Faculty Senate Minutes
Monday, April 6, 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)
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Guests: Christopher Ames, Aart Holtslag, Jacob Stump, Stephanie Slocum-Schaffer, Lara Renninger, Larry Daily, Scott Beard, Nicholas Mcdill, lynne hannah
I. Announcements (3:10-3:15)
A.  Presidential Search: President Shipley has officially resigned as President
BoG vice-chair Brand emailed employees on March 24 and BoG faculty representative Best emailed the faculty on April 1 to give updates regarding the presidential search. A celebration for President Shipley will be held after the McMurran Convocation on April 24 at Popodicon. A website has been setup for the presidential search. A link to this website is located under the Faculty and Staff menu on the homepage.
II. Action Items
A. Senators Tuttle/Groff: Approval of March 2, 2015 Senate Minutes (attachment)
Motion to approve minutes made, seconded, and carried.
III. Guests/Unfinished/New Business
A. Unfinished Business
1. GCTWF survey results 2013-4 and recent survey for 2014-5 

GCTWF survey data was sent as attachments to Senators on February 23; and a link for this year’s survey was sent out on March 16. Ask department members to thoughtfully complete the survey as soon as possible. It is an important source for institutional data.
Lewin: Is there a due date for the survey?

Tuttle: As far as I know it is still open, and I do not know of a due date. 
2. Dean Renninger:  Online P/T portfolio pilot project (update) (2 attachments)
Renninger: We have completed our trial of using online portfolios for promotion and tenure review. The trial was limited to candidates for third year review. We had largely positive feedback from candidates and reviewers. Some people said the online format will not be workable due to the lack of scanners on campus. There are scanners on campus at your disposal so we feel this concern is surmountable. The largest concern from reviewers was that documents on Sakai are not as easy to open quickly. To address this, we will ask candidates to upload all documents as PDFs in the future. Based on the feedback received, we feel positive about the system and feel that all major concerns are surmountable. 

Shurbutt: I make the motion to endorse the electronic portfolio and review process for third-year reviews. 

Tuttle: I second that motion.

DeWitt: Will there be the option for people going for promotion and tenure (not third-year review) to use the system?
Ames: Next year we will discuss this and determine if we want to move all promotion and tenure review to the electronic system.
Barnett: Will candidates have the option to do either online electronic or hard copy portfolios?

Renninger: I suppose that right now if someone was really adamant about handing in a hard copy, we could accommodate him or her. 
Shurbutt: What if someone has a book? How could this be included in the portfolio? 
Renninger: The book can be made available as a hard copy while a small except is copied and included in the portfolio as a PDF.
Barnett: Would candidates continue to have access to their own materials after submission? If so, for how long will access be maintained? 
Renninger: This is a living document, so as long as a candidate lets us know that he or she wants access, we could accommodate him or her using a guest account. This could be done even if an individual goes to another institution. Nevertheless, candidates should backup their portfolio somewhere else.

Lovelace: Will there be an attempt to streamline the process of navigating back and forth between documents?

Renninger: Yes, we believe that moving to an all PDF requirement will help.

Dr. Hannah - I did not have any problem at all serving as a reviewer using the online format. 

Williams - Books that are being published today may have real-time multimedia which cannot be easily included in a PDF but perhaps a link could be supplied with the electronic portfolio to Amazon or some other online repository of the work. 

Guirguis: Will electronic submission always be optional or will it become mandatory in the future?

Renninger: I do not know, and this is ultimately not up to me.

Tuttle: Is there a protocols page posted online that outlines the process for electronic submission?

Renninger: A step-by-step process was distributed to candidates this year. This document is not yet posted online, but this can certainly be done. 
Shurbutt: Have you considered using Google Docs for portfolio management? It is very powerful and easy to navigate.

Renninger: Sakai is free and wholly controlled by our institution. This is preferred. Using Google Docs on a large scale will probably cost money.

Tuttle: Sakai is also behind the SU firewall, so it protects FERPA rights. 

Guzide: Also, West Virginia policy discourages use of third-party services for the storage of privileged information. 

DeWitt: Could faculty get a portfolio site set up in advance so they can work on their portfolio in a continuous fashion?

Renninger: Yes, send a request to Lauryl Lewis and it will be set up.

Holtslag - I have been involved with the tenure process at other institutions and have found the system electronic portfolio system implemented here the best I’ve seen.

Corpus: Some candidates in the past have been concerned that others could put documents into their portfolio without the candidate’s knowledge and consent. In many ways the electronic format is much more secure than hard copies and can alleviate this concern.  

Shurbutt: In English we have had a problem with multiple reviewers wishing to have access to hard copy portfolios at the same time. An electronic portfolio will solve this problem. 
Ames: Next year we want to revisit this topic to see if we want to make it mandatory and extend it from third-year review to promotion and tenure portfolios as well. I have personally found it much easier to manipulate the electronic portfolio than hard-copy portfolios.
Lewin: I would like a process to be put in place to submit supplemental material that is not digital.

Motion to implement online protocols for third year review carries with unanimous support.

B. New Business

1. Senator Guirguis: Administrative Transparency and FOIA request (proposal) 

(2 attachments)

Guirguis: In regard to the proposed FOIA requests (attached), I would like to address five specific questions: 1) What is a FOIA request, 2) what is the information we are seeking, 3) why are we seeking this information, 4) why are we seeking this information under FOIA instead of just asking for it, and 5) finally, does this request become moot as a result of President Shipley’s resignation?
1) A FOIA request is a formal request for public record in writing. It is not an attack, criticism, indictment, or an adversarial process. Neither is this an unusual procedure. The Federal government receives between 600,000 and 650,000 FOIA requests every year. A FOIA request is a standard and professional procedure for accessing public record. 

2) The Political Science department is not seeking information unilaterally. We are asking the Senate and faculty at large to seek this information because this information concerns all of us. Specifically, we are asking this body to use the FOIA to request all documents pertaining to the funding of the Gateway program from 2008-2015 and all documents pertaining to the use of consultants from 2010-2015. 

3) The Political Science department is concerned that some of the funds earmarked for Gateway have been used for other purposes. We are concerned about non-transparent cuts and reallocations coming from within our own institution. We are aware of one such instance where money was taken out of the Gateway program and put back into the general fund. In regard to consultants, in many cases we do not know how much they charged or if their use is a wise investment, but we do know that a substantial amount of money has been spent on consultants. Line six titled Contractual and Professional on the distributed budget lines (handout distributed by Senator Guirguis) shows that over $4,000,000.00 was spent in this category during FY11 and FY12
Meanwhile, the faculty has not seen any meaningful pay raises during the same time period. However, our concerns are much broader than pay raises, the Gateway program, and consultant fees. Our concerns also include lack of transparency and lack of shared governance. Let me give you some examples.  A few years ago it came to the knowledge of this body that substantial funds were being spent on consultants. President Shipley came to Senate and said, “Consultants are expensive, but we use them because they are necessary and they save us money. But we can’t afford to use all of these consultants anymore.” Then she mentioned a few consultants that are important for us to keep like the grant writing consulting firm. Her statement didn’t add up. If consultants are necessary and they save us money, why stop using them? When the Senate wished for more information on consultant fees, one of our members went to the president and asked for this information, but we were given inscrutable budget-like coded documents instead of clearly presented answers to our question. On two other occasions the president came to this body to discuss this topic and she gave the table I’ve provided to you (handout disturbed by Senator Guirguis). As you can see there is no information on this document regarding the fees paid. Our question was avoided again. How do we know the price is justifiable if we do not know the price? One of the consultants hired was involved with the search for VPAA Ames. I was on that search committee as was Senator Tuttle. Why was a consultant used? The search was a pretty straightforward process. Did we really have to insert a search firm into the process? How much did this cost? During one of the search-committee meetings Dr. Bell asked how much the search was costing us. The president’s answer was: “as little as possible.”  We are supposed to accept this on faith? We are supposed to accept that the cost was a good investment?
For a long time it seems that decisions have been made at the top with little or no faculty input. The faculty are kept in the dark until a decision is made. For example, the President only came to the Senate to discuss a satellite campus in Martinsburg after the decision has already been made. As a second example, the President came to the Senate and told the faculty that a consulting firm would be hired to fill the director of admissions position instead of having an individual temporarily fill that position. This decision was made without Senate input and had a cost premium of $30,000. 

This lack of transparency and shared governance is troubling. The institution decided to hand $30,000 to a consulting firm as if it small change while there are people in this room who have not received much more than $2,000 dollars in raises over the past five years. We hand $30,000 to a consulting firm while some in White Hall have no phone because departmental budgets have been cut. We hand $30,000 to a consulting firm while we are told to post syllabi online instead of producing hard copies to save money. 
4) We are pursuing information via FOIA because we have been down the road of simply asking for information before. Previous information provided by the administration at the request of faculty has been inadequate, lacking in detail, and/or inscrutable. The advantage of a FOIA request is that you get to see the documents you want to see, not the documents the party to which the request is delivered wants you to see.

5) This request becomes moot if it is about a person, but it is not. It is about structural changes we need to pursue and a system in place but needs to be changed. This request is about the future, not the past. We would like some changes at this institution so that history does not repeat itself. It is time for the faculty to reassert our role as equal partners in institutional government. Faculty are the primary means by which this institution accomplishes its mission. Thus, we should not be sidelined in regard to institutional governance.
I will not make a motion in regard to issuing the FOIA requests today, but I hope we have a good discussion today. 

Tuttle: Perhaps we could word the motion today so Senators can take this item back to their departments in a specific way. The motion could be that, “The faculty Senate endorses the FOIA request as distributed by Senator Guirguis today.”
Barnett/Shurbutt: Who do the request for documents go to and what are we specifically looking for?
Guirguis: Review of the documents provided cannot be performed by any one person. 

Tuttle: I feel we will need to elect a committee out of this body to review the documents provided.

Shurbutt: What documents would we request? Are we asking for every piece of documentation? Hopefully meaningful information will be given to us and we will not simply have a huge volume of inscrutable information dumped upon us. This will get us nowhere. 
Shurbutt/Barnett: Have we asked for the information we desire in as specific a manner as we can?
Guirguis: Note that this request is not a departmental issue, it is a faculty issue. The Political Science department may have drafted the proposal but we wanted the weight of the Senate behind it.

Barnett/Shurbutt: We should enumerate specific documents we want to see, then ask for these documents, and if this request is denied they we can go the FOIA way. 
Barnett: I have seen repeated breakdowns of communication between faculty and staff since I began working here. We are not communicating well, and communicating is what we need to do. Is a FOIA request the best way to begin communicating? Is it our last resort? 
Guirguis: A few years ago we requested specific documents regarding consultants and were given inscrutable information. I feel we have given more informal approaches to communication due chance. 
Tuttle: What Guirguis is saying is correct and what Barnett said is correct. The Senate record would show that we have not pointedly asked for specific documents, but it will also show that we have repeatedly asked for fiduciary documents and information, and that concerns among faculty on these issues are reflected in Senate minutes over the past several years. 
Horner: I’ve been able to determine the salary of one consultant and discovered another former state politician that was paid by our institution by trawling the payroll system of public employees (WVSAO site). So, some of the information we desire is out there, but it has not been shared in a very useful way. I feel we have been down the road of making honest efforts at informal communication and have gotten nowhere. 

Lovelace: Is it possible that what we get from the FOIA request will be more than inscrutable documents?
Guirguis: Some of what we are asking for is sure to be in plain English.

Tuttle: Perhaps we should more specifically phrase the request to get the exact documents that we want. 
Brasher: Note that we shouldn’t interpret the FOIA request as an attack. We are supposed to have an open and transparent institution and we are attempting to open lines of communication. 

Shurbutt: I reiterate that I think we should ask for some specific documents so we do not end up having a huge volume of information dumped on us that ends up being unhelpful. 
Holtslag - I feel the FOIA request as it is currently worded is as specific as it can be considering the fact that we don’t know what exactly is available for us to ask for. Also, I want to reiterate that the FOIA request should not be interpreted as an attack.

Stump – I agree. A FOIA request is not a strong-arming method. To quote from the WV Freedom of Information Act Declaration of Policy (29B-1-1): 

“Pursuant to the fundamental philosophy of the American constitutional form of representative government which holds to the principle that government is the servant of the people, and not the master of them, it is hereby declared to be the public policy of the state of West Virginia that all persons are, unless otherwise expressly provided by law, entitled to full and complete information regarding the affairs of government and the official acts of those who represent them as public officials and employees. The people, in delegating authority, do not give their public servants the right to decide what is good for the people to know and what is not good for them to know. The people insist on remaining informed so that they may retain control over the instruments of government they have created. To that end, the provisions of this article shall be liberally construed with the view of carrying out the above declaration of public policy.”

The FOIA requests not only request information we are entitled to have; it is a formal means of conducting communication. 

Lewin - In regard to the use of consultants for enrollment management, this is a symptom of a larger problem involving the proliferation of administrators with administrator salaries. Also, $120,000 was allocated to the “Royal” company. The firm did not receive this full compensation for their work because Shipley herself said that contracting with them didn’t have a payoff. In light of such failures, we should clarify why we need outside consultants at all. We should definitely be entitled to performance evaluations of work conducted by consultants. 
In regard to the FOIA request, I do feel that we need to ask for specific documents. Perhaps we could ask for the contract for the upcoming presidential search of some past contracts for consultants used. I have nothing against the FOIA request, but if we are more specific then we are likely to get more useful information. We need to get to a place where we can ask for information and get what we ask for. Perhaps a well worded FOIA request is a good start.
Brasher: Note that lawyers are often involved in figuring out exactly what needs to be provided to fulfill a FOIA request. And to reiterate, it is just a formal request; it shouldn’t be treated as something scary.

Horner: While a FOIA request represents a professional way that one requests information, we may find that the administration’s lawyer resists this request or decides to pursue a route of obfuscation.
Shurbutt: I think the FOIA method is a fine method of last resort, but I don’t think we are to that place just yet. The first step taken by the Senate should be to request a list of specific documents from the administration. This request should be simple enough that we can get a timely response. If the request goes unfulfilled then the FOIA requests can be pursued.
Guirguis: Why are the faculty made to give informal communication another chance? Why hasn’t the President come forward and said, “Forget this FOIA request. We’re running a transparent operation.  Here is the information you want. You know about the State cuts to our budget but here is some information about the internal cuts and reallocations that have transpired.” 
Ames: It is my perspective that pursuing a FOIA request internal to our institution is different from requesting information from another body. I was originally troubled by the fact that the FOIA request seemed to come at first from a department that asked other departments to sign on to the request without it being brought to the Faculty Senate. I am glad the Senate is now considering it. Whether or not the FOIA request is perceived as being an adversarial move or not, I am concerned that the Faculty Senate has not adequately followed up with concerns. 

Stump: In response to the desire to have the FOIA request ask for more specific documents: While it may be a bit more work to prepare more documents, part of the problem necessitating this request is a lack of transparency which means we do not know exactly what to ask for. In regard to the Faculty Senate not following up with concerns in a speedy fashion: part of the problem with a collective body is getting it to move. It takes a lot of debate and bubbling to get a representative body to move and this debate on the FOIA requests is part of that process. 
Holtslag: Both Stump and I are on the Gateway program committee and have asked for information regarding the Gateway program budget. We were told that money was taken out of the Gateway budget but do not know how much, where it went, or what it was used for. 

Ames: The Gateway information seems much more narrow and easier to deal with. The other request might suggest that the budget line for Contractual and Professional be broken down into more detail. 
Shurbutt: To reiterate, it seems to me that we want specific information. There is the possibility that if we don’t ask for what we want specifically, there may be a problem with obfuscation. I would like the Senate to ask for a list of specific information and give a timeline for this information to be provided.  I would like to know specific salaries of specific consultants and information about where money taken from the Gateway budget went, if that is the case.
Tuttle: It is my perception that this body has actively worked to try to identify and address key concerns for the university and provide a forum conducive to sharing information that is sometimes sensitive. On the other hand, when we asked for specific information about consultants, we received a summary handout, but it did not include fees charged by or paid to them.
Consider this: If we issue a FOIA request, do we want to enumerate specific documents we desire? If your department feels the FOIA request is the route to use at this time, then what do we want the language of the FOIA request to be specifically?
Williams: If the FOIA request enumerates a list of specific documents then I am not opposed to it. I do not believe the request should be perceived as a threat.
Ames: As a point of clarification, keep in mind that salary figures may or may not include benefits. Consultants do not receive benefits. This should be taken into account when evaluating costs.  
Lewin: Because a FOIA request can be redacted and redirected, I think that we should start with a specific request that asks for a specific document, perhaps the contract and costs of the hiring of a consultant for the Presidential search.

Tuttle: Senators are charged with asking their departments if they would like the FOIA requests issued, and if so, what would they like the wording of those requests to be. What specific documents should be requested, and what specific questions do we want answered? I would also like to mention that some of the concerns discussed today are a formal part of the institution’s strategic plan.  Also, keep in mind that many decisions are formulated and made over the summer when faculty are not contracted. Finally, perhaps part of the work we are doing here is contributing to a mandate for the new president.
2.   Senator Tuttle: Presidential Search Committee representatives (2)

There will be two Faculty Senate representatives on this committee. Election of these representatives will be held on April 20. 

Tuttle to Ames: Are we to elect two representatives from the faculty at large or are we to elected two Senators to serve? [Senator Tuttle investigated and emailed Senators after the meeting that the faculty at large are eligible.]
3. Senator Horner: Professional Development Committee report

Horner: I move that we change the due date for sabbatical applications to November 15. 
Shurbutt: I second the motion.
Horner: The reason this change is being asked for is to give Chairs more time to fill positions that open as a result of sabbaticals. The hope is to have the Professional Development Committee’s work of awarding sabbaticals completed by around finals of the fall semester.

Motion carried with unanimous support.

Horner: Proposed revised language from the Professional Development Committee and VPAA Ames regarding expectations for promotion to full professor have been distributed (electronic attachment). The proposed language should be taken to the departments for discussion and we should look at tackling this topic at the beginning of the next academic year.
Lewin: I interpret the plural use of publications to mean two or more publications. What if you have a book? How many publications does a book constitute? Certainly there are situations where a book would count more than a single journal article.  
Horner: That is a topic that the committee has struggled with. 

Corpus: Some of the work we do takes away from our ability to do scholarly work. I am concerned that promotion guidelines penalize some for taking on administrative responsibilities that are essential to the institution. 
Williams: I see problems with the juried exhibitions language. I self published a book chapter that won a national award. Does that validate that publication in the same way a juried exhibition would?
Guirguis: Some publishers straddle the academic and popular markets. How would books published by such a publisher be viewed? We need to be as specific as possible. We also need to be clear with our requirements for promotion to distinguished professor. 

Ames: Peer review means that someone in the field has made a judgment as to the validity and significance of a work. I feel the intention of the guidelines for promotion to full profession is to ensure that a candidate for promotion to that rank has had his or her work vetted by people in his or her field. 

Horner: Since grants bring value to the University, the guidelines should be written to ensure that grant writing is valued.  
Shurbutt: Option B is preferable due to the inclusion of refereed external grants. 

Corpus: As an interesting aside, the University of Mississippi denied William Faulkner promotion and tenure until he was awarded the Pulitzer Prize. What does this say about the calculus that goes into faculty promotion and tenure decisions? 
Tuttle:  Senators are charged to take this attachment to departments and ask for feedback on preferred language. In particular, which option B through D is preferred should a change be warranted?
Tuttle to Ames: What will you do with this item if there is no clear consensus on this topic? 
Ames: I would be surprised if there are many who support the ambiguously worded current guidelines so we are really talking about extending the policy to external grants and including other more clear language. There were very different perspectives on the committee so it wouldn’t surprise me if the faculty at large also have very different perspectives.
4.   Senators Guzide, Wing and Barnett: Budget Advisory Committee Report (attachment)

DNP Tuition Proposal and Pro Forma (2 attachments)
Guzide: See the attachments on the proposed fees for the new Doctor of Nursing Practice (DNP) and other fee increases approved by the BoG. 
Barnett: The individuals on the Budget Advisory Committee wanted Senators to discuss the pros and cons of a tiered tuition model for the DNP program versus a one-size-fits-all fee model.
Hancock: The standard for such programs nationwide is to have one-size-fits-all tuition models instead of in state versus out of state tuition models
Tuttle: Will our decision either way delay implementation of the DNP program? 

Ames: We can begin to market the DNP program now so a delay is unlikely. Note that the HLC reviewers recommended a single one-size-fits-all tuition model.
Tuttle: Senators are charged to take this issue of price structure to the departments and garner feedback regarding which price structure is preferred. 

Also, I would like to thank the members of the Budget Advisory Committee for their work. 

5.   Senator Shurbutt: Academic Appeals Pool/HEPC mandate/Transfer Steering Committee
Shurbutt: The new academic appeals pool will be implemented by the end of April so students who want to challenge transfer credit decisions have a vehicle to appeal that decision. Relevant to this issue is one bill recently passed that said that if 70% of the learning goals/content of a course are the same, then that course must transfer. 

Corpus: At some point we will have to be informed as to how documents and signatures for the newly implemented appeals process will work.
Horner: One possible approach to mitigate negative effects of the 70% rule is to take an approach that Social Work takes. If a student has social work credits but those credits are from a non-accredited institution, then we accept the credits as elective credits but they do not count toward program requirements. 
IV. Committee Reports: 
A. Admissions & Credits (Senator Corpus) 
The spring assembly will vote on a change to the constitution to allow a representative from admissions to sit on A&C.
B. Curriculum & Instruction (Senator Shurbutt)
We have two more meetings this semester, April 13 and April 27. 

Shurbutt to Tuttle: When do you want the appeals committee representatives elected? 
Tuttle: After schools hold their elections the Deans will forward the names of the elected to you.
C. Core Curriculum (Senator Lovelace)
The last meeting of the semester will be April 15th and the deadline for submissions is this Wednesday. 
D. Advisory Council of Faculty (Senator Shurbutt)
I will be reporting to the spring assembly and hold further comments until then.
E. President’s Budget Council 2016 (Senators Barnett, Guzide, and Wing)
no additional report
F. Honors Committee (Senator Brasher) 
49 students for next year class and we are hoping for a class of sixty. Dr. Cantrell said this year’s recruitment and interview process has went well. 

G. Institutional Review Board (Senator Coltrin)
no report
H. Library Committee (Senator Guirguis)
We are in the middle of the search and I have been elected a co-chair. We hope to conduct phone interviews in mid- April and invite 3 candidates to campus.
I. Professional Development (Senator Horner)
no additional report
J. Scholarship & Awards (Senator Adams)
K. Senate Bylaws (Senator Shurbutt)
no report

L. Washington Gateway (Senator Coltrin) 
no report
M. Calendar Committee (Senator Reid)
Meeting next Friday.
N. Diversity & Equity Committee (Senator Lewin)

Dr. H Bostic received diversity award. This will be a yearly award. 
O. Enrollment Management Committee (Senator Reid)
March meeting was canceled.

P. Graduate Council (Senator Shurbutt)
We have been recommended for approval of the Doctor of Nursing Program (DNP), with the admission of students beginning for Fall 2015. We had a very clean report from the HLC, who noted the thorough preparation and organization of the materials. Students from across the state will participate in the WV Graduate Research Day to be held is April 18th in Erma Ora Byrd. The Graduate Banquet will be held May 7th. 
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)
Everyone should have gotten an invitation to the student award assembly. 
Motion to adjourn made, seconded, and carried: Adjourned at 5:21 pm
Respectfully submitted by,

Jeff Groff

IEPS Senator and Senate Secretary
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