculty is a matter of concern here on campus, but in light of national court decisions 
and national actions against free speech rights, you can imagine it's a grave concern to the entire 
country and the future of our democracy. So, I hope there's a lot of clarity about the search for a new 
director. I hope that committee represents a full range of views and that it leans away from the choice 
to promote the Associate Director of the Institute of Study of Contemporary Antisemitism to Director of 
Jewish studies. I hope it leans away from the bias inherent in that advocacy organization, which I feel is 
failing the basic requirements of research at an R1 institution. So again, two questions: will the 



 
 

  
 

committee, the search committee, be composed representative of a large range of views and why was 
the director removed when he was? Thank you very much. 

[Reingold] 

So, the search committee, as far as I'm concerned, we will go through the regular order. It will be 
presented from the Dean to the Provost and it'll be approved at that level. And I have not seen any of 
the full roster here. I believe the chair was agreed to serve here over this past week and usually 
convention is the chair can have some involvement in trying to knit together and think about a 
committee, but obviously the protocols of the College will be followed and as they were followed with 
regard to the consultation that took place in terms of the decision, which was a decision through a 
variety of, and I think, thoughtful conversations between me, the Provost, the Dean of the College of 
Arts and Sciences around what was going to put that program in the strongest possible position to find 
its next leader. And so, the next leader, it was scheduled, I believe this is sort of last year, to have a 
search this year for the next leader. I think, everybody, that's uncontested, I believe that that was sort of 
everybody's agreement and understanding and I think that there are different, I think and the Dean 
consulted with, as far as that was reported to me, consulted with the Executive Committee of that on 
the candidate who was put in as the interim, not the permanent director, as the interim director. And I 
believe that that's sort of within the spirit of faculty governance, of faculty consultation. I think that 
question of whether or not an incumbent, and this is I guess sort of a leadership transition question 
more generally, and I think there are some different points of view on it, but I think in general when 
you're looking for the next leader of a unit, and I'd say that the outgoing director of the program, I think, 
I don't know him personally, I've met him once, as far as I can tell, he's done a super job, led that 
program for, is it eight, nine years or something along those lines. I might be cheating him out of a year 
or two, but for a long stint, I think all, by all measures did a terrific job, and nothing but hats off and a 
salute to him for his work and his leadership on advancing that department or that program. And then I 
think you get into this more general philosophical question of what is going to put an organization in the 
best possible position to identify and recruit its next leader? And there are some differing points of view 
on this. I think one way to look at it is that if you have a longstanding incumbent sitting in the job while 
you are looking for the next leader, it can cause all sorts of particular challenges. I'm not speaking about 
this particular case, I'm just talking about in the general case where that long serving incumbent 
rightfully might feel a certain need to want to protect, defend, and ensure that the things that they had 
worked on over the past eight, ten years or whatever, how long the period is, sort of continued. And 
that's sort of I think just human nature. One reason to have an interim while you're looking for a 
permanent person is so that the efforts that trying to defend the past don't get into the way of trying to 
identify the person who will lead that group into the future. And I think in this particular case, when you 
assess all of the various components of it, and there are lots that are worth considering, it was my 
judgment that having an interim, a full standing member of that faculty, somebody who had been 
dedicated to it, working very hard for it, I'm sorry to hear that your assessment of that part of that 
department, I guess I have very different reports on that, but I understand there are very different 
points of view that folks will have as it relates to that institute, which I think as far as I can tell, has 
received much praise and substantial financial support from both the federal government as well as 
significant donor support and a lot of, I think positive visibility frankly for Indiana University and IU 
Bloomington. So, I think all things being said, you've got a family member as far as I knew was in a good 
standing, a good citizen, somebody who has been working very hard on behalf of that program and 
agreed to step up to sort of shepherd it through this transition period. I don't want to speak for the 
interim director, I don't think he has any interest in being the permanent director, which is actually what 



 
 

  
 

you want when you have an interim in a position so that you can have a fulsome robust search at a 
national level, which was always the intent for that future director. So that's what we're doing. 

[Shirvastav] 

We have less than a minute in our scheduled time, so Moira, either you finish in 20-30 seconds, or we 
can come back to it after all the things are done. 

[Henshel] 

I will, sorry, you want to go?  
 

[Marsh] 
Yeah, I'll go. 

 

[Henshel] 
Okay.  

 

[Marsh] 
Just, I'll leave this question with you if you want to answer it later in the meeting, that would be fine. But 
you said, do you agree then that you said that the usual protocols in the college were followed in the 
appointment of the interim director? So I understand it from the IDS reporting, the interim director will 
receive word that he had been appointed before the existing director had been informed and the same 
day and therefore he resigned and the same day the Dean announced to the faculty that the director 
had resigned and then later the same day invited the faculty to submit nominations for an interim 
director due the next day. Now I know folks on the College work really fast, but that seems to me to 
stress credibility. 

[Shrivastav] 

Do you want to respond now?  

[Reingold] 

The exact sequencing of each of those micro steps in this process, I’d have to go back and talk to the 
dean of the College to retrace absolutely every one of them. My recollection on this was that the Dean 
went and consulted with and sought feedback from the Executive Committee, I think it's called, I may 
have the nomenclature wrong of that program to seek input on an interim appointment. I think that was 
received. I don't believe that an actual offer was made from the Dean to this particular colleague and 
then ratified by the Provost Office in advance of that. I know that there are colleagues here that are 
longstanding with lots of, I think, important relationships among these individuals that we were trying to 
respect and to give those individuals an opportunity to have those kinds of colleague-to-colleague 
conversations so that they could sort of maintain and keep those relationships intact. So, I think there 
was an extra effort that was made to allow those colleagues to have those conversations with 
themselves independent of what was happening between a Dean, a Provost and a Chancellor, and I 
think that that was the right thing to do. I think we are colleagues first and if two colleagues are going to 
have their professional lives affect each other, I think it's always a good thing, if they want to, to be able 
to have that conversation among colleagues. And I think that was requested at that time and I thought 



 
 

  
 

that was a reasonable thing to say yes, please go have a conversation with your colleague about how 
this might impact your relationship with that other individual. So, I think that I'm not quite sure. I 
haven't read and I don't recall the exact details of the IDS article. I remember reading it and saying, I 
don't think that they've got exactly the timeline on all of this sorted out, but. 

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you very much. Let's move on to the next item on the agenda. This is the annual benefits report 
and, as always, we welcome back the very capable Christan Royer, Amy Minix and Julie Rademacher. 

[Minix] 

Thanks. We'll keep these remarks brief and I will pass things over to Christan Royer. 

[Royer] 
Great. Thank you all for having me today. I usually try to come every fall and give a benefit update. So, 
for those of you I haven't met yet, my name is Christan Royer. I'm the Director of Benefits here at IU. I've 
been at the university a little over 20 years in various roles but working on our benefits for many years 
now. I wanted to start by saying that for those of you who've been reading our materials and emails, 
that it is not lost on me that we have some changes this year and really the focus of the presentation 
today is a little bit less about the logistics of open enrollment and just to provide more details around 
why some of these changes are occurring. Again, any time there are changes to benefits, I know it's 
always a personal thing for employees, and so we wanted to be able to provide some insight into those 
change. Just to level set for everyone in the room, especially those that might be new to IU, open 
enrollment is your annual opportunity to change benefits. We typically at the university do this every 
year in the November, October- November timeframe, and it allows you to look at and review your 
medical coverage, dental coverage, and many of your other benefits. Every year we come out with lots 
of different communications. We want to make sure people are aware of what the changes are, what's 
occurring. So, this year the enrollment period is November 3rd, so started yesterday, through the 14th, 
so you'll receive emails from us, lots of direct communications, lots of articles in the IU Today. We also 
know that sometimes spouses that are at home and partners might be the ones helping to manage 
benefits, so we do a home mailer to make sure other family members are aware of the changes. We try 
to do many live webinars, and we also have some on demand videos and try to get around to the 
campuses to meetings like this. Finally, we have a dedicated website with a lot of information, FAQs and 
all of the documents surrounding open enrollment. 

Typically, the way that our systems are set up is that benefits roll over from year to year with a few 
exceptions. That means, if you take no action, don't stress your medical dental and many of your other 
benefits roll over from year to year, so that would happen from 2025 into 2026 for your medical, dental, 
HSA and many of the other supplemental plans. However, if you take no action, your flexible spending 
accounts will not roll over. The IRS requires that employers have employees take a proactive enrollment 
approach in those plans and while the HSA contribution does roll over, if limits have increased and 
you're maxing out those accounts, it will not automatically increase to the limits. So, you do need to take 
some action there. Outside of open enrollment, unless you have a life event during the middle of the 
year, the IRS restricts when employers like IU can allow you to make benefit changes. So, if you do have 
a marriage, birth of a child, divorce, some type of major life event, always reach out to our office within 
30 days and we can instruct and guide and provide some information on benefit changes that might be 
available to you.  



 
 

  
 

Before I dive into some of the changes, I did want to just provide a brief overview of how our plan 
works. So, if you look across all of IU, not just the Bloomington campus, we have just over 20,000 
employees that are eligible for our healthcare plans. A significant number, just over 18,000, do take our 
coverage. When you consider their spouses and children, we cover upwards of 42,000 individuals on our 
plan every year. Outside of maybe the state of Indiana employees, we are a very large employer in the 
state in terms of healthcare coverage. When you think about covering that many individuals on 
healthcare and what our projected expenses are, for calendar year 2026, we're projecting to spend 
around $330 million just on healthcare for our employees. That includes medical, prescription, vision, 
dental coverage. This does not include things like retirement contributions or tuition benefit. So, the 
university's spending a significant amount on overall benefits for employees. I get a lot of questions 
around who pays for these costs. The university is self-funded. That means for any dollar an employee 
spends on healthcare, we will pay for that, again, as part of this projected $330 million in terms of 
healthcare costs for 2026. You've probably also seen in the news the cost of healthcare is not unique to 
IU, right? Every employer around the state of Indiana across the country, it is becoming a concern. We 
are seeing significant increases year after year in the cost of healthcare. 

With that said, I kind of wanted to get into the changes to the medical coverage and some of the other 
changes to expect for this year, and I know we have a limited time, so I'm going to go through these 
pretty quickly, but available to help answer any questions or happy to direct you to more resources on 
the website. But across all of our medical plans for 2026, there are no changes to the deductibles, the 
out-of-pocket maximums, copays… all of those out-of-pocket costs remain the same. For employees 
who are in employee only or employee with children coverage levels, those premiums from 2025 to 
2026 also remain the same. However, there is a premium increase for those who are covering a spouse 
in the employee plus spouse or the family coverage levels. I'll get back to that in a second and wanted to 
provide a little bit of insight to that. But first I also wanted to mention that the tobacco-free premium 
reduction will no longer be offered in 2026. We did announce last year during open enrollment for 2025 
that we’d be phasing that out and we have been phasing that out over time. Couple reasons for things 
like that happening. One, we just don't have a large tobacco user population as part of our IU employee 
base, but also the complexity of regulations and managing both federal, state, and the fact that we have 
employees living and working in other states has become very tricky. There are multiple states across 
the country that don't allow employers with employees working in those states to have premium 
differentials, and then other states have various different regulations around things like this. It was 
becoming difficult to manage and so therefore that's being phased out.  

In terms of the salary bands, those are staying the same except for the lowest three salary bands. Those 
were increased to incorporate the 2% annual increase that employees received in July.  
So going back to the increase in terms of premium for spouses, what this slide is showing is a little bit of 
data that we've been looking at over time. So, going back to 2020 through partial year data of 2025, 
which is also showing similar data in terms of trending, but if we look at how much the university's 
paying for the cost of an employee, versus a spouse, versus children covered under the plan, spouses 
have outpaced employees by approximately 30% on average over the last five years. So, in 2024, the 
university paid about $8,000 in terms of healthcare per employee in that year, but for a spouse, the 
university paid almost $10,800, so significantly more in terms of spouses. This year with increasing 
healthcare costs, significant budget reductions and restrictions, the decision was made in terms of cost 
of care. The university has always covered the cost of those premium increases over time and shifting 
some of that cost back to where the utilization is happening in those salary bands where spouses are 
covered. And so that is really the reason and one of the drivers in terms of increasing the spouse 
premium. I do want to add that we've spent significant time benchmarking our benefit plans, our 
coverage, our premiums against our peers, other Indiana large employers, other institutions in Indiana, 



 
 

  
 

and feel strongly that our premiums are still in line and very competitive with many other employers. I 
know that again, this is a difficult conversation to have with employees and it's not lost on me again that 
healthcare is very personal and the cost of premiums does impact people's paychecks, but in order to 
continue to provide that robust coverage, making sure that we can maintain our plans and the coverage 
that employees expect, that premium increase could no longer be subsidized by the university. 
I mentioned this earlier, this slide just really depicts not a lot of changes in terms of the planned 
deductibles out of pockets, but there have been adjustments in the prescription coverage that I want to 
make you aware of. The plans have a formulary, a drug formulary, that lists all the drugs that are 
covered by the plan. For those that are on the high-deductible plan, there is a specific preventive drug 
list for that plan only where certain drugs that are considered preventive, think things like you take 
Crestor as a statin, that type of drug, those are covered at only 20% and aren't subject to the deductible. 
So, essentially making sure individuals have access to those ongoing preventive drugs without having to 
pay towards the deductible. This year, coming year for 2026, that drug list both includes both brand and 
generic, it's going to be limited to generic only with the exception of diabetic medications, employees 
can continue to receive generic and brand. The reason for that is there aren't a lot of generic options in 
terms of insulin, so we want to make sure employees can still get those, but for many other 
medications, generics are available, are more cost-effective and as equally clinically usable for 
employees. So again, drugs will still be covered at 20% without the deductible on that plan. If it's generic 
only or in the insulin category, employees can continue to receive generic and brand. Weight loss 
medications are still covered under the plan but will be limited to a 30-day supply. There are some 
individuals that were filling for a 90-day supply and we noticed that maybe their physician changed their 
dosage, they were titrating them up or down in the middle of that, and that creates a lot of medical 
waste. So, if we limit it to a 30-day supply, employees can have less waste as part of that process.  

The thing that we've been working on as I've been at these meetings in the past and reported out is our 
relationship and partnership with Marathon Health. One of our goals was to provide access to primary 
care and mental health care for employees that was more convenient, easily accessible, and didn't cost 
a huge amount of money. So, we've been working with Marathon. We have two locations here in 
Bloomington and we have partnered with them such that beginning in January, they will dispense 
certain medications in-house at the time of your visit. Now it's not a huge list of medications. They are 
not a full-service pharmacy. This doesn't replace all the medications you would get at CVS, but if you go 
to Marathon Health and you are diagnosed with strep throat or you have a kiddo with an ear infection 
and they need amoxicillin, if they have it in stock, they will hand it to you as you walk out the door at no 
extra cost. They will also be able to dispense certain diabetic supplies and a limited number of generic 
prescriptions for preventive medications as well at no cost to employees. So, we encourage everyone, if 
you are taking preventive medications, there might be an opportunity if you see the provider there, they 
can prescribe it and fill it through Marathon at no cost. Again, I always remind employees the formulary 
can change throughout the year. CVS manages the formulary for the vast majority of our medications, 
and they do change it throughout the year.  

Vision coverage remains the same and going back to Marathon Health in terms of our partnership with 
them, chronic condition management for our current diabetes and hypertension programs will 
transition to Marathon Health. Currently we have about 1200 individuals out of that 42,000 total that 
we cover that are using Teladoc Health for some of those programs that will all move to Marathon. 
Individuals on those plans will receive information, but Marathon offers both in-person and virtual 
coaching for those different chronic conditions, can provide some of those free ongoing supplies and 
medications as well as coordinate with a physician for any other medical needs. In general, health 
coaching is available to any employee and any dependent who's covered under our medical plan at no 
cost. So, you don't have to have a chronic condition if you're just interested in figuring out how to 



 
 

  
 

exercise more or change your diet, the health coaching is free through Marathon Health and any 
employee can access that. We will continue to make sure individuals are aware of that. And again, really 
quickly, Marathon Health offers preventive care visits, sick care visits. I know I've taken my daughter 
there personally when she had pink eye, bringing that home from school, you need to make sure you 
can get in somewhere quickly and they were able to help the same day. Health coaching, as I 
mentioned, all labs through Marathon are no cost to the member, so they offer approximately 300 
different labs. Even if your provider is not through Marathon Health, but you want to get your labs done 
there, they can help coordinate that and make sure labs are sent back to your provider. They also do 
mental health counseling for those who are 12 and older. Mental health visits are unlimited and it's a 
$35 per visit copay, which is significantly less than receiving care in the community. 

Dental coverage remains the same. There are no changes in terms of coverage or premiums. But 
another question I've been getting a lot is in regards to the Health Savings Account because there is a 
slight reduction in IU annual contribution. If we look at the IRS annual maximum, those have increased 
this year. So, those have increased such that employees can raise their HSA contributions that they're 
contributing but the IU annual contribution is decreasing slightly. In 2025 it's $1,300 for employee only 
coverage levels and $2,600 for all other coverage levels. That does decrease to $1000 for employee only 
and $2000 for all other coverage levels. Nothing else changes. Half the contribution is in January, half is 
in July, and any contributions the employee sets aside to that account remain to be deducted each pay 
period, so monthly or biweekly. Again, similar to the healthcare plans, we did a lot of benchmarking and 
while it's never easy to have a change like this, again, the budget changes were a significant driver in this 
change. And you can see on this slide where we've benchmarked our plans against other universities 
and what their 2026 contributions are to the HSA. And even though there's a reduction, we feel ours is 
still really robust and at the top of the lists. There are some universities, for example, you don't see Ohio 
State on this list. They do not offer a high-deductible plan with an HSA option, so they aren't listed here. 
So, we were very careful to look for plans that were comparable to the university's plans and 
comparable HSA contributions and still, again, want to offer those robust benefits even though I do 
know that it is a takeaway.  

And really quickly before we end, and I'm happy to take a few questions if there's time, that Flexible 
Spending Accounts, the healthcare one has increased slightly under the IRS regulations, but the account 
that I wanted to point out is the Dependent Care Flexible Spending Account. In the 20 years that I've 
worked at the university, it's always been $5,000 per household. That's an IRS limit. The IRS has for the 
first time in decades, increased that to $7,500 per household. That's significant for our employees that 
have children in daycare, afterschool programs, summer camps. They can contribute more to that 
Flexible Spending Account and take advantage of the reduced taxes to be able to pay for that care. So 
again, making sure employees are aware, could be a huge benefit for those who have young children.  
No real changes to some of our voluntary plans. If you have any questions, employees and colleagues 
that you're working with in your department have questions, always welcome to reach out to Ask HR. 
Our customer care team tries to quickly, and if it's a question that you have and you'd like to direct 
directly towards me, you're welcome to put Christan in the email and they will make sure that gets to 
me as well. So, I'll end there and if we have time, happy to take questions. 

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you, Christan. So, we are technically out of time, but I know this is an important issue, so I'll wait 
about a minute for questions, if any. 

[Rutkowski] 



 
 

  
 

Yes, I do have a question about preventative health. Is there a reason we don't have access to a gym or 
something like that? If we're paying for health care as an institution, wouldn't we want that kind of 
access for our employees? 

[Royer] 

Yeah, that's a great question. So, the rules around IRS and taxation for gyms and gym memberships 
work slightly differently than some of the healthcare plans, so that's a consideration. But historically, rec 
sports here on campus has offered discounted gym memberships for faculty and staff. But again, we're 
working to provide benefits to all IU employees across every single campus. Not every campus has the 
same level of gym access or a gym that faculty and staff can use at all. I'm happy to take that back, but 
those are some of the kind of roadblocks we've had in the past, but happy to look into it further for the 
future. And in the meantime, in terms of preventive care and health coaching, we definitely encourage 
employees to use Marathon Health and that health coaching for activity, exercise and guidance around 
nutrition. 

[Shrivastav] 

Ben? 

 
[Robinson] 

Thank you for the presentation and I am curious, it said a budget is a moral document that's often 
attributed to Dr. King, and this is a moment, of course, where we are facing healthcare cuts. The ACA is 
being cut, tax credits are being eliminated, the one big, beautiful bill is cutting healthcare. Of course, we 
have budget going to our university president, our faculty's salaries are staying flat, and now we have a 
30% increase to spousal coverage. My question is, I'm wondering because IU Health has recorded this 
year an increase in operating margin and an increase in revenue, and I understand most of our money 
goes to IU Health, I'm wondering what, and I've searched this, I remember Herb Terry on the BFC used 
to talk about this all the time about the relationship of IU Health's budget to IU’s budget, and I think 
would help faculty understand this relationship between our insurance coverage and IU Health if we had 
more information out there about the money that they occasionally give back, wat is the budgetary 
relationship between IU Health? It seems like a lot of the money that you're talking about that we're 
trying to save and trying to steward is actually being paid out to IU Health, of which we are a large 
owner of and there's a certain irony to that, and I think clarity to faculty about that relationship would 
be really helpful in shared governance and giving guidance to these questions. So, yeah, I guess that 
question, it's more of a request than a question, that we have just more information about the 
relationship between the budgets of IU Health and IU. 

 

[Royer] 
No, that's a great question slash statement, so thank you for that. And I can honestly say I am not the 
expert on that topic. A lot of that information happens between the IU School of Medicine and IU 
Health. But you'll notice on our healthcare plans, however, the university launched a relationship with 
Marathon Health because we want to provide access to quality and convenient and quick primary care 
and mental health, things that were not being provided by certain providers in our community. So, I 
hear that question. I definitely understand, happy to take that back. Unfortunately, I am not the expert 
on sort of how the funds flow back and forth, but happy to see what I can gather for you. 



 
 

  
 

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you, Christan. Thank you everybody. Let's move on to the next item, which is the annual report 
from the BFC Grievance Committee. So, I invite Rachael Cohen, Diane Henshel, and Moira Marsh. 

[Cohen] 
Hello, I'm Rachel Cohen. I was the previous chair of Faculty Mediation. I have submitted a written report 
that should have been in your information as well, but I will just cover kind of top-level information 
here. The Blooming Faculty Mediation Committee for the year 2024-2025 dealt with four cases. We had 
a couple cases referred to us to start with and then realized it wasn't appropriate and sent to Faculty 
Board of Review. The first case was in the summer, which was sent around the termination of a non-
tenure track faculty member. I can't give more details than that. And then the second and the third, I 
believe, were also non reappointments of faculty members and the last case we had dealt with salary 
equity issues. I don't know if this is the appropriate place to say this, but I will say the one issue faculty 
mediation has is there's not enough people around in the summer to be able to really hold cases that 
need to happen in the summer appropriately. I think for the last two years, I'm the only faculty member 
who's been around and it usually needs at least two of us. So, I'll pass it on to Diane. 

[Henshel] 

Hi. I am going to read the official formal report from last year, which is short, and it was group 
facilitated, so therefore I'm going to read it word for word, and then I'm going to pass it, Moira and then 
when Moira and the FBR are finished, I would like to come back and present the next recommendation 
from the Faculty Misconduct Review Committee, but we may not have time for it, so we're putting it last 
on the list. Okay. The Faculty Misconduct Review Committee had no cases referred for hearing or 
investigation during the 2024-2025 academic year. Monthly meetings between VPFAA and the FMRC 
were held from spring of 2024 through the spring of 2025, in which the committee was updated on the 
status of misconduct cases, which have come to or originated in the OVPFAA. These cases were 
identified only according to the general nature of the misconduct and the action taken or referral made 
Whereas these meetings continued through the summer of 2024, they were discontinued without direct 
notification to the FMRC at the end of May 2025 despite efforts by the committee to reschedule them. 
The committee received no official communication regarding discontinuation of these meetings. 
Likewise, the FMRC received no further information regarding our recommendations to the Faculty 
Affairs Committee regarding their discussion of revisions to ACA-BL-D27 and endorsing the position that 
the FMRC be consulted regarding all cases coming to the VPFAA, regardless of the anticipated severity of 
potential sanctions, which you'll see is important. Nor did we receive official acknowledgement of 
communications sent to the Provost and the VPFAA requesting verification that some due process, any 
due process, was employed at the time of separation of Dr. J Feng Wang and Mrs. Jung Li Ma from 
Indiana University, that was back in March-April, just to remind people, and expressing concern 
regarding the potential harm to faculty from letters of reprimand issued to them relating to violations of 
the short-lived UA-10 policy. On to Moira. 

[Marsh] 

Okay, thank you. So, you have the report from the Board of Review. I have just two slides just to 
summarize the report. We have the next slide. It's much better than the last one. Whoops. Nope. No, 
not that one. The one before, please. Okay. So, this is an overview of the cases decisions we had. We 
received 15 cases in total since June, which is two months later than usual because I'm messed up. I 
don't understand calendars. So, I had made the last year's, previous year's Board of Review work two 



 
 

  
 

months longer than they were supposed to. So, beginning in June, since beginning of June, we had 15 
cases, four of which were referred to another body often mediation or perhaps other places, five, which 
the board dismissed, now we don't dismiss any. So, five were dismissed. I'll get into the board about that 
in a minute. Of four that we had the full process, i.e., the materials were sent to the respondents for a 
response and then the board considered in one case held a face to co-present hearing. So, hearing has 
two meetings when we're talking about Board of Review and only one case this year was there an actual 
hearing in the sense where everybody was in the same virtual room at the same time. In most cases, we 
don't actually have to have that kind of a hearing. We can just do everything through in written form 
and make our finding without that. And that's still called being heard by the board just to confuse you 
all. Of the six that received the full process, our recommendation to the provost, four were sustained or 
the faculty member was sustained or partially sustained by the board, and two were not sustained by 
the board. Dismissals occur when we receive a grievance that for one reason or another is either 
incomplete or cannot be completed or that we determined that there's just simply no grounds based on 
the material that we have. 

In every one of those cases, at least two of the board members meet with every grievant the first time 
around to decide whether or not it is ready for the board and whether or not to refer somewhere else. 
So, that takes two people and then the full board reviews everything else for all other cases and it's the 
full board that decides whether or not to dismiss a case and every grievant is given the opportunity to 
respond to intent to dismiss with more information if they can and we may or may not decide to dismiss 
or continue after that. I was asked also to provide the data on what the Provost did with our 
recommendations in those six cases that went to him. In two cases that were dismissed, that we did not 
sustain, we did not hear back from the provost beyond acknowledgement that he received. So, I'm 
taking the fact that he didn't overturn our refusal to sustain means that he agreed with us, but you can 
correct me if I'm wrong, and the other four cases, two cases, he did not agree with our recommendation 
and in the other two cases he at least partially agreed. Any other bit of data? The time for FBR 
processes, I've said this last year are lengthy, can be lengthy. The average time from receipt to a finding 
or a dismissal or even a referral is 80 days, but some can take, some dismissal can take only a week, but 
a full process in one case this year the longest took six months. So just so people know, it just takes a 
long time.  

The next slide. Okay, thank you, finally, and I can't read that. These are in my report as well. Just 
recommendations for the fact that, and we've heard this from Rachael already. First of all, that people 
who are standing for election to the Bord of Review need to be available in the summer because most of 
our cases, at least half of our cases, come either during the summer or right at the end of the April and 
they continue into the summer. Related to that, we invite the BFC to consider changing the timing of 
when we elect people to the board. The May 1st is a very awkward time because of that timing of when 
cases come in where we are onboarding new board members right when the crush of work is at its 
heaviest. Yes, address the learning curve. Related to all that, there's a lot to learn to be on the Board of 
Review. Our current policy states that no one can hold, there has to be at least two years elapse 
between a two-year term on the board. I'm not sure when that was put in, but we find it takes a full year 
just to get to learn the ropes of being on the Board of Review and I would like to ask the BFC to consider 
revising that so that people may hold maybe a maximum of two consecutive terms so that we can take 
advantage of having figured out what it's all about before they get kicked off. And then this is for the 
board only. It's a good idea if board chooses its own chair, it's a good idea to have a vice chair as well. 
Again, for the same reason, if you go away for a while as chair, we can't have everything just stop. So, 
we used the vice chair last year and it worked extremely well. The other thing, it's not written in there, 
but I was reminded to bring this up is that we have been very fortunate over the last several years, I'm 
not sure how long to have the unpaid services of Alex Stanford as an ombudsperson, ombuds officer for 



 
 

  
 

faculty who, amongst other things, assisted faculty when they were, for whatever reason, in a place 
where they needed to go to mediation or needed to go to the Board of review. It's a terrible position to 
in and it's complicated and so Alex did extraordinary work assisting people through that process. As the 
chair of the board, I can't really assist people in preparing cases that have come before me obviously. 
And so, as we know from a couple of weeks ago, emeriti faculty were summarily removed from roles like 
that. I would ask to ask the administration, or somebody, to consider formally making that a formal 
position for the campus as a number of other schools do, some kind of ombuds officer or ombuds 
officer, plural, whatever the plural of ombuds officer is. That's my report. 

[Ramos] 
Thank you. Yeah. If I can do some follow up. We've already identified the timing as a problem. So, if the 
Faculty Board of Review, again, this is an example where best practice and living, it doesn't align with 
what we have written. So, if you'd write up even just bullet points, I will get it to committee, and we can 
start moving that process along.  

 

[Marsh] 
Will do 

 
[Ramos] 

Yeah. And then, just a reminder, as a good segway, we voted on expanding the FBR and that was 
approved, so we'll be moving towards a special election to fill nine total seats, moving forward with that. 
And then Diane, you and I had talked previously, so yeah, please do.  

[Henshel] 

Okay. So the problem that what you got at your seat is all about and that Bill is going to refer to next 
meeting in about two minutes is that sanctions, minor sanctions, and intermediate or interims measures 
are being applied with no consultation with faculty and D-27 sets up and established the Faculty 
Misconduct Review Committee specifically to act as the point of faculty review prior to the impact of 
sanctions. And without the FMRC being involved, there is nothing, no faculty coming in and helping out 
with anything that's as minor as being in the wrong place at the wrong time over the summer with an 
unconstitutional policy, for example, to stop problems that might show up. And this was not so much of 
a problem when we didn't have BOT-15 and especially BOT-24, but now that we do, even the most 
minute, minor of sanctions can lead to dismissal and I mean dismissal even when your tenured, because 
this is during post-tenure review, that is a problem. So, we wish to strengthen the language associated 
with the creation of FMRC and Marianne Kamp is here, by the way, she's the co-chair and she was on 
last year and we'll both be here to answer questions. 

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you. That's been a lot. So let me just kind of summarize this. First of all, thank you to FBR and 
FMRC, especially FBR, I know how difficult this job is. Those of you who have not been in those roles, 
each case is very, very, very difficult. It has hundreds of pages, sometimes hours and hours of videos and 
audio interviews to go through. And I must say Moira, you and the team have done it with a lot of 
integrity and diligence and thank you for everything you have done. That being said, there is confusion 
between D-27, ACA-33, now BOT-15. I believe this group is well familiar with it, I will not rehash it. You 
have a paper; I assume you have not had a chance to read it. Maybe you have and I would open it up for 



 
 

  
 

questions. We only have a couple of minutes here, but because this is a resolution almost, it probably 
needs a motion for discussion or some path forward. 

[Ramos] 

Yeah, I think the topic needs definitely more discussion and I was just wondering if anyone would 
entertain a motion to put it on the next agenda so we can have a full discussion around it. It needs its 
own moment. 

[Shrivastav] 

Is that a motion? Yes. Okay, and a second? Okay. There's a motion to take this resolution. It doesn't have 
a title, so it's on front of you on your desks or on your seats to move it as a formal agenda item at the 
next meeting. All in favor? We see plenty of hands. All opposed? Anybody opposed? Any abstentions? 
No abstentions, no opposed? The motion passes. One abstention. Sorry, for the record. Alright, we are 
well past time. I will now invite the next item on the agenda, which is an update on the Scholarly Writing 
Program, a ten-year update. For this, I have Gen Creedon and Carrie Docherty. 

[Docherty] 

I'm super excited to recognize the Scholarly Writing Program is celebrating its ten-year anniversary. 
None of this amazing work would've been possible without the hard work and visionary spirit of a few 
faculty, namely Laura Plummer and Jane McLeod. These two individuals got together at a conference 
and really dreamt together about what this program would become. I also want to recognize and 
celebrate the amazing support that Eliza Pavalko offered this program throughout her tenure. Finally, I 
want to recognize the amazing Gen Creedon, who's the director of this program. She provides support 
each and every day and we are so incredibly fortunate to have her as part of our campus. With that, I 
want to hand it over to Gen so she can provide you an overview of the program and a few updates on 
recent events. 

[Creedon] 

Thanks for having me today and thanks Carrie, also, for that overview. Kind of just want to, I know there 
are a lot of people in the room who are familiar with scholarly writing programs, good to see familiar 
faces, but for those of you who may be less so the program actually started more than ten years ago in 
2013, and first in the college and the School of Education with a mere 17 writers. Could we have the 
next slide and, oh, thank you. After the first semester, faculty participation grew exponentially. As you 
can see here, this is just the fall data because it's a little bit bigger and also it fit on one slide. And Laura 
Plummer, who had been doing this as a volunteer add-on to her regular job, got to a place pretty quickly 
where she couldn't do it on a volunteer basis. And so, in the spring of 2015, the scholarly writing 
program became part of the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs Office under Eliza Pavalko’s 
Leadership, and you'll see here that corresponds to one of the bigger jumps in faculty participation. The 
program then continued to grow steadily for several more years, and since about 2019 or so, the faculty 
writing groups, which are the benchmark of the program, have served about 300 writers each semester. 
The application for spring just closed with 306. The groups were foundational for the program's work 
and still serve the most faculty of anything that we do. But in the past five years, we've grown to offer 
on and off campus retreats. We have one coming up on Friday, writing and research-oriented 
workshops, some are writing intensives, peer review groups, and one-on-one writing consultations on a 
variety of different kinds of writing. Last year across these programs, we served nearly 450 faculty 
writers, and the word cloud on the right there reflects how faculty describe our programming. Over the 



 
 

  
 

years, our programming has grown more inclusive, not just of faculty across schools, but of different 
ranks. Our faculty facilitators also reflect that diversity, which enhances our conversations and 
understanding of the variety of work and experiences on campus.  
While the impacts of the program are wide-ranging and hard to quantify, we hear over and over again 
faculty writers that they get more done and complete more projects than they otherwise would without 
the group accountability and comradery of the writing program because our response rate to surveys is 
typically around 33%, we know that the numbers here on this slide are underestimations, but even so, 
it's an impressive range of faculty work that we see coming out of this program. To me, maybe the more 
significant impact is that faculty consistently say our programs make them feel supportive, productive, 
and surrounded by a friendly community. Over 10 years, virtually every semester, we consistently hear 
that our strengths include cultivating accountability, support, and community. Our groups and retreats 
help faculty protect time for research and writing, allow them to learn about campus and community 
resources and facilitate mentoring networks. 

For most of the past decade, we've also asked faculty for blue sky thinking feedback, most of which 
focuses on doing more of what we already do, more retreats, more opportunities for community 
building, more sharing of research, more access to groups. And for most of our last decade, our writers 
have also wanted a space of their own. We've been running 20 to 26 writing groups each week for over 
five years, often spread across 10 or more different locations. And I've been talking about that with 
Carrie for some years and in a commitment to our continued success, the Scholarly Writing Program is 
getting a house. Carrie's priority over the last several years has been to help continue support the 
program and its growth and in better serving faculty needs and a big part of that has been focused on 
getting our program a home to continue to grow and thrive. In the next 10 days or so, we'll be getting 
access to 504 North Fess Avenue, and we're looking forward to having an open house by the end of this 
year and to start hosting groups in the house in the spring. We're all very excited for the next phase of 
the Scholarly Writing Program’s history and really look forward to seeing how faculty continue to write, 
think, and build relationships in the new space. Thank you. 

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you, Gen. Yes. That's quite a birthday gift for the scholar leader. 

[Docherty] 

Exactly. Quite a birthday gift. 
And I want to especially thank the Provost and the Chancellor for the support of allowing us to have this 
house. I think it is going to be an amazing resource for this program. And I'm of course grateful for 
everything that Gen does. 

[Shrivastav] 

Okay, we have a few minutes for questions. Thank you very much Carrie and Gen. No questions? We 
have Bill, I think he wants to pass a motion to sing happy birthday. 

[Ramos] 

I wanted to sing happy birthday or happy anniversary or something. With the house, will it change 
dynamic of how things operate? Do you have vision for more informal drop-ins or is it all formal? 

[Creedon] 



 
 

  
 

Yeah, the hope is definitely that, a) we'll be able to host all of our programming, not all of it, but much of 
it in the same space that it becomes a more consistent regular, we know where to go for this thing and 
that we do hope to have more drop-in times. We've had a few scattered across campus that have not 
been super successful lately, but our hope is that by having a centralized location, we will be able to do 
more of that and possibly have more regular retreats that are on a slightly smaller scale once we're in 
our own space. 

[Shrivastav] 

Thanks. Any other questions? Okay. Seeing none. Thank you very much Carrie and Jen, let's move on to 
the next topic, which is ALC and PEC report. And I invite Bill Ramos to present that. 

[Ramos] 
Great. So, the title is a little bit off, but it will involve some alphabet soup. So BOTs, PECs, ALCs, CPCs 
brought to you based on the conversation we had last meeting around just really still some unknowing 
about how this grand policy initiative is working in the policy and alignment. If you did your homework, 
you received an email from the UFC co-chairs just a few days ago. Because this is a university-wide effort 
to educate and get people thinking in a different way. It may seem palatable, may not. It is what we 
have on the table, and it involves culture change and some different thinking. I'm going to do part one 
today and then as every good sequel, I'll pull part two to the next meeting and we'll talk about how 
that's going to play out. So, the first part today is about kind of the 10,000-foot view, the big level up at 
the university administration level. 

In February, the Board of Trustees approved updates, UA-08, was named BOT-2, always jokingly called 
the policy on policies with goals to be more transparent, consistent, and have effective governance in 
the mind of the trustees. A task force did a review and did some benchmarking, and some really 
interesting information was discovered. So, compared to our peers, we have by far the largest number 
of policies and the largest number of decentralized policies, 1400 overall throughout the university with 
each campus having about 140 within their own campus. And that's not taking it down to schools, or 
college, or departments. So, you can see issues that can come up with decentralization, inconsistencies, 
duplication, the idea that sometimes we take a policy that might be, sometimes I say the mothership 
policy, and we keep bringing it down each level and then what happens is the mothership changed, but 
we don't follow down and we've seen that time and time again. So, now the ones in our own backyard 
are out of date and not in sync with what's happening. So, this is the intent to get things aligned. So, we 
have the ALC executive committee, you can see who sits on that, and that is the administrative 
governing group that we take decisions and can make decisions around policy, and we work with closely. 
So, the ALC Executive Committee serves as the responsible office for university-wide academic policies. 
That is one of the changes that came with the revision of the policy to a BOT, remains committed 
working collaboratively with the UFC, and I feel that all the time. We have an incredible relationship. 
We're on calls all the time. We have emergency calls during the chaos of policy alignment initiative that 
we'll talk about. And it's a really great group who is committed to working with us. As far as the 
University Faculty Council, we advise the ALC, we have the structure still within the UFC and then we'll 
talk later about the BFC to make policy changes and do research and do the vetting. That's not 
something that ALC has as a group. So, they're not functioning as a policy creator or reviser, they need 
people and that's where our systems still come in play. We meet monthly and the three co-chairs of the 
USC currently, as you'll see, vote on policies with the committee. One thing the UFC co-chairs did ask, 
and that was accepted in the summer as this was kind of gaining speed, was that this statement be 
added to every policy that is on the books and it just kind of solidifies that the University Faculty Council 
will still be part of the process. 



 
 

  
 

So, the next part is the Policy Executive Committee. And this was again brought out of BO-202. It's the 
committee that's really shepherding and overseeing the creation, revising and possible elimination of 
policies now. It's centralized oversight and transparency. And then that last bullet is something kind of 
leads us into phase two. It also charges each campus to create their own Campus Policy Committee that 
I'll talk more about in a minute. These are the people that compose the PEC, if you'd like to know, and 
I've highlighted that the three University Faculty Council co-chairs are the voice on that committee. And 
I think some said, well, three out of that whole list is a small voice, but we have a seat at the table and 
it's important that it be used and we do. An example of one of the policy life cycles you might see and 
again, we can make new policies, we can retire policies, we can merge policies, but basically what I draw 
your attention to here is the UFC process is still whichever way a policy revision or change, or whatever, 
it still goes through a point where the UFC is involved. And again, right now I'm talking about university-
level policies. 

So, what's that? Oh, academic ones, sorry. Thank you. New policy proposals go through a process of 
submission by the responsible office. The PEC reviews it and gets stakeholder engagement. We're all 
becoming hopefully more familiar with the 10-day public comment period and then it goes back for a 
final granted and granting and policy posted. Show of hands, how many people have signed up to 
receive emails automatically about the 10-day comment periods? Okay, it's getting around. All right, so 
you have several options right now, and again, I know the 10 days isn't working for everybody and we're 
having that discussion, but you can either go to the website and just continually check it. You can, what's 
the second one? Oh, you can look in IU today. It's currently posted, I don’t know how long that's going 
to go, but at the bottom of IU today, when they talk about comment period, there's also a place to 
subscribe to, it's not called a listserv anymore, to sign up to receive emails. So hopefully people, and it 
looks like it's happening, so we can get in that flow. Policy, retirement, similar steps and then final 
approval, and then we really break down at that level, policies, into substantive and non-substantive 
revisions. Non-substantive are just really minor edits, typos, and go through a much quicker process 
than the one we just described. So, that brings us to the policy alignment initiative. We don't call this 
one the PAI do we? Maybe we should. PAI, add it to your list. So, the Policy Alignment Initiative is the big 
picture of how the university is going to get to this idea of grander policies at the top and then probably 
more procedures at the lower levels. So, one of the things that's a cultural shift is the idea that we may 
not at the campus level have as many policies. We will refer to a more general larger policy, but then we 
still own the procedures because that's how a policy plays out and that's what's different between 
campuses and schools and departments. So, it's led by the PEC, Moira, are you getting a headache from 
thinking about it? Yeah, been there. Next week I'll bring Tylenol. Next meeting, I'll bring Tylenol to hand 
out to everybody. I didn't bring you a gift today. Next week it's aspirin or Tylenol. Okay, so the Policy 
Alignment Initiative right now, very aggressive, you're feeling it. The policies are coming up in rapid 
force right now. There's 57. The goal is 57 university-level academic policies reviewed this year and 
that's a lot. Things are going pretty quickly. You may have seen this already. We're working in a group of 
bucketed policies right now. Some of them are bucketed because there may be hope that they can be 
combined into one grander policy. So, for example, I'm on the last group that's looking at review 
procedures for deans, academic officers, and administrators, and we're talking about whether or not 
those can be coalesced into one grand policy. So that's happening. Dr. Akou is on a committee, correct? 
Looking at BOT-25. The other co-chairs are involved, and we have other members from the council that 
are working on these groups. And then lastly, this is kind of the trailer for phase two, roll the trailer! 
Okay, there's no trailer. So, this is our next place that we're at. So, as we mentioned, each campus is 
tasked through the Chancellor's office to create a Campus Policy Committee. This was the committee 
that we pulled together quickly. Again, things as you know are moving, moving, moving. We pulled this 
group together in the summer. They really were effective through the fall and we've created currently a 



 
 

  
 

draft. That draft has gone to the Chancellor, the Chancellor has vetted, reviewed, we made edits and 
comments and now it is out for, going to be out for general comment and review. So, it will be coming 
to this group for comments and my thought is, at the next meeting, I'll give the big overview of just our 
CPC, what we envision, and then we can have a conversation and there's a way to submit comments. 
But the statement is each Chancellor must create a Campus Policy Committee for their own campus 
with the authority to review and approve campus policies on their behalf. So, the task force was 
coalesced, comments were returned and updated, we have a framework and the current framework 
kind of has two sections, one for policies, one for procedures. It's coming your way for review and 
comment. And the goal, I believe is to still have it in place for spring 2026. More to come. 

[Shrivastav] 
Thank you, Bill. I will open it up for questions except, requests for Tylenol. Diane. 

[Ramos] 

Shouldn't have used the brand name. 

[Henshel] 

It should hardly fail to surprise you that I'm going to say that I thought the BFC was exactly that campus 
policy committee and that was the whole point of it for decades now. So, all of a sudden, we're going to 
have redundancies in a campus policy committee. For what reason? 

[Ramos] 

I don't think it's duplication, it's an addition. The BFC, when we reveal it next, this is good the buildup, 
because BFC is still involved in the process and our process is tied into the process. Okay, I'll go with no 
for now, but I'll prove you wrong in November 18th.  

[Shrivastav] 

Other questions? Okay. Yep. Moira? 

[Marsh] 

Sorry, I promise to be quiet next week. I reviewed those slides very carefully. Thank you for putting them 
together. That does respond to the question we asked, the request we made last time about having just, 
I had no idea that there was this much going on, so thank you for providing that. That's the first step 
towards transparency. Two questions. One is, who may initiate either new policies or substantive 
changes to policies? It kind of seems like they're all coming from the top down, but may a modest 
humble group like ourselves propose a new policy or a substantive change to our policy? That's one 
question. And the other is, what is going to happen to all those comments that are received through in 
the ten-day window? They seem like they're going to be going into a black hole because we have no idea 
as a group, even the BFC has no idea how many were received, what the general tenor of them was, 
what happened to them. The whole process seems to be designed to push changes through as rapidly as 
possible, which seems to me a disaster in the making. 

[Ramos] 

Sure. So, question one, yes, we will still have the option to create policy and move it up. It'll go through 
our campus policy as a step and then there'll be some connection to the PEC. And again, the idea is to 



 
 

  
 

make sure we're not having overlap redundancy. Again, we didn't write BOT-O2, but it's what we have in 
front of us, so we'll work the best we can with it. In regards to the comments, I can absolutely see that. 
So. early on each comment received a response from the responsible party who was working on that. I 
don't know if, that just seeing the hands in this room, I can't believe if everyone commented they can 
still do that. So, I can follow up what we did request. And again, learning and growing, so during the 
presentation, after the comment period, we've asked that the presenters share all the comments and 
tell us why they did or did not take a comment, so it wouldn't be a black hole. 
 

[Reingold] 
On that second question, there's been a bunch of discussion in the Executive Policy Committee for the 
university about how to reflect back. The very information that you're suggesting needs to be reflected 
back and my sense is from those conversations is there's a real willingness to try to get into a routine 
where there is a sort of a pass back that summarizes the number of submissions, the nature of them, 
and some general responses to them when appropriate. So, I think that's sort of being built right now. 

[Ramos] 

And if everybody's willing to take on a little more homework, I'll get the slides for phase two up as soon 
as I can and then everyone can look them over and have maybe that'll expediate discussion and 
comment when we come back. 

[Akou] 

Yeah, I do think that the public comment period is a really positive change. That's something that we 
haven't had before, and I think it's really important for giving all members of the community an 
opportunity to provide their input. It actually is an improvement in some ways over the BFC, even 
though we are elected representatives, this opens it up to everyone, not just those who are around this 
table, so I think that's a really positive change. One thing I would recommend considering is actually 
modeling something after the federal government, or at least what existed, I don't know if it still exists 
at this very moment since things are in such flux, but I have left public comments before on proposals 
for federal rule changes and you can actually see all the comments that thousands of people around the 
country have made, which is both fascinating and really useful for framing your own comments. So, 
you're not just duplicating what other people have said. Sometimes those comments actually make you 
think about the issue in a way you might not have otherwise. So, if it is possible, I would really 
encourage some kind of mechanism like that. 

[Reingold] 

I was going to say that the federal rule making process is exactly the model that had been discussed to 
think about how we might adopt some of those practices.  

[Ramos] 

Spoiler alert, if you like the 10-day comment, it may show up in our draft as well. 

 
[Shrivastav] 

Travis?  

[O’Brien] 



 
 

  
 

Well, I'll note I like the comment period. Ten days would be where I'd push back, a little extra time might 
be useful. So, I passed this comment along to you, but I wanted to say it verbally here. I think especially 
when clusters of policies like the financial policies that just came out that you all might've seen, 
something that provides context for a cluster of changes could be really useful. I also was having a 
conversation with another colleague about this, about how do we make heads and tails of a cluster of 
policies where some are being retired, moved, merged in some way? I think there's a gap right now in 
what's communicated, and my suggestion was maybe a video summary by the administrator in charge 
of the policies going out, but something along those lines that helps us just get the big picture of what's 
going on when there's a lot of changes at once. 

[Ramos] 
And did you hear back about that? I can't remember.  

[O’Brien] 

I did not.  
 

[Ramos] 

Okay. 
 

[Cohen] 
Rachel. 

[Cohen] 

So, I have a really basic question that someone asked me, and I couldn't answer the other day. With the 
new kind of committee of policies, I'm just going to call you guys that, someone told me that 
departments and units could not have policies anymore, everything had to go to them first, which seems 
slightly crazy because we all do things differently and our departments run in certain ways. But I wanted 
to check what was the rules of departments, and units and schools having policies themselves? 

[Shrivastav] 

I think the idea is to have a slimmer set of policies and more consistent policies. Also, a dynamic policy 
framework because the world moves way faster today than it did ten years ago. In that era, I think the 
ideal situation will be where there's a single set of policies, but very different procedures to your 
comment. That being said, there is a perfectly legitimate reason to believe that under certain, very 
unique circumstances, there will be a policy that needs to be hyperlocal. And I think the idea here and 
what you'll hear in part two, I'm giving this up a little bit, will show you a way where that could happen. 
But I think for the institutional organization to work effectively, that has to be an exception and not the 
rule. 

[Ramos] 
Just as an example of the benchmark, I was just conferring, because I thought I was right, but some of 
the other Big Ten institutions have maybe ten to 20 grand policies. That's it. And then everything else 
comes down and works out as procedures. It was pretty fascinating to look at. And again, the grand 
categories are bigger and also, I think someone noticed, the other thing that's changed with the 
framework is we're all seeing everybody's policies. That was part of the transparency. So, for me, it was 



 
 

  
 

really interesting to start reviewing HR policies and tech policies. A little intimidating if you don't know 
all the vernacular, but it does broaden the scope. And the idea again is more eyes on it. Everyone who 
has to live with it, deal with it, overall is probably a better plan. 

[Reingold] 

Well, I was going to say, I think we're going to struggle with differentiating what is a policy and what is a 
procedure. And I think that's just going to be something that we're going to have to work through as we 
go and I suspect that many of the practices that exist in a local level will be more in the, it will be 
procedures. And then there are all sorts of questions about what does that mean? And I think that's 
going to be something critically important for this body to help sort through as that architecture and the 
meaning of some of these different categories sort of gets built out. And I will say, Diane, the group that 
I charged with putting this draft together, there was nothing that was preordained about it, I mean, it 
was how can we best put together sort of a component to this campus? It's called in these documents, a 
policy committee for the campus that is true to the traditions of the place but also is reflective of the 
current policy framework that now exists. And I guess I really encourage this group to, based on this 
presentation, based on the next presentation, reach out to Bill, reach out to Danielle, reach out to other 
members of this committee. This is part of the evolution and the effort that we're working through to 
try to get us moving forward. And I'm mindful they've done great work to get us to this point. It needs 
your input, so I'd encourage it. 

[DeSawal] 

The other piece to remember too is that the Campus Policy Committee, just like the Policy Executive 
Committee, is going to look at all policies, so not just the academic policies. So again, you'll see, spoiler 
alert as Bill would say, mirrored with the PEC is the processes for the BFC will remain part of the process, 
but those are for the policies that are owned by the VPFAA as the responsible office, which has always 
been the case for our academic policies where they've been owned. But the process itself is for all of 
them to increase the transparency about all the policies that are happening at the campus level, not just 
the academic ones that the BFC has traditionally and historically looked at. That will be retained, but 
again, it opens it up broader than that. 

[Reingold] 

And I will say it was not just an accident to appoint Bill and Danielle to chair this committee. I mean 
you've got the sitting president and the past president of the BFC asking in partnership to work on this 
important task. So, I think the idea is to try and bring these worlds together and, anyway, so hopefully 
that that's sort of noticed by the group. 

 

[Shrivastav] 
Diane. 

[Henshel] 

Alright, let me just start with the obvious to me, which is the BFC covers all academic and educational 
aspects of the university and the campus, i.e. way more than VPFAA. Student Affairs Committee deals 
with undergraduate education, we work with the graduate school, we work with literally all aspects of 
anything related to academics on this campus. That's where our policy purview is. It goes well beyond 
Carrie, thank you Carrie even though she's not here anymore for whatever she does do. So, I think 



 
 

  
 

narrowing BFC down to whatever's going on with VPFAA, you've just cut out an awful lot of important 
stuff.  

[DeSawal] 

Diane, so Diane, as a clarification point, you can go to our policy page, and you will see that all of our 
policies are owned by VPFAA that we are responsible for. It is not a cutout. I did not say what you just 
said that I said. What I said was that we will retain the control over the VPFAA policies that are the 
purview of this body, have always been, and will continue to be in partnership with what that looks like. 
Doesn't cut out any other component of our academic responsibility as this faculty to govern the mission 
of the institution from that perspective. What I said was it expands it to look at additional policies that 
are on this campus that are not in that purview. 

[Henshel] 

Alright, so what I really wanted to talk about, and I'm not going back and forth with you, Danielle, is that 
the representation of how policies have gone forward in the past through BFC is that it goes to BFC 
committees, gets considered by BFC’s committees, which then go to the unit policies committee for 
feedback, then comes back to BFC for discussion. It never stays only in the BFC. It always goes out to the 
units, and it takes significantly more than ten days to do. And what's lost in all of this is that 
consideration over time, verifying talking to all of our peers, getting feedback from multiple people, 
having discussions at multiple levels, that's going to be lost with this rush to change policies. And it's 
insane to me to be doing this, especially in this time when all these other things that are being laid on 
us, all at once, seems crazy to me. I don't understand it and I think it should just stop now and wait and 
take more time to do. There is no reason to do this in ten days the way it's being done. There is no 
reason to have the timeline that's been put on it for no reason whatsoever. It's certainly not in the law. 

[Shrivastav] 

Okay, thank you. Diane. We are at 4:20. Last question, but please keep it quick. 

[Gregg] 

Yes, I would like to, this is Sarah Gregg, I'm the substitute for Alex Lichtenstein and I'd like to just echo 
Heather's suggestion regarding some sort of more open format. We all lose email, I lose email or lose 
track of email and so, for individuals to send an email to policies@iu.edu, there's not only an incredible 
duplication of faculty effort on feedback, but there's also a lack of transparency and so, we have the 
mechanisms through OCQs to conduct student surveys, class evaluations. It seems like we should have 
the technology to be able to run something comparable for policy feedback where there is a way to 
quantify the different responses and simplify the process significantly but also retain the transparency 
that's so important to the administration and to the faculty. 

[Ramos] 

So yeah, I made that note and I'll put another star by it just to emphasize. It is growing and changing. I 
mean, I will say the co-chairs are the ones that went to the group in the first place and said, expecting 
people to just go to a website and look is not going to work. And then they added it to IU Today and we 
said that's not going to work. No offense, IU Today. And then now the email signup is there, but this 
could be the next evolution. So, I will take that message back. Okay, 

[Shrivastav] 



 
 

  
 

Thank you very much. We are almost out of time here, so I will open it up to the last item for our agenda 
and that is new business. Is there any new business that people might want to bring up? Kelly? 

[Eskew] 

Thank you. I think I need to make a motion that I be permitted to speak briefly about an upcoming film 
event at IU Cinema that I think will be of interest to the faculty. 
 

[Perry] 

Second. 

[Shrivastav] 
A motion to, I'll let you describe it again, but we have a motion and a second. So, this is now open for 
discussion. 

[Eskew] 

Okay, great. On December 3rd at seven o'clock IU Sinema is going to screen a documentary called The 
Last Class. This is a documentary from Robert Reich. Reich is the former Secretary of Labor, he's a 
bestselling author, he's a pretty prolific poster on social media for an old guy, but he's always considered 
teaching to be his true calling. And so now after more than 40 years in the classroom and an 
extraordinary 40,000 students, this documentary shows him preparing for his very last class and 
confronting the impending finality, his own aging, with candor, introspection, and ultimately emotion. I 
have used another of his films in my classroom for 13 years and it's very human, it's very balanced, and 
it's always inspiring. As the trailer for the film states, 1000 students filled the biggest lecture hall on the 
Berkeley campus, the last class to receive his wisdom and exhortations not to accept that the world has 
to stay the way it is. His belief in the next generation's ability to take on the challenges ahead is inspiring 
and it seems to me that we maybe need some inspiration as faculty. And for that reason, I was 
privileged to work with IU Cinema to bring the film to the campus and I thank my department, the 
Department of Business Law and Ethics, and my chair Angie Raymond, who is known to this body, for 
further financial support. I urge you to come with your colleagues, celebrate and reflect on the impact of 
teaching on ourselves and on our students. And again, it's Wednesday, December 3rd at seven o'clock. It 
is free, but you do need tickets and if you go to cinema.indiana.edu, you can sign up there to get your 
tickets and I put some flyers in the back of the room as well. Thank you. 

[Shrivastav] 
Questions? I guess this is more an announcement than a motion. You're not really asking for a vote on 
something, but I guess questions? I'll just open it up for questions. Any questions? Seeing none. Thank 
you very much. Does this need a vote? Do we need to all vote to show up at the meeting? Alright, I will 
not ask for a motion. Is that okay, parliamentarian? Thank you, Kelly, for bringing that to everybody's 
attention. Yes, Maria. 

[Bucur] 

Good afternoon. I'd like to make a motion to introduce the resolution that everybody has in front of 
them concerning the potential compact between Indiana University and the federal government. 

[DeSawal] 



 
 

  
 

So, I'm going to take a point as parliamentarian to clarify because we had just a minor little misstep and 
new business is new and we all know this, so we're just kind of navigating through it. So, for new 
business what you'll do is make a motion for what you want the new business to be. Then we'll get a 
second for if we want to make that a piece of new business, then we're going to vote on whether or not 
we want it to be a new business item. And then after that vote, if it passes by a majority, then we open 
it up for discussion as the new business item itself. So, we just missed that, but it's all good. We weren't 
doing action item. Ss we go through this, which is what we discussed in the Executive Committee this 
past week. 

[Shrivastav] 
Thank you. I appreciate it because the last few meetings, new business has been an extended Q&A 
session. So now, Maria, you are passing a motion. So, you need to quickly describe what it is. We'll have 
a second and then a vote for whether or not to bring it up as a discussion item. 

[Bucur] 

Right. So, you want me to describe the resolution is what you're asking? 

[Shrivastav] 

Just very, very briefly Without going into details. 

[Bucur] 

Yes. It’s a resolution that rejects the possibility of a compact with the Trump administration in terms of 
federal funding coming to us on the basis of an oath of loyalty to the Trump administration. That is the 
shortest way I can put it. Everybody has the entire document in front of them and you all received it last 
week. 

[Shrivastav] 

Okay. Is there a second on that one? Okay, there are several seconds. So, now we will open it up for a 
vote to see if we want to have a discussion on this one. All in favor, please raise your hands. Do we need 
to count?  
Okay. All opposed, please raise your hands. Nobody in opposition. All who are abstaining, please raise 
your hands. Seeing none, this is open for discussion. We do have three minutes. I know this body likes to 
end on time, so I'm giving that as a heads up. Open for discussion. Yes, Diane. 

[Henshel] 

I'm just going to briefly say I'm in support of it. 

[Shrivastav] 

Anything else? No other discussion. Presumably you've all read it. Bill? 

[Ramos] 

Yeah, I would just say, I'll reiterate my point. When we come to the final vote, I would ask that this be 
tabled until the next meeting, so you have time to take it back to your constituents because when you 
vote, you are voting for the people that you're here to represent. And I kind of brought that up the first 
meeting. So again, don't be shocked if you see me vote an abstention, because I think we should be 



 
 

  
 

taking these things back for conversation with our constituents or as Rahul mentioned, if you've not 
even had a chance to read it. I think this one speaks, Maria to the trustees, correct? Or… 

[Bucur] 

It speaks to the upper administration and the trustees. 

[Ramos] 

Yeah, so I will take it, I mean whatever happens with it, if it passes, I'll take it to whatever level it needs 
to be taken to, but again, just a reminder, my viewpoint on things. 
 

[Shrivastav] 
Somebody here had their hands up. 

[Hopson] 

Yes. I just want to then ask that we commit to voting on this or at least having a discussion on it in the 
next meeting, so we'll put it on the agenda in the Executive Committee. 

[Shrivastav] 

I'm hearing two comments that are asking to table it potentially, but that's more as a comment or a 
motion. So, you may want to think about that while I, in the interest of time, take another question. 

[Phillips] 

Well, it's not a question, it's a motion. I would like to move that we go ahead and vote on this resolution. 
In the interest of time. I'm very concerned that we just don't have time to wait. 

[Shivastav] 

We need procedural clearance here. So, you're calling the question. Okay, you're calling the question, 
which means it'll go to vote. And does that need a second? It does not need a second.  Okay, so it's been 
called into question. We have one minute, so, all in favor of the resolution as written, it's in front of you, 
please vote by raising your hands. Okay. All opposed, please raise your hands. All in abstention. Motion 
passes, 40 something to 11 with nobody voting no. 

[Ramos] 

If I can throw in a quick comment, at the next meeting, if you could be thinking about how you feel 
about how we're operating new business. It's new and we said we would revisit it before we left this 
semester. Right now, it just kind of operates and if this works for you, great, if you have any other ideas 
of how it should operate, we'll talk about it. 

[Shrivastav] 

Thank you very much. Thank you, Bill. Meeting adjourned. 

 


