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IUPUI 
IUPUI Faculty Council (IFC) 

Minutes 
April 5, 2022 ~ Campus Center 002 ~ 3-5 p.m. 

 
Faculty and Guests Present: Keith Anliker, Lisa Angermeier, Rachel Applegate, Cheryl Armstrong, Rafael 
Bahamonde, Tina Baich, Lata Balakrishnan, Partha Basu, Emily Beckman (alt: Judi Izuka Campbell), Zina Ben Miled, 
Kathryn Berlin, Brenda Blacklock, Janice Blum, Stephen Boehm, Davide Bolchini, Nicholas Brehl, Camy Broeker, 
Angela Bruzzaniti, Christian Buerger, Debra Burns, Francesco Cafaro (alt: Erin Brady), Joan Carlson, Kenneth Carow, 
Fred Cate, Beth Chaisson, Gabe Chu, Andrew Coggan, Tim Corson, Ted Cummins, Ricardo Decca, Frederique Deiss, 
Cornelis De Waal, John DiTusa, Tami Eitle, Rob Elliott, Alyson Essex, Sasha Fedorikhin, Margie Ferguson, Pat Fox, 
Stephen Fox, Robin Fuchs, Dominique Galli, Andrew Gavrin, Philip Goff, Charles Goodlett, Paul Halverson, Jiali 
Han, Randy Heron, Patricia Snell Herzog, Adam Hirsch, David Hoegberg, Ann Holmes, Lisa Hubbard, Susan Hyatt, 
Mark Jaime, Sarath Janga, Kathy Johnson, Nikki Johnson, Steven Jones, Miyeon Jung, Hilary Kahn, Benjamin Keele, 
Jason Kelly, Andy Klein, Sarah Koskie, Daniella Kostroun, Joan Kowolik, Brian Krohn, Christopher Lapish, 
Katharine Macy, Weiming Mao, Nadzeva Marozkina, Brendan Maxcy, Marc Mendonca, Willie Miller, Robert Minto, 
Gwendolyn Morrison, Carol Anne Murdoch-Kinch, Miriam Murphy, Bethany Neal-Beliveau, Robin Newhouse, 
David Nguyen, Jere Odell, Julie Otte, Kristi Palmer, Amir Pasic (alt: Patrick Rooney), Ben Perrin, Stefan Petranek, 
Ted Polley, William Potter, Sherry Queener (alt: Bill Schneider), Rajeev Raje, David Russomanno, Jim Scheurich, 
John Schild, Kristy Sheeler, Carol Shieh, Brandon Sorge, Susan Storey, Thomas Upton, Mark Urtel, Nicole Vanandel, 
Chandler Walker, John Watson, Jeffrey Watt, Libba Willcox, and Robert Yost (alt: Stephen Randall)  
 
Members Absent: Mangilal Agarwal, Fredrik O. Andersson, Ben Boukai, Herbert Brant, Karen Bravo, Anna Carmon, 
Jeremy Carter, Julia Cilleruelo Fernandez Del Moral, Christopher Coleman, Amber Comer, Tamara Davis, Jeffrey 
Dean, Emilee Delbridge, Sarah Delima, Debbie DeMeester, Kimberly Donahue, Claire Draucker, Simone Duarte, 
Jerome Dumortier, Christine Eckel, Peter Federman, Robyn Fuchs, Jasmine Graham, Brian Gray, Richard 
Gunderman, Debora Herold, Jay Hess, Reinhold Hill, Greg Hull, Muhammad Idrees, Tambra Jackson, Sara Johnson, 
Lasana Kazembe, NiCole Keith, Linda Kelly, Kathleen King Thorius, Amy Knopf, David Kondrat, Leonidas Koniaris, 
Alexey Kuznetsov, Debomoy Lahiri, Jiliang Li, Lei Li, Gina Londino-Smolar, Gary Maixner, James Marrs, Lindsey 
Mayo, William Mello, Kathy Miller, Leslie Miller, George Mohler, Pamela Morris, M. Razi Nalim, Janet Nes, Mathew 
Palakal, Megan Palmer, Padhu Pattabiraman, Celeste Phillips-Salimi, Michael Pitts, Mike Polites, Rupa 
Radhakrishnan, Cory Robinson, Christian Rogers, Jesse Savage, Stuart Schrader, Margaret Schwarz, Sheila Segura, 
Sacha Sharp, Shariq Siddiqui, Aisha Smiley, Armando Soto, Deborah Stiffler, Jennifer Thorington Springer, John 
Turchi, Joshua Vest, Ruben Vidal, Crystal Walcott, Jennifer Wessel, Kim White-Mills, Pamala Wiepking, Yar Luan 
Yeap, Constantin Yiannoutsos, Hiroki Yokota, and Xinna Zhang 
 
Agenda Item I: Welcome and Call to Order 
IUPUI Faculty Council Executive Committee Member, Willie Miller, called the meeting to order at 3:02 
p.m. on behalf of Vice President Deborah Stiffler who was not in attendance. 
 
Agenda Item II: Adoption of the Agenda as the Order of Business for the Day 
The agenda was adopted as the Order of Business for the Day. 
 
Agenda Item III: Updates / Remarks from the IFC President 
John Watson, President, IUPUI Faculty Council 
 
Watson spoke of shared governance at IUPUI saying that faculty and administrators share the responsibility 
of operating the governance of the university. It is mandated by the Constitution of the Indiana University 
Faculty. On this campus, the faculty have oversight of the curriculum, promotion and tenure, and the 
academic performance of students. Shared governance requires trust and collaboration. Faculty are integral 
to the administration just as administration is integral to the faculty.   
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Agenda Item IV: [Information Item] Election Slates for Board of Review Pool, Ombudsteam, At-
Large Representatives, University Faculty Council, IFC Executive Committee, and President and 
Vice President of the IFC 
Tom Stucky, Co-Chair 
 
Stucky presented the following slates noting that elections will take place either by Qualtrics or in-person. 
 
IUPUI Faculty Council:  Slate for Board of Review Pool 
Term:  February 1, 2022, through January 31, 2024 
Number to Elect: 10; Number to Slate: At least 15 (Can be more than that.) 
 

Last Name First Name Rank School Department Description 
Agrawal Namita NTK Assistant 

Professor 
Medicine Radiation Oncology 

Chakrabarti Subir TEN Professor Liberal Arts Economics 
Coleman Christopher TEN Professor IUFW Nursing 
Dean Jeff TEN Professor Dentistry DSPE 
Du Yansheng TEN Professor Medicine Neurology 
Edwards Paul TEN Professor Dentistry Dentistry Administration 
Emmert Frank TEN Professor Law Law 
Guiliano Jennifer TEN Associate 

Professor 
Liberal Arts History 

Huffman Max TEN Professor Law Law 
Idrees Muhammad TEN Professor Medicine Pathology 
Klemsz Michael TEN Associate 

Professor 
Medicine Microbiology and 

Immunology 
Nassiri Mehdi TEN Associate 

Professor 
Medicine Pathology and Laboratory 

Medicine 
Njeh Christopher NTK Associate 

Professor 
Medicine Radiation Oncology 

Vemuri Gautam TEN Professor Science Physics 
Zhang Wen NTK Assistant 

Professor 
Medicine Biochemistry / Molecular 

Biology 
 

IUPUI Faculty Council:  Slate for President 
Term:  July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2022 
Number to Elect: 1 
 

Last Name First Name Rank School Department Description 
Goff Phil TEN Professor Liberal Arts Religious Studies 
Stiffler Deb TEN Associate 

Professor 
Nursing Science of Nursing Care 

 
IUPUI Faculty Council:  Slate for Vice President 
Term:  July 1, 2022, through June 30, 2024 
Number to Elect: 1 
 

Last Name First Name Rank School Department Description 
Miller Willie TEN Associate 

Librarian 
University 
Library 

University Library 
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IUPUI Faculty Council:  Slate for Ombudsteam 
Term: July 1, 2022, through June 30, 2025 
Need to elect 2; number to slate 5 
TT: Tenure-Track 
NTTF: Non-Tenure-Track 
E: Emeritus 
 

Last 
Name 

First 
Name 

Rank School Department 
Description 

Brown Darrell NTTF Clinical Associate 
Professor 

Business  

Cohen Michael E Professor Education  
Porter Rebecca E Associate Professor Health & Rehabilitation 

Science 
 

Schild John TT Associate Professor Engineering and 
Technology 

Biomedical 
Engineering 

Wokeck Marianne E Chancellor’s Professor Liberal Arts History 
 
IUPUI Faculty Council:  Slate for Executive Committee – Tenure Track Faculty 
Term:  June 2022 through June 2024 
Number to Elect: 4; Number to Slate: 8 
 

Last 
Name 

First 
Name 

Rank School Department Description 

Boukai Ben Professor Science Math Sciences 
Buse Olguta Associate Professor Science Math Sciences 
Fedorikhin Sasha Associate Professor Business  
Mayo Lindsey Associate Professor Medicine Pediatrics 
Schild John Associate Professor Engineering and 

Technology 
Biomedical Engineering 

Stucky Thomas Professor O’Neill School  
Watt Jeff Professor Science Math Sciences 
Windsor L. Jack Professor Dentistry Biomedical and Applied Science 

*No two elected members of the committee shall be from the same academic unit, except from the School of Medicine which 
may have two members: one each from the basic science and clinical departments.  
 
IUPUI Faculty Council:  Slate for Executive Committee – Non-Tenure-Track Faculty 
Term:  June 2022 through June 2024 
Number to Elect: 1; Number to Slate: 2  
 

Last Name First 
Name 

Rank School Department Description 

Miller Leslie Lecturer Liberal Arts English 
Sher S. Jawad Clinical Assistant Professor Medicine Nephrology 

*No two elected members of the committee shall be from the same academic unit, except from the School of Medicine which 
may have two members: one each from the basic science and clinical departments.  
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IUPUI Faculty Council:  Slate for University Faculty Council Tenure-Track Faculty 
Term:  July 1, 2022, through June 30, 2024 
Need to elect 5; number to slate 10 
 

Last Name First Name Rank School Department Description 
Ben Miled Zina Associate Professor Engineering and 

Technology 
Electrical and Computer 
Engineering 

Copeland Andrea Associate Professor Informatics and 
Computing 

Library and Information Science 

Dynlacht Joseph Professor Medicine Radiation Oncology 
Janga Sarath Associate Professor Informatics and 

Computing 
BioHealth Informatics 

King Thorius Kathleen Associate Professor Education Urban Teacher Education 
Maxcy Brendan Associate Professor Education Urban Education Counseling and 

Leadership/Policy Studies 
Schwarz Margaret Professor Medicine IUSM-South Bend 
Soto Rojas Armando Associate Professor Dentistry Cariology/Operative Dentistry 

and Dental Pub 
Srinivasan Mythily Associate Professor Dentistry Oral Pathology 
Windsor L. Jack Professor Dentistry Biomedical and Applied Sciences 

 
IUPUI Faculty Council:  Slate for University Faculty Council Non-Tenure-Track Faculty 
Term:  July 1, 2022, through June 30, 2024 
Need to elect 2; number to slate 4 
 

Last 
Name 

First 
Name 

Rank School Department Description 

Elliott Rob Teaching Professor Engineering and Technology Computer and Information 
Technology 

Kramer Kym Lecturer Informatics and Computing Library and Information 
Science 

Medina Monica Clinical Associate 
Professor 

Education Urban Teacher Education 

Murphy Hardy Clinical Professor Education Urban Education Counseling 
and Leadership/Policy Studies 

Rakesh Mehta Clinical Associate 
Professor 

Medicine Hematology/Oncology 

Schrader Stuart Clinical Associate 
Professor 

Dentistry Biomedical and Applied 
Sciences 

Smiley Aisha Clinical Assistant 
Professor 

Social Work  

Spotts Lydia Lecturer Informatics and Computing Library and Information 
Science 
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IUPUI Faculty Council:  Slate for At-Large Representatives 
Term:  June 2022 through June 2024 
Need to elect 30; number to slate 45 (at least) 
 

Last Name First Name Middle 
Name 

Rank School Department 

Adams Zachary W. Assistant Professor Medicine Psychiatry 
Agrawal Namita  Assistant Professor Medicine Radiation Oncology 
Andersson Fredrik O. Associate Professor O’Neill School  

Armstrong Cheryl  Assistant Professor 
Health & Human 
Sciences Nutrition and Dietetics 

Baich Tina  Librarian University Library  
Berbari Nicolas F. Associate Professor Science Biology 
Bhatwadekar Ashay D. Associate Professor Medicine Ophthalmology 
Buse Olguta  Associate Professor Science Math Sciences 
Chakrabarti Subir K. Professor Liberal Arts Economics 

Clinkenbeard Erica L.  Assistant Professor Medicine 
Medical and Molecular 
Genetics 

Cummins Theodore R. Professor Science Biology 

Duarte Simone  Associate Professor Dentistry 
Cariology/Operative 
Dentistry & Dental Pub 

Fedorikhan Sasha  Associate Professor Business  
Gavrin Andrew D. Associate Professor Science Physics 
Hammers Dustin  Associate Professor Medicine Neurology 
Hayes Cleveland  Professor Education  

Idrees Muhammad T. Professor Medicine 
Pathology and 
Laboratory Medicine 

Jung Miyeon  Assistant Professor Nursing  
Kelly Jason  Professor Liberal Arts History 
Kostroun Daniella J. Associate Professor Liberal Arts History 
Lahiri Debomoy K. Professor Medicine Psychiatry 
Li Lei  Associate Professor Science Chemistry 

Lin Jingmei  Associate Professor Medicine 
Pathology and 
Laboratory Medicine 

Mackey Jason Scott Associate Professor Medicine Neurology 
Macris Catherine  Assistant Professor Science Geology 
Mayo Lindsey D. Associate Professor Medicine Pediatrics 
Minto Robert  Associate Professor Science Chemistry 
Neal-
Beliveau Bethany S. Associate Professor Science Psychology 

Nguyen 
Thu Suong 
Thi  Associate Professor Education  

Njeh Christopher  Associate Professor Medicine Radiation Oncology 
Peng Hanxiang  Associate Professor Science Math Sciences 
Picard Christine J.  Associate Professor Science Biology 
Rausch Jamie A. Assistant Professor IU Fort Wayne Nursing 
Shieh Carol  Professor Nursing Science of Nursing Care 
Sosa Teresa  Associate Professor Education  

Soto Rojas Armando Ernesto Associate Professor Dentistry 
Cariology/Operative 
Dentistry & Dental Pub 
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Storey Susan  Assistant Professor Nursing  
Tezanos-
Pinto Rosa  Associate Professor Liberal Arts 

World Languages and 
Culture 

Von 
Gaudecker Jane Rita Assistant Professor Nursing  
Watt Jeffrey X. Professor Science Math Sciences 
Wells Clark  D. Associate Professor Medicine Biochemistry 
White Angela  Associate Librarian University Library  

Windsor L.  Jack Professor Dentistry 
Biomedical and Applied 
Sciences 

Zhang Wen  Assistant Professor Medicine Biochemistry 

Zhang Xinna  Assistant Professor Medicine 
Medical and Molecular 
Genetics 

Zimmers Teresa Audrey Professor Medicine Surgery 
 
Agenda Item V: [Second Read-VOTE] Proposals from the Ad Hoc Committee to Review Promotion 
and Tenure Guidelines 
Rachel Applegate, Chair 
Circular 2022-04: Guidelines for Promotion and Tenure: Editorial Changes 
Circular 2022-05: Guidelines for Promotion and Tenure: Balanced Case Revision and Reorganization 
Circular 2022-06: Guidelines for Promotion and Tenure: Scholarship by Clinical and Lecturer Faculty 
Circular 2022-07: Guidelines for Promotion and Tenure: Service Change to Scope and Definition 
Circular 2022-08: Guidelines for Promotion and Tenure: Peer Review Changes 
 
Applegate presented the proposals at the March 1, 2022, IFC meeting. Miller suggested that unless there is 
opposition to them, that they be voted on in a block. Applegate said there were no changes to the proposals 
since the town halls. There were questions about when the proposals become effective and whether a school 
could choose to limit the type of cases a candidate can pursue. She said the proposals would become 
effective when the schools/units felt they were ready to implement them, and that schools and units could 
limit the type of cases pursued.   
 
The motion to approve the approvals came out of committee, so no second was needed. Miller asked for 
questions or discussion. Hearing none, a vote was taken and the motion to approve all proposals in a block 
passed. 
 
Agenda Item VI: Call for IFC or UFC Standing Committee Reports 
Willie Miller 
 
Constitution and Bylaws Committee 
Cornelis de Waal, Chair 
 
de Waal presented the following proposed changes to the Faculty Council Bylaws: 

• [First Read] Proposed Changes to the Bylaws: Ombudsteam 
Circular 2022-11: Proposed Changes to the Bylaws: Ombudsteam 
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REVISIONS TO THE BYLAWS

IUPUI

CONSTITUTION AND BYLAWS COMMITTEE

CHANGES TO THE FACULTY 
GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

I
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IUPUI

BYLAW ARTICLE IV. FACULTY GRIEVANCES PROCEDURES

Section A. Purpose

Section B. Submission of Grievances

Section C. Composition and Election of Ombudsteam

Section D. Procedures of the Ombudsteam New subsection added

IUPUI

Reason for adding the new subsection
To provide language that will stop the Ombudsteam work on an issue or 
concern brought to it by a faculty member that has led to a faculty Board of 
Review. 

This would prevent the grieved faculty member from reactivating the 
Ombudsteam to assist in continuing the discussion following the Board of 
Review and chancellor’s decision.
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• [First Read] Proposed Changes to the Bylaws: Committee Charges 
Circular 2022-12: Proposed Changes to the Bylaws: Committee Charges 
 

 
 

IUPUI

The new subsection (IV.D.8)
8. The Ombudsteam, or any member of it, cannot be reinstated to assist an 
Individual for the original criticism, complaint, or grievance following the 
decision of a Faculty Board of Review and/or a decision by the Chancellor. 
Members should refrain from interacting with the faculty member/librarian 
about the case once the Board of Review process begins.

COMMITTEE CHARGE 
REVISIONS

II
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IUPUI

Campus Planning Committee

SECTION TITLE GOES HERE IF NECESSARY

The Committee is not itself the faculty planning body, but works to facilitate 
involvement and communication between the Faculty Council, Executive 
Committee, Budgetary Affairs Committee, and committees and academic 
units concerning institutional planning and improvement at IUPUI that 
ensures an equitable outcome for all campus and community 
stakeholders.

IUPUI

Academic Affairs Committee
This committee shall make recommendations to the Council on matters 
relating to general, not school specific, educational curriculum matters, 
establishing and revising academic calendars, degree formats, graduation 
requirements, the academic structure of IUPUI, and other related matters. 
This committee shall act in alignment with the diversity, equity, and 
inclusion strategic priorities of IUPUI. The Executive Committee of the 
IUPUI Faculty Council may appoint one or more students as non -voting 
members of the standing committee. The Executive Committee of the IUPUI 
Faculty Council shall make this appointment based on nominations submitted 
by the Undergraduate Student Government and Graduate Student 
Organization.
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IUPUI

Faculty Affairs Committee
This committee shall advise the Council on all matters that pertain to the 
responsibilities, rights, privileges, opportunities, and welfare of the 
faculty, collectively and as individuals; involving the faculty, including
but not limited to, issues of equity, academic freedom, appointments, and 
tenure and promotion policies and procedures.

IUPUI

Faculty and Staff Relations Committee
This committee shall be responsible for setting up the two Constitutionally -
mandated annual joint meetings in conjunction with the Staff Council’s 
Faculty Relations Committee. This committee shall serve in conjunction with 
the Staff Council’s Faculty Relations Committee as a clearinghouse for 
information of common interest including, but not limited to, shared 
issues of equity, morale, health, safety, community, human resources, 
and compensation. The Committee shall, when necessary, meet 
independently to formulate faculty positions on faculty -staff matters.
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The proposed changes to the Bylaws will be voted on at the May 3, 2022, Faculty Council meeting. 
 

Agenda Item VII: Unfinished Business 
There was no Unfinished Business. 
 
Agenda Item VIII: New Business 
There was no New Business 
 

IUPUI

Research Affairs Committee
This committee shall periodically review research policies and procedures, draft 
revisions when necessary, and provide interpretations about those policies and 
procedures when questions arise. The Committee shall include faculty members 
from a broad range of schools across campus reflecting both faculty and student 
research interests and artistic/scholarly activities. The Committee shall coordinate 
its activities with other relevant committees with a goal of improving the 
environment for research at IUPUI. The Committee shall support the goal of 
fostering diverse, equitable, inclusive, and just research endeavors by 
IUPUI faculty, staff, and students. The Committee shall be responsible for 
continued communication with the administration through the IUPUI Vice 
Chancellor for Research and Graduate Studies.

IUPUI

Distance Education Committee
This committee represents the IUPUI Faculty Council and advises and acts as 
liaison with and administrative administration as well as faculty and other
units concerned with interests in programs of distance education, including
those that involve collaboration with other institutions. It aims to improve
and promote distance education, making use of best practices and 
frameworks, and coordinating resources available with theThe Committee
coordinates its activities with those of theIUPUI Faculty Council Technology
Committee, the Center for Teaching and Learning, UITS, the Community
Learning Network, the Office of Online Education, and individual schools. The
committee supports faculty teaching online, provides distance education 
assessment guidelines, and assists in ensuring inclusive and accessible 
learning for all students
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Miller noted that we were waiting on Interim Chancellor Klein and Vice President Cate to arrive to the 
meeting to continue with the agenda as shown. In the meantime, he opened the meeting to the floor for 
discussion of research. The following was brought forward for discussion, comment, or question: 
 

• (Odell) Odell is chair of the Research Affairs Committee. The members are very participatory and 
asked that they attend today’s meeting. They hope that Vice President Cate addresses his plans or 
what he hopes to be his plans for research at IU and how they might impact us. Among the many 
issues, the committee is deeply concerned about the Office of the Vice Chancellor for Research. 
Vice Chancellor Janice Blum attends there meeting and is open with them, for which they 
appreciate. It is great to have her as part of a faculty governance committee, to have her ear, and to 
know that she has a budget and can launch programs that will benefit researchers, faculty, grad 
students, and all of us here in a very focused manner. So, what is our future? That’s what the 
committee is wondering, how the Office of the Vice Chancellor for Research will operate in the 
future, what kinds of local funding we’ll have access to, how will decisions for that funding be 
made, and what will Janice’s voice be in those decisions, and many more.  

• Are there things the committee came to a consensus on? 
o (Odell) I don’t believe the committee came to a consensus that there were things we would 

like. He thinks that if there are major changes to be made that they hope those changes 
would result in more research funding for the campus. There are other members who have 
their doubts. More research funding would be great, and maybe other units on campus 
would see more funding than other units. He believes having someone on campus with a 
budget and comes to our faculty governance meeting, it gives us the ability to say money 
is being spent in this area while other areas are under-resourced. We, as faculty members, 
need to keep an eye on this and if we lose that kind of influence, it will be a step back for 
the campus.  

• Where do we get our money from now for research funding? Where does Janice get her budget 
from? 

o (Odell) That’s one of the issues on the table. We have indirect costs. When a grant is 
received, there are some taxes that are paid on the grant to support research locally. There’s 
kind of a double tax for campus. Some money goes to the state. I think Bloomington pays 
less than a double tax than we do which seems unfair. That’s where the money for local 
research programs largely come from. There have been initiatives, of course, where 
predicate or a statewide system has sent money to the campus for special projects. There 
have been special projects such as the racial justice research and the Grand Challenges. 
The Grand Challenges, for example, didn’t benefit IUPUI as much as they get at other 
campuses. 

• (Goff) Goff asked Vice Chancellor Camy Broeker to speak to the funding the Office of the Vice 
Chancellor for Research has.  

o (Broeker) There is base support from the campus level and indirect costs to support the 
operations.  

• (Goff) I think it’s good to understand that this isn’t Bloomington trying to control things. They 
dislike it as much as we do. There is a central administrative change or proposed change. We realize 
that we might lose $2-3 million while Bloomington would lose more like $11-12 million. The IUB 
Vice Provost for Research has been fighting this as well. The Bloomington Faculty Council met 
last week and are formally asking their provost to close this down for a year to really look at this. I 
think, ultimately, this is what we want to do, too.  

• [Question could not be heard.] (Goff) He’s hoping to save a lot of money because of the overlap of 
jobs between the two campuses. But, given all that he’s wanting to do here, there’s going to be 
more…the ICR would move to central, so it would help units here. I don’t see how he will do what 
he wants to do here without keeping ICR. That will affect us—rules, department that are research 
heavy. I think deans should be very concerned about this. 
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• (Applegate) Procedurally, can members of the council speak? 
o (Miller) Not yet, but I would entertain a motion. A motion was made and seconded to allow 

non-IFC members to participate in discussion. The motion passed. 
• (Applegate) In some of the materials I have seen, they talk about centralization. Collections, 

museums, institutes, they don’t use the word “library,” but then they say collection. We have a 
number of scholarly institutes on our campus. Is there anything more known about this? 

o (Goff) From what I have seen, only campus level centers and institutes would be 
centralized but ones in the schools would not be. They would still lose out on ICR.  

• (Goff) My concern is that our campuses are different from each other. We haven’t developed a 
research infrastructure here that reflects this campus and our role in the city. Over half of our grants 
are service related or education related. They are not the same sort of grants that are in 
Bloomington. I don’t think we’ll be viewed the same. 

• Is the medical school involved in this? 
o (Goff) No, they are doing well enough on research. Fred (Cate) wants to get bigger grants 

- $5 million and up. We do more community engaged grants. I think this will hurt IUPUI 
and how we deal with the city. 

• Have you seen the research plan? 
o (Goff) The plan is about five or six pages and tight on details. It shows procedures, how 

the process will work, who makes decisions, what’s the process for asking for money from 
the Vice President’s office. Our office here knows how we work, and we have a close 
relationship with them. The IFC Executive Committee sent a list of 13 questions and 
concerns to Vice President Cate, but we haven’t received a response other than he would 
rather have a conversation with us. It is ultimately the president’s decision. I think the 
University Faculty Council will need to become involved and appeal directly to the 
president. We’ll make an appeal to the interim chancellor just as Bloomington will appeal 
to their provost. But I think the UFC will need to make a request directly to the president.  

 
Agenda Item IX: Updates / Remarks from the Chancellor 
Andrew R. Klein, IU Interim Executive Vice President and Interim Chancellor of IUPUI 
 
Klein reported on the following: 

• We continue to work on three important searches for the campus. The search for the next chancellor 
interviewed candidates last week and hope to have a few visit the campus yet this semester. The 
search for the associate vice chancellor for undergraduate education and dean of university college 
is progressing. Three candidates have visited the campus and we are nearing the decision-making 
process. Boyd Bradshaw is leaving IUPUI, so we are beginning a search for the next associate vice 
chancellor for enrollment. Vice Chancellor Eric Weldy will head that search.  

• The enrollment management search is critical. If enrollment doesn’t increase, everything else will 
lag in priority. We are behind in yield to the number we admit on campus. We are going to need to 
step up on showing people why IUPUI is a great place to be for students.  

• He said it is fun to have events back on campus. He attended the Top 100 dinner and will attend 
the Elite 50 program this evening. 

• University budget hearings are beginning. President Whitten is handling the hearings differently 
by having the chancellor from IUPUI, provost from IUB, the vice president for research sits in on 
the hearings to that everyone is hearing what is happening. The president is looking at how services 
are provided across campus. I think we’re going to probably see more efforts to provide services 
centrally with an effort to try to that more efficiently in order to return resources back to our students 
and families.  
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Agenda Item X: Question / Answer Period 
Willie Miller 
 

• (Upton) What is the impact of IU Health’s move to further parts of Indianapolis and the long-term 
effects to the building across the street. 

o (Klein) I don’t have an answer to that, and I don’t think we have a solid plan to what we 
are going to do long term with the space. 

• (Upton) What about the concrete monorail by the hospital? 
o (Klein) I don’t know what will happen with that. When they looked at the cost of 

demolishing it, it was cost prohibitive. It might just sit there for a bit.  
• (Watson) Is it clear who the buildings are owned by in the IU Health area? 

o (Klein) That was IU property before IU Health occupied it. I assume it is IU property.  
• (Upton) What is Indy Eleven’s relationship with IUPUI? 

o (Klein) Indy Eleven is looking for a permanent location for a stadium. For now, we have a 
relationship, but no permanent relationship. Broeker said we are in the second year of a 
three-year engagement. Having them on campus is a great recruitment opportunity. We can 
have information tables are events if you want to promote your school. 

• What is your feeling about the research issue we are here to discuss today? Are you for the change 
or will you help us delay it? 

o (Klein) I will let Fred (Cate) speak to this. I come from a discipline that doesn’t do a lot of 
funded research. I don’t have the background that a lot of you have. But I don’t view this 
as an attack on researchers. I view this as motivated as a desire to support research and 
have more of it on our campus as well as at Bloomington. It’s motivated to do research 
better than it has in the past. I will let Fred take the podium and talk to you about why he 
thinks that consolidating research budgets will accomplish that. It’s not going to eliminate 
input from campus, from faculty who are doing research. We won’t distribute funds 
without local input. I won’t be fighting this, but I think the Faculty Council should raise 
concerns about the level of input that came from faculty. Today is an opportunity to respond 
as you see fit, but I would encourage you to approach this with a positive mindset that we 
all want to have resources used as efficiently as possible and to make us have a greater 
impact on the work that people are doing on this campus and around the university. Listen 
to him honestly and respond with what you expect. 

 
Agenda Item XI: [Information Item] Research at Indiana University 
Fred H. Cate, Vice President for Research 
 
Cate shared the following: 

• A proposal was made as part of the budget process involving research on March 23 where a number 
of recommendations were made. A few issues motivate the proposal include investing too little in 
research at IU and we invest inefficiently when we do it. Start-up packages are needed for faculty, 
and we end up trying to find money to support that. Same for retention offers or new equipment. 
We haven’t been strategic about that. We manage scarcity better than actually trying to overcome 
it. The campus budget for research here is $3.3 million which is precious little for a campus this 
size and with this much research activity. It fluctuates considerably because the funding for it 
largely depends on what is available at the end of other things funded. So, it gets a base amount of 
money that helps take care of staff salaries for which we’re extremely grateful. But it also ends up 
getting a certain amount of campus share of ICR. And then that’s often offset by expenses that get 
transferred to it. I have recommended to the president, chancellor, provost, chief financial officer 
that we make a number of changes to the way we approach research. 

o Integrate our campus and our university research support units into a single office. That 
office would have a combined budget of $55 million. And then for good measure, I asked 
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for a 50 percent increase in funding for that office. We would continue to have an associate 
vice president for research on both campuses (IUB and IUPUI), a vice chancellor for 
research at IUPUI, and a vice provost for research at IUB. We would continue to report to 
the research affairs committees on both campuses. I’ve asked the University Faculty 
Council if they would consider appointing a Research Affairs Committee so we could 
report there as well. I think we need to have resources to support what we’re doing here. 
Bringing these offices together is one way to try to do that.  

o Try to achieve a greater consistency with the services we provide to faculty and graduate 
students, other students and staff.  

• We have more faculty leadership in research. I’m a faculty member. We have a vice chancellor 
who is a faculty member and a vice provost who is a faculty member. The three of us do most of 
the collaboration. We make decisions when they need to be made. We’re asking now is in addition 
to the three positions that there will be faculty leader positions dedicated to specific funding 
streams. There could be a life sciences associate vice president, there could be one for social 
sciences, humanities, etc. Could there be a defense-related person? This is how most universities 
organize their research offices. They don’t do it geographically, they do it topically. I’m suggesting 
we still have the geographic representation, but we add topical faculty leadership to this as well. 

• I’ve asked where’s the substantial fund to help support startup and retention packages for faculty. 
This would be spent in the same way that money is spent today. Right now, it’s not where the funds 
are, but the point is we don’t have set aside funds right now for research, faculty recruiting, and 
retention. We need them, especially to attract and recruit faculty at the mid-career level. I’ve made 
a request for funding for a major equipment. We seem shocked when faculty show up and they 
need equipment to do their research. We start passing the hat going to school to school, campus to 
campus, trying to find funding.  

• We’ve sought funding to hire, train, and pay grant staff who would work in departments. Under 
RCM, departments put their funding toward supporting faculty and graduate students doing 
research. I can’t fix that, but I can try to command funds that would then fund those people back in 
the units.  

• We’re trying to provide a wider range of shared services to centers, institutes, and for the first time, 
larger collections. Right now, centers and institutes typically have to pay for the services they get, 
or they supply them themselves. We would like to provide those services as a suite of services so 
that you could say you are center above a school. If a center sits in a school, it’s the school’s 
responsibility. We didn’t touch that. But, if you’re at the campus or university level, we would like 
to be able to say you don’t have to go out and manage around and IT person or an HR person. We 
would be able to provide those services to you. In the case of collections, the university is home to 
more than 300 collections. Many of the finest of those are on this campus and many are known to 
no one. We don’t have the resources or strategic focus to service those, get them out and digitized 
in order to make them public.  

• We’re trying to provide additional staff support for proposal development on every campus except 
for the medical school.  

• I am trying to eliminate the hidden charges, the amazing subsidies that when you try to go through 
a university budget, you discover or they’re the things that we still end up charging for. There are 
a lot of those charges taking place. We want it to be clear the service is with a charge or without a 
charge. One of the assessments is ICR. The University Research Office gets 4.5 percent off the top 
of all ICR that comes in the university. That’s also the smallest amount in the Big 10.  

 
Questions: 

• (Odell) The Research Affairs Committee has been able to speak directly to the vice chancellor 
about the state of research at IUPUI and she has been able to make directly based on the feedback 
received. How does that relationship work in the future and how does it work for faculty 
governance? 
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o (Cate) Anyone who knows Janice Blum knows that she’s a wonderful mediator, but she 
would never be satisfied with the role of a mediator alone. She commands a $3.3 million 
resource pool. The hope is to dramatically increase that resource pool. Does that mean she 
will get to spend all of it? No, I don’t want to give that impression al all, but it certainly 
doesn’t mean that decisions would be made someplace else. We would set up budgets to 
do things. What we hear all the time from people in Indianapolis, from Eli Lilly and 
Company, from the Lilly Endowment, from others in Indianapolis, is how much they want 
IUPUI to meet the needs of this community, of the businesses located here, of the 
researchers located here. And right now, I think you are dramatically under-resourced to 
be able to do that. But the amount of resources you are need are way beyond anything I’m 
going to manage to eke out of this process, so I don’t want to be overselling. And I think 
Andy [Klein] and others will be fighting a battle for years to get appropriate resources to 
do this. But the key is to try to make at least more resources available and to make them 
available on an equitable basis with Bloomington. If we could collectively with the Faculty 
Council, with the Research Affairs Committee, with the involvement of people like Janice, 
come up with priority areas like what are the things we would like to accomplish in the 
next five years and then direct these resources—not everybody else’s—I think we could 
move things forward faster. The key is figuring out how we work together to do something, 
to achieve something. This campus and the faculty leading this campus thinks its worth 
doing, thinks of critical things that will serve the needs of the community, then how we 
support it appropriately. We need to be on the same team to direct those resources where 
you need them. I would never want to try to replace Janice or never think of her as anything 
other than the leader of research on this campus. 

• (Odell) Does the vice chancellor’s office become like a research support office for the non-School 
of Medicine campus known as IUPUI? Is that the path we’re going down? 

o (Cate) The relationship between the medical school at IUPIU is way above my pay grade. 
It’s constantly evolving. When it comes to research development, the School of Medicine 
sort of does a lot of its own and then it depends a lot on Janice and what this campus does. 
The School of Medicine should pay more to support the research operation of the entire 
university. It benefits from IUPUI, benefits from a strong IT infrastructure, from colleagues 
elsewhere. But, at this moment in time, it just would make any sense to say should we try 
to integrate the rest of the School of Medicine research activities into one office. It would 
run the risk, since they account for about 65 percent of our externally funded research, of 
then becoming the dominant sort of tail wagging the dog. I just would not rather face this 
right now. 

• (Odell) I’m chair of the Research Affairs Committee. I’ve heard some gossip about this plan and 
one or two leaked emails. But I haven’t actually seen a plan. Will there be a point that the plan, 
such as it is shared with faculty governance committees, will be shared more widely? 

o (Cate) Yes, and you could justifiably criticize me for not having done so more directly 
earlier. Do I need to know what authorization I have from the president before I go discuss 
with the faculty about how we implement it [the plan]? The ultimate decision I made was 
I need to resolve one thing and then it may take us a year or longer to implement all of the 
various elements that I’ve just laid out as well as other things we should probably be doing. 
But it’s not malicious. I have eagerly sought out faculty input. I care about it. We will 
continue to work together, and I expect Janice will continue to work as well. If I have failed 
up until now, I can only apologize. 

• (Cummins) I am chair of the Department of Biology. Our faculty have done a great job at getting 
more grants over the last seven years. We’ve tripled our grant funding. But we’ve struggled 
mightily with the infrastructure of support. Our school and department are critically dependent on 
the traction of ICR that we get. And so, when you mention possibly 25 percent ICR going to some 
other place, that scares me mightily. We struggle to have research space. The school has had to 
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build and pay for its own research space, which just boggles the mind. The department has to pay 
for its own autoclaves which, to me, is just basic research infrastructure. If you pull any money 
from us, it’s going to cripple us. 

o (Cate) I didn’t say “take 25 percent,” what I said was currently various offices negotiate 
with campus office. What they negotiate for is to take a share of the ICR, and that’s what 
I want to stop. I think it’s underhanded. In other words, if you want to start something and 
you come to me asking me to help, I would say, “Yes, but you have to give me 25 percent 
of all your future income.” I don’t think that’s a good way to do business. And so, what I 
said instead is if we eliminate all of those kinds of special deals, all of those things that are 
not disclosed publicly, that are not part of the management, that are not part of what we 
report to the Faculty Council, and instead say right now we get 4.5 percent of ICR. I don’t 
know what amount do you get? (Cummins – Maybe 8 percent?) So, where does the rest of 
the money go? Don’t you think that’s a reasonable question to ask? Suddenly, you’re 
buying the research infrastructure, you’re buying autoclaves, that’s what ICR is intended 
to pay for. But between the two of us, we can account for 86-88 ICR. One percent goes to 
pay for research computing. So, I know that none other is held at the central level. Every 
bit of it comes to the campus school or department. This is a conversation we need to have 
in an exclusive way. Early in the Trump administration, they were saying ICR should be 
cut in universities; they’re wasting it. What are we doing with it? S, we spent a lot of time 
trying to account for ICR. We couldn’t account for it. The university couldn’t account for 
it because it just disappears into the ether. We blend it with other funds. It could go into 
parking lots. I have no idea what it’s being used for, but we’d have a lot better case to make 
to the legislature here who also was asking the question. If we could say to Congress, you 
pay us 58 percent of ICR and we spend every dollar of that on research support, whether 
that’s autoclaves or the equipment or the faculty or the graduate students. But we can show 
you that we spend every cent of that. Part of this I have no control over. I don’t know where 
the rest of the ICR goes. But part of it is to really begin a process of saying we can account 
for all it. Something else I don’t have any idea of how it’s done here or in Bloomington is, 
astonishingly every single school seems to have a different ICR arrangement. That’s not a 
way to build a research infrastructure. I got my first NIH grant when I was a law professor. 
They didn’t know what ICR was and neither did I. But I was also working in a research lab 
that was funded by another school. They began a tug of war over who got the ICR—who 
paid my salary and where was my office located based on the time spent there? That’s not 
the way we build research at a university that cares as much as we claim to about research. 
So, we would never take 25 percent of ICR. No one suggested that; it’s quite the reverse. I 
want to eliminate those deals that are often done as a way of generating money. We’re an 
RCM. Each of us has our own budget and so we each get money from the other and we 
call it income. For example, in my office this year for the first time, we stopped calling 
internal transfers income. We just call them transfers. Income is money from outside the 
university that comes in. Money that the 4 percent I take off of you—that’s not income. 
That is, you brought the money and that is a transfer. We can do better. We have to do 
better. I hope you will help lead the effort to do better and especially since you’re in a high-
performing department.  

• (Cummins) How would bridge funding for faculty be handled or would it be centralized, or would 
it still be at IUPUI? 

o (Cate) I don’t know the answer. If I had a plan, I would happily tell you what it was. I think 
what most likely would happen is we create a bridge funding pool and would be 
administered on each campus by a campus lead. But it would not be like some faceless 
bureaucrat that would be deciding what to use bridge funding for. There would be a process 
for trying to figure out priorities. And then those would be implemented by the people who 
knew the faculty and the departments and the situation best. Right now, that is Janice more 
or less alone. I’m hoping in time we might give her some other colleagues.  
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• (Gavrin) You mention in various places the ideas of strategic decision making or priorities. You 
just said the world priorities just a moment ago. I’m all for that. My question goes to how local 
priorities and strategies are. Are those always university strategies, university priorities or campus 
priorities, school priorities, department priorities? Because in essence, what I think you’re talking 
about is shifting the way funds are distributed around in order to create efficiencies. But, with that 
shifting around comes the opportunity for one group’s priorities to become another group’s 
priorities that weren’t previously shown. I’m wondering what your vision is for how local those 
priorities might be in various programs, might be different. 

o (Cate) I don’t have a definitive answer. I think it will depend. In other words, I would think 
most of priority setting comes from the faculty and it usually comes from faculty in 
departments. That’s where it would start. [He paused to say that he would need to talk to 
the Bloomington Faculty Council, so his remarks are not final. He spoke hypothetically 
about artificial intelligence being used in Indianapolis, so being a campus priority, and it 
being a priority, but the university does it, too, so it would be a university priority. too.] 
Priorities would largely come in a process that would come up through faculty governance 
and through the chancellor of the campus. [He gave other hypothetical instances.] We have 
a president who is firmly committed that we are under funding research. We have got to 
do better and we’re trying to figure out how to do it without just spreading it out – like 
having a proposal development team here and a proposal development team there. And 
then there was some suggestion that maybe my office should create a third proposal 
development team to deal with interdisciplinary centers. I don’t think we need three 
proposal development teams. I think we could actually use one integrated team that would 
have people located on both campuses. We might even on occasion collaborate with the 
medical school. We would try to bring this together. As we do with research compliance 
and research administration, when there’s a big need here, we ought to be able to commit 
resources here no matter where they looked at it. So, some of its geography, but some of it 
has to be getting over a geography so that we say we can actually deploy resources in a 
way that will be more strategic as the strategic priorities are determined. 

• (Scheurich) I’m from the School of Education and a member of the IFC Executive Committee. Fred 
Cate’s research reorganization plan takes all research function and positions from IUPUI and 
centralizes all of them under him, including some research institutes. And all I see are, in other 
words, his plan is fundamentally a total centralization of all research under the control of one 
person—Fred Cate. The most important problem here is the Constitution of the Indiana University 
Faculty. ACA-04 is not being followed. Section 2 of the Constitution refers to the legislative 
authority of the faculty. “The faculty has legislative authority to establish policy and determine 
procedures for its implementation governing the teaching, research, and service aspects of the 
university’s academic mission.” Section 2.3 of the Constitution also defines the required nature of 
this consultation. “Consultation with the faculty shall be through representatives authorized by 
faculty governance institutions. Consultation should occur sufficiently in advance of action to 
permit faculty deliberation.” These constitutional requirements are clearly not being followed. This 
is not only unacceptable, but it’s a violation of our Constitution. The current process must be 
stopped and a substandard of consultation process must be initiated with the appropriate faculty 
bodies as stated in the Constitution. And this consultation must not be some brief, superficial affair. 
This consultation must be substantive and meaningful. It must have a sufficient timeframe given 
the size and widespread implications of this reorganization plan and will likely take the fall of 2022 
and perhaps the entire 2022-2023 faculty academic year. All Fred might want to argue that the 
changes he is recommending are just back-office changes. That is simply not true. What he is 
proposing are deep and broad changes that will impact all of the research operation at IUPUI for 
many years to come. Furthermore, based on the Executive Committee’s deliberation on this 
reorganization plan—as much as we could get access to—no one on the Executive Committee of 
the IFC supports it. No one. In addition, as you already heard, the Bloomington Faculty Council 
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Executive Committee does not support it. Indeed, I heard no one on the IUPUI campus express 
support for it. My second point is that Fred’s plan will likely undermine IUPUI’s strong 
commitment to local community engagement. The IUPUI mission statement of values and goal 7 
of the Strategic Plan all emphasize IUPUI’s commitment to community engagement, which is 
typically built on many small grants. This, with Fred’s repeatedly stated primary focus on large 
grants, especially those over 5 million, we believe his primary focus on only the large grans will 
undermine the IUPUI commitment to local community engagement. In conclusion, faculty are the 
ones who create and do research. Without our support, no research reorganization will work. This 
is why the Constitution requires consultation with the faculty. To emphasize, the Constitution 
requires it. In addition, the Executive Committee of the IFC thinks that this reorganization could 
damage our strong IUPUI commitment to community engagement. Furthermore, the Executive 
Committee thinks centralization of research would not serve the research needs of our faculty. 
Certainly, we as faculty are willing to do an in-depth reconsideration of all aspects of the research 
operation, but it has to be a process in which the appropriate faculty governance bodies appoint 
faculty to undertake such a reconsideration in consultation with administration. However, the 
process must follow Constitutional requirements. Ultimately though, this is not about Fred Cate 
and his research reorganization plan. This is about us, the faculty. We are the ones who create and 
do research. If we want to maintain the power of the faculty through faculty governance, we must 
speak up here and in other venues. We must require that the Constitution be followed. And we must 
make sure we fully participate in the decision-making process. Thank you. 

o (Cate) Well, if the plan were as you describe, I would support you in that. Unfortunately, 
the problem with writing a statement before you come is not having a chance to listen. So, 
for example, nobody said anything about a $5 million grant. Nobody said a thing about 
taking ICR, in fact, quite the exact opposite. So, in other words, I think what we’re talking 
about here is in many ways not dramatic, but it’s certainly not back-office. It’s very much 
about trying to get more resources in the hands of the faculty so that faculty can make the 
decisions you want. Faculty domain. [Scheurich inaudible] I will look forward to hopefully 
getting the additional resources and then implementing it through the faculty process. 
[Scheurich inaudible] I will look forward to hopefully getting the additional resources and 
then implementing it through the faculty process. You desperately need more resources. 
[Scheurich inaudible] Let me just say that we did consult with the University Council 
[University Faculty Council] parliamentarian who took a different view. So, as you may 
know, you have a policy on both reorganizations and you have a policy on substantial 
changes, and those both apply in the case of organizations that either hire faculty or grant 
degrees. I don’t hire faculty and I don’t grant degrees either one. Nevertheless, I look 
forward to the faculty consultations, but it will certainly be better consultation. For 
example, I haven’t met with the IFC Executive Committee. So, whatever they’re opposing, 
it would be wise to hear it first, then there’ll be plenty of time to oppose it. Same with the 
BFC. I have met with the BFC, the Executive Committee, and at least while I was present, 
they did not take the view that they oppose that. So, again, if this is going to be shared 
governance discussion, it’s going to have to be that. But I appreciate I’m not in any way 
trying to change your mind. I’m just saying we’re going to have to see the facts unfold. 
And I will look forward to that conversation very much.  

• (Palmer) I’m Kristi Palmer with the University Library. So, you’ve looked at shared services 
connected to collections. But I haven’t heard the word libraries use, just collections. So, can you 
speak more to that? 

o (Cate) I can. And, the honest thing is, as we talk to the librarians so far, there’s been kind 
of research should stay out of it, except for where we are actually looking for help doing 
some things. However, you have been wondering right now we have a faculty-led task 
force looking at trying to create a research data repository. And that would be the 
technology would be supported by UITS and the front-end service, the training, the access 
for patrons would come from the library. So, that’s the sort of place where we collaborate 
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all the time and I suspect that will take a year or longer to get. There’s a planning committee 
now that’s working on that. I think we’d be happy to talk about extending other services to 
libraries as well. What we have found so far is that it’s been collections that are in some 
cases their in-boxes or there may be a visible presence, but that presence is often marked 
by leaks, or they’re closed because they don’t have enough staff to be open or so forth. 
That’s not been the libraries at least in my experience. But I’d welcome that conversation. 
And, if we could do more, we certainly would. [Palmer] The way you’ve talked about 
collections so far in reference to your plan, it’s collections outside the library. [Cate] I think 
that’s right.  

• (Hyatt) I’m Sue Hyatt from the Anthropology Department. I just wanted one thing and that is in 
the last 10 or 15 years, we’re always being told how wonderful it will be when functions are 
concentrated in Bloomington. And it’s happened many times over the last several years. And, I 
think many changes have not been wonderful for this campus. So, I think you might want to just 
talk to people about previous centralization and how we feel that’s affected us. I want to pick up 
on one thing Jim [Scheurich] said and that is regarding our commitment to civic engagement and 
community collaboration. This campus is known nationally for that kind of work because I’m sure 
you appreciate. And I think that there is concern and Jim articulated as well that that mission will 
not be as highly regarded by a centralized research office in Bloomington. And so, I think we really 
feel that I think one reason why people are reacting the way they are is because we have a campus 
identity that we’re very proud of. And we really don’t want to see any kind of change that would 
undermine that.  

o (Cate) I appreciate that. I wouldn’t want to see that change either. I think it’s important not 
to see this as if you were centralizing in Bloomington. The whole goal is to get resources 
on this campus. This campus will still be in Indianapolis and those resources will still be 
here, and Janice will still be here, and other faculty leaders will still be here. And the 
mission of engagement is exactly what keeps driving these conversations about the mission 
of IUPUI. This is what we’re hearing all the time from foundations, from companies, from 
Lumina, from others. And that’s what we’d like to more effectively support and more 
effectively steward so that we’re in a better position to get more faculty involved in 
working with those, to support those activities, to get graduate students involved in working 
with those. But those come from the campus. In other words, no one’s coming in and saying 
you’ve got to go work with Lumina or you’ve got t0 go work with the City of Indianapolis, 
whether those are homegrown initiatives that we’re trying to find ways to get more support 
for. [Hyatt] Why not have separate offices? The argument you just made seems to be a case 
of having two separate research offices that serve the needs of very different campuses. 
(Cate) Well, because a lot of the needs do overlap. There are a lot of needs and sciences 
that are, for example, very similar. We talked about AI. This is a place where the ability to 
bring the university together so we can figure out where to make major investments. Seems 
to make sense. Because we are constantly fettered by not having enough resources in the 
right place and then we end up again and this negotiating MOUs situation where we’re 
trying to figure out how to get some resource from A to B. I’m sure there have been many 
cases where things had been promised and not delivered. I think life is full of that. I hope 
this isn’t one of those. For research administration, we still have people in Indianapolis 
doing research administration. We still have people in Indianapolis, in fact our largest 
school, but people are doing research compliance in Indianapolis. There was no great 
sucking sound when all those jobs moved south to Bloomington. We can work more 
collectively. So, when there’s a big need here, we can supply people no matter where 
they’re located. One of the things faculty have found, I think dealing with even something 
like institutional review boards. I never thought I’d say a nice thing about an institutional 
review board. But again, we used to be entirely geographically based. Now we’ve offered 
faculty the option. You can go to one of three or four institutional review boards. Many 
faculty say that’s great. I’ll go to the one meeting next rather than have to wait for the one 
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that meets here. That a faculty choice. We’re just trying to enhance the quality of service 
offerings. We’re not going to always get it right.  

• (Russomanno) Just one comment with respect to ICE. I certainly welcome the opportunity to 
provide information about how ICR is used in our school in support of research. One thing we work 
very actively on is a very, I think, generous return policy to departments, to faculty, to research 
centers affiliated with our school. So, I would say, and the goal of trying to provide more 
information to help a very important strategic decision, is not acceptable if the ICR is an ether, is 
in the ether. That should be a question posed to schools and they should account for how ICR is 
being used to support research. And I think it will be very enlightening because I believe what we’ll 
see is we invest more in our research enterprise than we get from ICR alone. But I welcome that 
assessment. 

o (Cate) Your point is well taken, and I thought I was likely to hear it when I saw you sitting 
out there. The chief financial officer tried two years ago to identify where ICR was. Some 
schools could account for it, and you’re a perfect example of that. Many schools could not. 
And that’s a bigger challenge. And so, part of the question is, how do we again support and 
if you will, reward or incentivize schools that have very efficient operations and very 
accountable operations? At the same time that we either improve the operations or we help 
supply services that they’re not currently supplying. What you don’t want to have to do is 
pay for services to somebody else when you’re already using that money to provide those 
services to your faculty. And I think people are keenly aware of that. Unfortunately, we 
live in a world and have widely differing but sophistication and success in terms of both 
research and management of research, ICR. So, I’m glad you clarified. Point well taken. 

• (Applegate) I’m an associate professor in library science. So, the line between collections here, 
there, and everywhere is fuzzy. And I think for Jim’s point, I’d like to say that you will have a lot 
more success if you clarify who’s making those decisions about what is included here or there, 
what will be included, what will not be included and transparent about the process. Faculty 
governance doesn’t know what the road is.  

o (Cate) Collections is a good example. For five years, my office has had the Office of 
University Collections. We didn’t ask for it. It was just created in our office and the first 
thing we did was talk with collections about who wanted to be part of the university 
collection. The library said no thank you. We’re not interested in that. We think we have 
managed our stuff fine. We don’t need anything. That was fine. We didn’t try to impose 
ourselves on someone who didn’t need our help. But there were more than 300 other 
collections who desperately asked for help. They needed help with policies, money, support 
for buildings (with leaks) and all sorts of things. This part of the process is not clean and 
neat. In other words, we try as much as possible to work with coalitions of willing schools 
and willing collections. The problem is there’s just too many areas where we’re not 
succeeding and too many areas where we need to do better for our faculty and our students.  

• (Basu) I’m the chair of the department of chemistry. I have two questions. The first goes back to 
Andy’s [Gavrin] questions previously, that strategic initiatives, including retention packages, you 
mentioned that it’ll be going to go from the department to the school level and somebody else is 
going to make the decision. That’s a little bit concerning. I appreciate the fact that there will be 
some kind of retention pool where people can approach. I appreciate that. But, if the decision is 
going to be made somewhere else, could you please clarify that? 

o (Cate) So, let me say the point I was trying to make, and I want to be very clear on that, is 
no one’s going to try to retain a faculty member that you’re not trying to retain. In other 
words, it has to start with the department. And we see this as a priority. The question is 
where there’s a pool of money and that pool of money is inadequate to the task. And I think 
we should just assume it’s going to be inadequate to the task. We should just assume it will 
be inadequate to the task. Ultimately, there has to be some criteria for how that money is 
spent. And it could be based on what we care a lot about—DEI—it could be we care about 
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mid-career. It could be based on some other criteria. I think that’s exactly where the 
governance, collaborative research affairs process comes into play. And that’s all I’m 
saying is that once the department says we want to do this, and the normal academic process 
works. Then the next question is going to be, can I get money from this pool? And that I 
can’t. I can’t tell you someone will have to make that decision. But the point is not to make 
it an ad hoc basis is to say there are three requirements to get money from this pool and 
you can read them and to you meet the three? And if so, you can probably count on that 
that’s going to happen or they’re five, are there two, or whatever it is there.  

• (Basu) My next question is that sometimes the centralization doesn’t do what you’re looking for. 
One example that I can give you. In fact, we collaborate with the Bloomington campus on a 
software that we chemists use all the time. I was told last year that our software is up for renewal 
and the assessment is some $13,000. We’ve barely been able to make it. And this used to be covered 
by UITS but isn’t any more. It’s gone down to the department. I have expressed my concern to my 
colleagues as well. If you tell me that it is so essential to tell me that, okay. We can’t have Microsoft 
Word anymore because you have to pay some extra money is similar to chemists. So, we face this 
kind of situation as chairs in the department where you mention rubber meets the road or somebody 
else mentioned it, we face this kind of situation. Is your centralization plan going to help us 
[inaudible]? 

o (Cate) That’s a good question. I think I know the right answer, but so let me say, first of 
all, I wouldn’t call it a centralization plan. I would call it an integration plan so that we 
have the elements working better together. Second of all, I would say your example 
actually exactly highlights what I hope we might be able to help with. So UITS, trying to 
balance its budget, decides it’s not going to cover this piece of software any longer. And 
then you, a department chair, extraordinarily influential in your department, don’t have the 
ability to fight back against that. That’s part of the problem because we have so downplayed 
research that we do. UITS is huge; it’s vast. It’s got about 1100 employees. Research is 
like something even though it’s the core of the university, we put down here. What I’m 
trying to say is we ought to have a fighting chance. So, in other words, you ought to be able 
to come to Janice and to me and whatever it takes, and say wait a minute, this is important 
to us and here’s why. And then we would either be able to say three things. One is UITS 
will cover it. Every single time I have gone to UITS and said, will you pay for something? 
You said you won’t pay and then they said, yep, you’ve made a good case. You’ve made 
clear why it’s important to this group of faculty—we just didn’t know. So, one is could we 
fight for better support from UITS in this regard? Is this going to be a constant fight? Every 
single year they go through all of the software they support. They look at what it costs. 
They look at how many people use it. They make what they think are rational choices. But 
researchers are rarely at the table. So, part of what we’re trying to do is be at the table. The 
second thing is if they’re not going to pay for it, then we pay for it. In other words, if your 
case is compelling enough, if this is research infrastructure, we pay for equipment, we pay 
for data. Why wouldn’t we pay for software? And then the third is, can we at least if we 
can’t do that, can we at least negotiate the most advantageous terms possible if you have 
to pay for it? So, for example, if it’s having to be paid for in Bloomington and it’s having 
to be paid for here. Does that at least give us a bulk license? Do we get a lower price? Can 
we do something? So, we’ve actually done that in a couple of instances. We bought major 
pieces of equipment where we bought on in Indianapolis and we bought one in 
Bloomington, we get it at the same time. We cut the price of both of them by almost half. 
But that’s because it takes a lot of time and energy. And then under RCM, a lot of 
negotiating, months of negotiating, to get the money moved to make it happen. So, I’m 
hoping the answer would be yes. It would be better. It’s possible it would be neutral. I don’t 
think it could be worse. In other words, I can’t imagine a situation in which we would 
participate in saying a key faculty member is telling us that this is important to your faculty 
and we’re not going to support it. It seems sort of unthinkable.  
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Miller closed the question and answer period and thanked Vice President Cate for answering all the 
questions. 
 
Agenda Item XII: Report from the IUPUI Staff Council 
Beth Chaisson, Second Vice President 
 
Chaisson reported on the following: 

• The Staff Council coordinator position was filled in March. Rachel Molina is the new coordinator. 
• They are in conversation with the Bloomington Professional Staff Council about the possibility of 

setting up a University Staff Council. 
• The election for members of the Executive Committee is ongoing. Representative elections begin 

on Monday.  
• Their last blood drive was successful. The next drive is on June 8. 
• The council has representation on the Central Garden Restoration Committee. The event this Friday 

has been rescheduled to the next Friday due to inclement weather.   
 
Agenda Item XIII: Final Remarks and Adjournment 
With no further business appearing, the meeting was adjourned. 
 

Minutes prepared by Karen Lee, Director of Academic Affairs and Strategic Initiatives 
University Hall 5002/274-2215/fcouncil@iupui.edu/http://www.facultycouncil.iupui.edu 
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