Faculty Senate Minutes
Monday, April 20, 2015, 3:10 p.m., Storer Ballroom

Senate Roster for 2014-16: Kurtis Adams (MUSC), Andro Barnett (HPERS), Chris Coltrin (ART), Kathy Corpus (BADM/FACS), Amy DeWitt (SOC/GEOG), Rhonda Donaldson (LIB), Jeff Groff (IEPS), Max Guirguis (PSCI), Osman Guzide (CME), Roger Hamood (ACCT), Mary Hancock (NURS), Andy Henriksson (HIST), Doug Horner (SOWK), Jim Lewin (ENGL/LANG), Mengyang Li (CHEM), Chris Lovelace (PSY), Kathy Reid (ECON), Sylvia Shurbutt (ACF), J.B. Tuttle (EDUC), Kevin Williams (COMM), David Wing (BIOL)
Officers: J.B. Tuttle (President), Andy Henriksson (Parliamentarian), Jeff Groff (Secretary)

Meeting Schedule (2014-15) 9/15, 10/6, 10/20, 11/3, 11/17, 12/1, 2/2, 2/16, 3/2, 4/6, 4/20 (Storer Ballroom)

Kurtis Adams		(MUSC)		X
Andro Barnett		(HPERS)		present
Sally Brasher		(HIST)			present
Chris Coltrin		(ART)			present
Kathleen Corpus	(BADM/FACS)		present
Amy DeWitt		(SOC/GEOG)		present
Rhonda Donaldson 	(LIB)			present
Jeff Groff		(IEPS)			present
Max Guirguis		(PSCI)			present
Osman Guzide		(CME)			present
Roger Hamood		(ACCT)			present
Mary Hancock		(NURS)			present
Doug Horner		(SOWK)		present
James Lewin		(ENG)			present
Mengyang Li		(CHEM)		present
Chris Lovelace		(PSY)			present
Kathy Reid		(ECON)			present
Sylvia Shurbutt 		(ACF)			present
J.B. Tuttle		(EDUC)			present
Kevin Williams		(COMM)		present
David Wing		(BIOL)			present

Guests: Christopher Ames, Alan Purdue, Larry Daily, Jacob Stump, Aart Holtslag, Marie DeWalt, Scott Beard

I. [Suspend Agenda] President Shipley Addresses the Senate

Senators voted unanimously to suspend the agenda and allow President Shipley to address the senate when she arrives.

Shipley: I want to take this opportunity to say thank you. I hope to see you after McMurran at Popodicon. 
I learned a lot from you over the years and appreciate your guidance. I hope you continue to speak out and work to shape Shepherd’s future. 

II. Announcements 
A.  SU conversion to Wordpress/unit web control: demo/update in September
B.  Strategic Planning: Dr. Melby is leaving SU; interim president or designee will lead SPC.
C.  McMurran Convocation Friday, April 24: Frank Center: faculty lineup 2:45: regalia no hats
D.  Clarification: Academic Restructuring committee work ongoing

Although the topic of academic restructuring is currently off the Senate table, the work of the committee continues. 

E. Evaluation of Administrators
Ames: The evaluation system should be ready to go by the end of the week. An announcement will go out to faculty with instructions. Evaluations will be accepted over a two-week period. In the future we aim to move the evaluation timeline to an earlier point in the Spring semester. 

F. Curriculum and Instruction - curricular process for interdisciplinary majors and minors.
(handout distributed by Shurbutt)

Shurbutt: I wish to ask for the Senate’s endorsement of this document.

Tuttle: We need to confer with our departments before moving to endorse this document. We want to act on this item as soon as we can.  This will be on the agenda in the fall. 

III. Action Items

A.   Approval of April 6, 2015 Senate Minutes (Senators Tuttle/Groff) (attachment)

Motion to approve seconded and approved unanimously.

B.   Election: Presidential Search Committee (2) (Senator Shurbutt)

Shurbutt: My experience from the last search for President has taught me that the faculty representatives on a Presidential Search Committee have a tremendous amount of influence. Thus, the representatives we elect should be thoughtful and have a broad perspective of the University.

Lewin: Will this Committee include summer work? If so, will the committee be able to work around summer vacations that have already been planned. 

Tuttle: Yes it will involve summer work. The timeline for the search has already been distributed electronically for your consideration.

David Wing: In regard to the timeline: I remember that Friday the 24th is a scheduled meeting with chairs regarding the search. Noon the same day is an open meeting that all faculty are invited to. 

Tuttle: I want to remind Senators that all of this information is on the Shepherd website on the recently established Presidential Search webpage.

Nominations:

Lovelace: I nominate Larry Daily and Richie Stevens

Shurbutt: I nominate James Tuttle

Horner: I nominate Stephanie Slocum-Shaffer

Guirguis: I nominate Joe Robbins

Hancock: I nominate Laura Clayton

Groff: I nominate Sylvia Shurbutt 

Lewin: I nominate myself (James Lewin) 

Election by ballot conducted: Tuttle and Slocum-Shaffer elected as faculty reps to the Presidential Search Committee.

IV. Guests/Unfinished/New Business

A. [Suspend Agenda] HR Faculty Report to BoG (HR Director DeWalt and UC Perdue)
(http://www.shepherd.edu/wordpress-1/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/april15.pdf).

DeWitt: Alan and I report to the BoG every year and include some comparison data with our COPLAC peers in this presentation. What follows is a summary of the data presented this Spring. 

The first figure shown was a comparison of Shepherd salary increases over the last several years with the Consumer Prices Index and CUPA national public institution faculty raises. (This figure was also presented at the spring assembly meeting). 

DeWitt: The figure shows fairly good agreement between the three data sets although Shepherd is starting to lag compared to the other standards over the last few years.

Guirguis: Does the Shepherd data include pay raises for promotions? If so then it is probably skewed by this inclusion and does not accurately reflect actual pay raises. 

Purdue: Yes, faculty raises for promotion are included in this data. If the figure shows a 5% raise in a given year then money required for faculty promotions (10%) come off of the top of that figure and what remains after these mandatory raises is distributed to all faculty. 

Hamood: I thought there were several years in which faculty received no raise, but this figure shows only one year with zero raise.

Purdue: There was only one year that we were not able or allowed to give pay raises. In this one year the Governor actually said we couldn’t issue raises. Notice however that while the data points are plotted uniformly along the horizontal axis, the actual dates plotted on the horizontal axis are not uniformly distributed. There was a greater amount of time between raises later in the data set shown.  

DeWitt: Next is a table (available online) comparing Shepherd salaries with peers at all ranks and broken out by individual ranks. In percentage terms, Shepherd salaries are 91.77, 88.62, 94.98, and 97.25 % of our peer average for all ranks, full professor, associate professors, and assistant professors, respectively. 

(visitor JacobStump, Poli Sci, recognized): I am concerned that the average is not reflective of the whole picture because some individuals in specific disciplines get more than the average while I, for one, get less than the average. Perhaps using the metric of average doesn’t tell the whole story. 

DeWitt: Also shown is a breakdown of how we compare to peers in regard to faculty diversity, specifically in regard to the percent of faculty that are minorities or women. 

(visitor Aart Holtslag, Poli Sci, recognized): This data shows that we may be doing worse in regard to hiring minorities over time in that there is a higher percentage of minorities at the level of associate professor than at the level of assistant professor.

Purdue: It is worth pointing out that the data may not tell the whole story because there is a difference in quantifying ethnic minorities versus racial minorities, which is not reflected in this chart. Also, this data depends largely on self- reporting.

DeWitt: Note that starting salaries have gone down over time.

Purdue: The apparent decrease in starting salaries in 2014 reflects the fact that only three full-time faculty were hired that year and one of the individuals was hired at the instructor level instead of the assistant professor level. This biases the average lower. Note that we do rely on CUPA data for determining starting salaries for faculty.

DeWitt: The next chart shows the ratio of tenured faculty going up over time.

The next chart shows years of service of full-time instructional faculty, and the final chart shows the faculty turnover rate at Shepherd over a number of years.

Coltrin: Do we have any comparison data with COPLAC regarding turnover rate?

DeWitt: We don’t. Turnover data is hard to come by since it is not shared openly. Also, retirements are included in the determination of turnover rate.

Wing: Is there anything in the report that is going to shock the BoG? 

Purdue: I don’t think so, but the BoG is concerned in regard to losing our competitiveness when it comes to salary. 

Tuttle: One reason this data is discussed is to highlight that this data is being compiled and archived over time, and that it is routinely available to the faculty and public.

B.   Unfinished Business

1. One price DNP tuition model

Removed from table having been returned to departments for department feedback: Motion and second made to endorse the one-size-fits-all tuition model for the DNP program. Discussion:

Lovelace: Nobody in my department seemed to care either way if the pricing is one-size-fits-all or tiered for in-state versus out-of-state.

Barnett: My department voted to endorse the one-price-fits-all model.

Tuttle: Education voted likewise. There was one concern that adopting the one-price-fits-all model may set a precedent for similar adjustments being made in regard to other programs. 

Guirguis: Political Science felt that this decision is best left with the nursing department

Groff: The IEPS has no preference on the tuition model. We are more concerned that the DNP tuition model be driven by a desire to be sustainable instead of marketing concerns or a desire to drive enrollment numbers at the expense of sustainability. The model should be selected that ensures enough revenue will be generated to, at the bare minimum, cover program costs without requiring resources to be siphoned from other programs on campus. The DNP pro forma expresses the assumption that the DNP program will be self-sustaining and eventually producing excess revenue under the one-size-fits-all pricing model. Regardless of whether this model of the two-tiered model is adopted, the IEPS would like to know what steps will be taken should the revenue predictions prove untrue a few years into the program?

Beard: We will follow up with HEPC regarding this program and enrollment numbers will be part of this follow up. Note that historically, graduate programs have contributed excess revenue to the institution.

Reid: What if the revenue doesn’t cover expenses.

Beard: There is somewhat of a cushion built into the pro forma. 

Williams: My department felt that this decision was not something to get involved. However, we have concerns like Senator Groff that the program be sustainable and reviewed if proves to be not sustainable.

Li: My department has no preference. However, we are also concerned that a mechanism be in place to review the program should revenue and enrollment numbers go unmet. 

Beard: As already mentioned, such a review will be undertaken. 

The motion carried with 14 voting yea and 5 abstaining.  

2. Department preferences for FH language re: scholarship

See April 6th attachments for the specific language being debated.

Guirguis: The word referred needs to be changed to refereed. (see Guirguis typed up comments)

Lovelace: In my department, there was support for B and D. Perhaps slightly more support for D over B. It seems that publication follows from a grant so perhaps grant writing shouldn’t be included in the language.

Tuttle: There was some debate on this point in my department too: does the successful acquisition and administration of a grant constitute a significant professional achievement?

Lewin: My department approves of the B option, but we wanted to take out the “in the creative arts” phrase. The department also thought it would be useful to insert some discipline-specific language. On the other hand, it may be useful to be less specific and rely on the judgment of the P&T committee to interpret the language. 

Tuttle: The education department voted the same way: B, but with “in the creative arts” removed.

Guirguis: Political Science feels that the policy is still too vague even with these improvements. Vagueness cuts both ways. It can help and it hurts. We, however, would like to see more specificity including some specific numbers regarding publication count.

Groff: The IEPS is in support of including “funded” refereed external grants in the decision process for promotion to full professor. The majority opinion of the department is that grant writing is an important part of professional development that (as the President consistently points out at assembly meetings) makes important contributions to the institution. I would like the Professional Development chair to consider an amendment to option B to include the word “funded” before the mention of refereed external grants. Also, it occurs to me that as currently worded, work that is accomplished from the time a candidate submits his portfolio for promotion to Associate professor (October) and the time the rank is granted (April or May) may not be considered for promotion to full professor. Can the wording be changed to something like, “Scholarly work accomplished since a candidate submitted an ultimately successful application for promotion to Associate Professor…”?

Li: The language in the original version is less specific. This is good. If you make the language very specific then there can be some unwanted results. Less specific language relies on the judgment of the committee. The original language left a window for some special considerations to be made and the new language seems to eliminate this. I also have issue with the timeline by which only publications and work accomplished during tenure as associate professor count when going for promotion to full professor. Let’s say I publish many papers as an assistant professor, thus far exceeding the requirements for promotion to associate professor. Why should that work in excess of what was required not count in the cumulative evaluation of my worth to my field, my profession, and the institute? 

Tuttle: The Senate can certainly decide to vote today on endorsing one of these four options, A, B, C, or D. However, it appears that none of these statements fully satisfies the faculty’s desire for clarity and content. In fact, several amendments have been suggested already. 

Horner: It seems that with all of the useful comments made today, it may be wise to postpone the vote until the Professional Development Committee can take these comments into account and more thoroughly nail down the language. 

Ames: Note that the handbook will not be changed until the Senate acts on this issue. The several amendments suggested today definitely complicate action on this issue today. 

Purdue: Also, note that any change to the promotion and tenure criteria requires BoG approval.

Tuttle: Thus, it is my understanding that Senate action on this item is to be interpreted as an endorsement only.

Motion to postpone the issue until fall 2015 made by Corpus and seconded by Groff. 
Motion carries unanimously with 18 yeas.  

3. FOIA Request 

Tuttle: At our last meeting a motion was made and seconded to issue the FOIA requests as distributed at that time. Senators were charged with taking these documents back to their departments for debate and a vote. However, several days after the meeting these documents were revised in an attempt to narrow the scope of the requests. These revised documents were sent out electronically. If these revised versions of the documents were used as the basis for departmental debate then we can vote on the revised documents today. 

However, in the wake of a meeting between myself, Stephanie Slocum-Shaffer, Max Guirguis, and Alan Purdue, a third version of the FOIA request documents were produced (dated April 17th) having an even narrower focus than the revised documents previously distributed. Making these iterative changes to the request in an attempt to move toward more narrow and targeted language regarding the documents being requested has been undertaken in response to the administration’s concern that broad and generally worded requests will place a costly burden on the institution to comply with the requests.  

Therefore, a second course of action for the Senate today is to amend the motion on the table to consider the second set of revised documents (dated April 17th). If this amendment is passed, then we cannot vote today on the documents. Instead, we must return the second set of revised documents (dated April 17th) to our departments for a new round of debate and another vote. Then, an emergency meeting (perhaps during the week between finals and graduation) will be held to put these documents to a vote. (See the document regarding procedure on the issue distributed by Tuttle.)  We will hear from Mr. Perdue on this issue, then from Senator Guirguis.

Purdue: Please refer to the email I sent out to all Senators regarding the meeting I had with Tuttle, Slocum-Shaffer, and Guirguis. To follow up, I don’t disagree with the stance of Guirguis that a FOIA request is not adversarial. However, I do believe that a FOIA request is not commensurate with a collegial environment. The executive team of the University is committed to an open relationship with all the bodies of the University and if there are documents or information that people need to see we would like a specific request. There are some categories of items that are not appropriate to share. But, certainly contracts are public records and anyone who wants to see a contract is entitled to see it. In regard to the specific budget items that seem to be on the table, I have already sent out the last five years of the Gateway budget for your consideration.

We are prepared to work with you in a collegial matter. Note that addressing a FOIA request could put tremendous pressure on University staff. If there is a FOIA request for documents spanning a number of years then addressing this request is going to require tremendous manpower. If we can work this out in a more collegial way we would appreciate it.

Barnett: Do you feel that the meeting you had with Tuttle, Guirguis, and Slocum-Shaffer was successful?

Purdue: I learned a lot more about the concerns of the individuals I met with, but there wasn’t a grand bargain struck. Acting on this issue is something that the four of us couldn’t do. This is something that this body needs to do as a whole.  

Tuttle: I concur; our conversation was useful but proceeding on this issue is the role of the entire Senate. I would like to note that Senator Barnett’s invocation for better communication last meeting was useful for instigating the meeting that we had.

Guirguis distributed a second revised version of the consultants FOIA request. This request, along with a second revised version of the Gateway request, was distributed electronically as well.

Guirguis: When we originally presented the FOIA requests, one of the concerns was the enormous amount of paper the original proposals would elicit. The Political Science Department met and we reduced the list of documents requested to just contracts and evaluations of vendors and consultants and any document showing money earmarked for the Gateway program but not spent specifically on Gateway. (These first revisions were sent out electronically to Senators shortly after the April 6th Senate meeting). 

Nevertheless, Mr. Purdue insisted the terms used were still too broad and/or ambiguous. For example, would evaluations include email comments and would vendors include the power company? Also, Purdue insisted that the language of earmarked funds was still too general.

It seems to me that the concerns raised by the administration illustrate two competing interests. One the one hand, the faculty are interested in getting the information we need. On the other hand, the administration is interested in curtailing the amount of work required to procure the documents requested. So the Political Science department decided to revise the documents again to make the requests even more narrowly constrained. First revisions are in red; second revisions are in red and underlined (see the second revised documents dated April 17th distributed by Guirguis.) As examples of the changes made, note that we have changed “earmarked funds” to “appropriations made by the WV legislature specifically for the Gateway program” on the Gateway request and have changed “evaluations” to “formal evaluations” on the consultants request. 

There is a motion on the floor to accept the original documents. There has to be a motion with majority vote of support to amend these documents. 

If the senate votes this way, then the new documents can be introduced and we cannot vote on them this meeting. We may have an emergency meeting. 

Tuttle: Here is a summary of the parliamentary process before us. We can finish debate and then vote on the original documents or the first revised versions if they were used as a basis for departmental decisions on this issue. Or the original motion can be amended by majority vote to place the documents coming out of the second revision (dated April 17th) on the floor for consideration. First, let me ask this. Did any Senators use only the original documents and not the first revised documents distributed shortly after the April 6th meeting as a basis for departmental discussion?

Barnett: Yes, we used the original documents only. 

Tuttle: All departments used the first revised documents except for HPERS, which used the original documents. 

Motion to amend the motion on the floor to bring the second revised FOIA request documents dated April 17th to the floor for approval instead of the original/first revision documents made by Horner and seconded by Reid. 

Tuttle: To clarify our process: If the motion succeeds, Senators will take the April 17 revisions back to departments to discuss and re-vote on them. In that case, an emergency meeting (with the support of at least five senators) will be convened after finals week, at which time Senators will vote up or down on the FOIA request.

Lewin: My department had a robust discussion and the sense of my department was to not issue the FOIA request, but request the documents we want more informally. 

Lovelace: Discussion in Psychology was similar. 

Coltrin: My department (Art) felt the same. 

Brasher: History felt differently. We support the FOIA request.

Barnett: If we get the documents we are requesting, then who is going to actually process the documents to look at the information we get? 

Groff: The discussion at the April 6th Senate meeting and discussions within my own department have illustrated a contrast in perception regarding the wisdom of the FOIA requests. On the one hand, there are individuals who believe the FOIA requests are a reasonable and professional mechanism for communication when less formal methods of communication break down. On the other hand, there are individuals who believe the FOIA requests are a heavy-handed way to communicate, especially in regard to communication between components of the same institution. 

It seems to me that this division in perception is in part a consequence of a division in perspective regarding the status of faculty at the institution. Some faculty members feel that all University stakeholders are members of a community-like entity with individuals playing different roles and having differing opinions and priorities but all respected and important parts of a coherent whole. To these individuals, the formality of the FOIA request represents an unnecessary, inefficient, and callous method to communicate. On the other hand, some faculty members have the perspective, forged by historical context far exceeding my own, that the faculty have been marginalized and are not a valued and integral party of the University when it comes to institutional decision making and governance. 

While I wish to embrace the former perspective, it seems to me that the later perspective has merit when one considers, among other things, that past formal and informal requests for information either directly or tangentially related to the FOIA requests have yielded information of marginal value. Perhaps the administration has been unresponsive or believes that the faculty doesn’t need such information to fulfill its role in institutional governance. Perhaps the faculty have been too demoralized or insufficiently motivated to follow up with concerns to a degree that we should have. Perhaps it is a little of both.

To me it doesn’t matter, because regardless of the past it seems to me that if we want an open and transparent institution that is an inclusive community of higher learning for all stakeholders in the future then we, the faculty, should probably not issue the FOIA requests at this time. Instead, we should request in writing but in a less formal way, and as specifically as possible, the information we require regarding the use of consultants and the Gateway budget, in good faith that the administration wishes to embrace transparency and openness as much as we do. We should certainly attach a timeline for a response to the request.  If this reasonable and specific request for information to which we are entitled goes unanswered, then we can revisit the use of FOIA, and I and my department will most likely support its use at that time.

Donaldson: My department agrees with that sentiment.

Stump: How are we supposed to know that we are getting the information that we want and not the information the administration wants us to have if we do not take the FOIA request route? And, in response to Barnett’s earlier question, I would certainly sit on a committee to evaluate the documents delivered in response to the FOIA request. In response to the administrations concern that the FOIA request will be a burden, it is not too burdensome to carry out the law. We as faculty members should take the bull by the horns and embrace the request.

Guirguis: The question of uncertainty Stump raises regarding the information we would get in response to a less formal request is valid. For example, consider the budget totals and the contracts Mr. Purdue already sent us. If you add up all the contracts provided the total still falls far short of what the budget says was allocated. Where is the missing information? 

Ames: The great majority of contractual and professional expenditures is to vendors you would not consider consultants. If what you are concerned with is discretionary spending on consultants then you probably can request a more itemized breakdown of the relevant budget lines or a list of who was paid and how much, and back and forth dialogue can be utilized to ensure that the information provided answers the questions you have. 

Stump: It may benefit the administration to craft a very specific FOIA request.

Brasher: In regard to the amount of work the administration and staff will need to undertake to comply with any request: Isn’t the amount of work needed the same regardless if the request is a FOIA request or a more unofficial request? 

Ames: In could be an enormous difference. Compliance with a FOIA request is likely to be more burdensome. For example, we can access dollar amounts relevant to a more unofficial request from a computer system from which more specific requests can be made. On the other hand, tracking down all of the documents required to comply with a FOIA request may be difficult and time consuming. 

Tuttle: As mentioned earlier, when we conclude discussion the motion on the table is to amend the original motion to bring the second revised FOIA request documents (dated April 17th) to the floor. Should this motion to amend succeed then I see two possibilities. If a senator has been instructed to vote against the original/any FOIA request then it seems reasonable to vote against this revision as well. On the other hand, if you have been instructed to support the FOIA requests then you definitely need to take the new documents back to your department before a vote can be taken.

Lewin: To try to sum up the sentiments I have, I agree with Senator Groff’s statements but I also have a great deal of frustration with not knowing the details of the Gateway budget. 

Barnett: When I take the newly revised documents back to my department I expect the vote will be the same, to not support the FOIA requests

Horner: The WVSAO website (Vista) is a useful resource as it lists payments received by vendors but data may not be listed by institution.

Tuttle: Note that I pointed the faculty to the WVSAO website as a useful source of information regarding payments to consultants, as reflected in the February 18, 2013 senate minutes. 

Purdue: You can in fact use the website and sort by Shepherd. Then you can run Shepherd-specific entries by vendor and dollar amounts. You can’t get a narrative description of what the vendor did, but you can get a name and date of when the payment was made. 

Hamood: My department supports the FOIA request.

Wing: We in my departmentare very interested in getting the information enumerated on the FOIA requests, but would like to get the information in a more collegial manner.

Reid: We support the FOIA request as a mechanism to ensure that we get all the information we desire.

Tuttle: I can’t vote yes on these documents today but my department instructed me to vote yes to the FOIA request. Regardless of how this debate and vote unfold, perhaps we could institute the future practice of having useful information routinely provided to us by the administration. 

Call the question: The motion is to amend the motion on the floor to use the April 17 revised documents as the basis for action moving forward, to return to departments with the April 17 documents, and to call for emergency meeting to vote on the revised FOIA requests.

Voting conducted by roll call: the motion carries.

Tuttle: The senate has voted by majority to amend the motion on the floor to use the second (April 17) revision as the basis for departmental votes.  Senators are instructed to take the revised document back to your departments for discussion and a new round of departmental voting. We now need a motion, seconded and supported by at least five senators, to meet May 6th to vote on the revised documents. 

Motion to meet on May 6th at 1:30 pm in the Cumberland Room to record the vote on the FOIA request as reflected in the April 17 revisions made by Horner, seconded by Tuttle.

Motion carries by acclamation with one abstention. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Tuttle: because it is understood that some faculty may not be able to be physically present for the vote, and in an effort to include all departments in the vote, senators may vote on behalf of their departments by sending me an email recording that senator’s vote.  These e-votes must be received prior to May 6, 1:30 pm.

V. Committee Reports: 

A. Admissions & Credits (Senator Corpus) 
no report

B. Curriculum & Instruction (Senator Shurbutt)
(The document regarding interdisciplinary policies as distributed will be acted on in the fall, or at the May 6 meeting if it is included on the agenda.)

C. Core Curriculum (Senator Lovelace)
We are starting to see courses in the core being changed in ways that require Core Curriculum Committee approval. Note that any changes to Core Curriculum courses that are significant enough to require C&I approval also need to come before the Core Curriculum Committee for consideration.

D. Advisory Council of Faculty (Senator Shurbutt)
no report

E. President’s Budget Council 2016 (Senators Barnett, Guzide, and Wing) 
Wing: Note that the head of the President’s Budget Council is open to all discussions concerning University expenditures. Our new Vice President for Finance is still trying to get her arms around everything, but she is very open to discussing concerns in the Budget Council. 

Tuttle: Note that due to the University’s state-mandated switch to the Oasis program, it is possible that the University will get a finance surprise (positive or negative) once the switch is complete and all conversions are taken care of.

Wang: This is correct: there is a measure of uncertainty regarding where revenues and expenditures will fall once everything is shaken out.

F. Honors Committee (Senator Brasher) 
no report

G. Institutional Review Board (Senator Coltrin)
no report

H. Library Committee (Senator Guirguis)
We have two finalists for the position of Dean of the library and will update you next semester.

I. Professional Development (Senator Horner)
no report

J. Scholarship & Awards (Senator Adams)
no report

K. Senate Bylaws (Senator Shurbutt)
no report

L. Washington Gateway (Senator Coltrin) 
no report

M. Calendar Committee (Senator Reid)
no report

N. Diversity & Equity Committee (Senator Lewin)
We are looking forward to refining the mission of the Committee to respond to ongoing developments regarding interpersonal violence on campus.

O. Enrollment Management Committee (Senator Reid)
no report

P. Graduate Council (Senator Shurbutt)
no report

Q. Technology Oversight Committee (Senator Guzide)
no report

R. Assessment Task Force (Senator Wing)
no report

S. Internationalization Committee (Senator Li)
no report

T. Student Success Committee (Senator Li)
no report

U. Student Life Council (Senator Barnett)
The Student Awards Assembly is tomorrow at 3 pm. 

Motion to adjourn made, seconded, and carried: Adjourned at 5:31 pm

Respectfully submitted by,

Jeff Groff
IEPS Senator and Senate Secretary
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