Northern Arizona University Faculty Senate 

March 22, 2004 - Kaibab Room

Members Present: Roger Bacon, Virginia Blankenship, Joseph Boles. Tom Brunell, David Camacho, Jeff Carrico, Marge Conger, Chuck Connell, Bill Culbertson, Joel DiBartolo, Jack Dustman, Marcus Ford, Kitty Gehring, William Gibson, Liz Grobsmith, John Haeger, Denise Helm, Gloria Horning, Rich Howey, Gae Johnson, Astrid Klocke, Volker Krause, Chunhye Kim Lee, Marty Lee, John Leung, Barry Lutz, Melissa Marcus, Janet McShane, Eric Meeks, Larry Mohrweis, John Neuberger, Michael Ort, Lon Owen, Nita Paden, Nancy Paxton, Peggy Raines, Mary Reid, Jon Reyhner, Guy Senese, Martin Sommerness, Karen Underhill, Bob Yowell, Marsha Yowell.

Excused and Substitute:  Scott Reese for Susan Deeds, Susanna Maxwell for Mary Dereshiwsky, Deborah Raymond for Nando Schellen, Bill Stone for Karen Sealander, Mike Malone for David Sherry, Bill Stone for Sandra Stone, M. Lei for Laura Umphrey, Stephen Mead for Peter Vadasz.

Absent:  Jose Colchado, Dave McKell, Ray Michalowski, Willie Odem, Brian Painter, Reed Riner, Tom Waters.

Visitors:  Charlene Wingo, David Bousquet.

ACTION ITEMS FROM MEETING:

1. Connell will meet with FSEC regarding procedure of FS response to restructuring.

2. Bacon & Mohrweis will get out revised Nomination Ballot with space for open FSEC members slots.

3. Faculty Senate members will consider information and discussion about restructuring and talk to their constituents. Will consider Senate elections. 

4. Marsha Yowell will prepare the minutes.

HANDOUTS DISTRIBUTED: 1. Draft to F.S. 3/8/04 Proposal to Maximize Organizational Efficiency at NAU. 2. Two Page Address from Rich Lei. 3. Restructuring: The A+ Plan (Department of Humanities, Arts, & Religion distributed by Marcus Ford. NAU F.S. Resolution 3-22-04 Expressing appreciation over Summer & Winter Session Faculty Salary Raise and Resolving that summer & winter enrollment minimums  remain the same as in 2003 to encourage the staffing of classes without cancellation and without negating the 10% raise. 5. Faculty Senate Two sided yellow sheet of 14 Discussion/Questions Raised to Date. 6. Two pages – first with columns of  dollar figures broken down by Colleges/schools/research centers/other offices submitted by Karen Appleby to the BRC and Fast Facts about Provost Area Staffing ($42 million in state-funded salaries (780 FTE) and $62.5 million in salaries from all funds (1,289 FTE) with six supporting bullets. 7. Nominating Ballot from F.S. for VP, Treasurer, Secretary and Parliamentarian.

Agenda 3-22-04

	Item #
	Topic
	Discussion/ Action / Presenter

	1
	Call to order
	Chuck Connell

	2
	Acceptance of Minutes/Agenda 
	Marsha Yowell/Chuck Connell

	3
	Opening President/ Vice President
	Chuck Connell/Larry Mohrweis

	4
	Upcoming Elections
	Larry Mohrweis



	5
	By-Laws Update Issues
	Roger Bacon

	6
	Summer Salaries Issues
	Roger Bacon

	7
	Commencement Speakers (Senate Recommendations Status)
	President Haeger

	8
	Status of Attrition Budget Recovery
	President Haeger

	9
	Restructuring Proposals
	Discussion

	10
	New Business
	Discussion

	11
	Adjournment
	Action


Faculty President Connell called the meeting to order at 3:02. The Minutes had been sent out ahead of time by e-mail. Senator Roger Bacon moved for their acceptance, Marty Sommerness Seconded the Motion & all present voted yes---Minutes accepted. The Agenda had been distributed ahead of time by e-mail. And printouts were available at the meeting. It was accepted without change.

The Upcoming elections were discussed. Vice President Larry Mohrweis said that the Senior Senator in the College/school was to run the election for representation in the units. They are supposed to do that in April. The Constitution Section 4.1.3 says if you wish to serve as President, VP, Secretary or Treasurer you are to get seven nominating signatures from current Senate members, coming from at least 3 different voting units. These nominations must be submitted to the Nominations and elections Committee at least 6 days prior to “penultimate” Senate meeting--we went over the proposed Ballot. The Senate will vote on the Officers at the 2nd to Last Senate meeting on April 26, 2004. They will be due April 19th. If no one is nominated by this petition method then the Committee will have to out and try to find willing Senators. The Officers will receive release time as follows: President – 6 hours a year, Vice President – 3 hours a year, and Secretary – 3 hours a year. The Treasurer & Parliamentarian do not receive release time. All serve one-year terms with the VP automatically being the President-elect and the President serving as the Past President. (This means that Larry is our next President and Chuck will be the Past President.) Marsha Yowell said that she would NOT serve another term as Secretary and encouraged any one wanting to serve to petition. 

Senate Resolution on Summer & Winter Session 10% raise was discussed. There will be a 10% across the Board increase starting this Summer Pre-Session and during the summer and Winter Sessions (NOT FALL AND SPRING). See handout #4. Discussion followed. Rich Lei asked why it is not a higher raise, since tuition was raised 39% why only a 10% raise? Roger Bacon said that we must consider the list of “taxes” and the allotment changes every year (the overhead). The Provost said that there would not be any change to the “taxes”, that they will remain constant this summer. The increase in tuition will pay salary increases but it is not certain since it is predicted that there will be a diminution in enrollment. The Provost has not seen a model on it. But if there is a dollar shortfall if will come out of the Deans budgets. But that all had been discussed with the Deans and next year the administration would look at it again. The Provost said that the Deans are happy to support the faculty as to #2 of the Proposed resolution. The Provost said that the goal is NOT to cancel any classes this summer to let students know that they can count on getting the classes that they sign up for. They want to be sure in the planning that we offer classes that will have sufficient enrollment. There will be a 10% raise for all including those Professors who are above the salary cap since it is the multiplier factor that has been changed. There was a discussion about the need to make sure the faculty actually got the benefits of the raise and that the students classes were not cancelled. Some concerns were raised as to the money over attainment funds and the Deans ability to offset enrollment drop shortfalls. The FSEC was concerned if the number of students to “make” the class was raised that it would take away from the raises or result in cancelled classes due to contingency contracts. However, the hope is that given the formula used the tuition raise will cover the raise. Senator Sommerness moved that the Resolution be passed as set out on the handout. The motion was seconded and the resolution passed all present voting yes without abstentions. 

Senate Elections: There was a discussion of the up coming elections and whether we should wait until after restructuring issues had been settled prior to doing the elections. Parliamentarian Bacon explained the necessity of proceeding to stay in compliance with our Constitution and By-Laws. Also due to the time-frame of “Restructuring” there is no way we can post phone our decisions and insure representation now and during the transition. President Connell said that if necessary we will handle a readjustment in the fall. The Summer Senate cannot change the By-Laws or the Constitution. He advised Senators to look at By-Laws Section 4.1.1. The By-Laws committee will look at it further and bring any concerns back to the Senate.

Commencement Speakers: Connell requested that President Haeger report on the Senate recommendations for commencement Speakers at Graduation. President Haeger said that the Senate recommendations will not occur until next year because the NAU Administration has succeeded at getting Senator John McCain as our Speaker this year. There are to be three Ceremonies this year 2 on Friday and one on Saturday. McCain will speak at both Ceremonies on Friday and on Saturday there will be two speakers. Two Honorary degrees will be given: the first to the Teacher of the Year who will speak as will Don Murray who is on the Chairman of the Foundation Board and is an important donor of the College of Business. 

 Status of Attrition Budget Recovery:  President Haeger said that the administration is trying to recover between 4 ½ and 5 million dollars to the base budget. The Provost said that the administration is on course for this goal. They have recovered 1.1 million out of the administrative side. $850,000-1 million dollars from information & technologies Services, $600,000 to 1 million from distance learning and he believes we will recover between 4 ½ and 5 million dollars.  We got the $475 tuition increase from ABOR. One Regent said that we should have both a faculty and staff increase, but President Haeger said that we can not do that with the funds available. It looks like the Legislature will follow the Governor’s recommendation that NAU not follow the 22/1 formula and that the Legislature will pass an increase of about ½ of the Governor’s proposed raise for NAU faculty & staff. Where we will end up President Haeger does not know.

RESTRUCTURING: President Haeger said that there are a number of questions have surfaced. One question is that that there has been no representation of the University as a whole. President Haeger disagrees with this assumption. He said that the Restructuring Committee is made up of outstanding leaders of the University including two past Presidents of the Faculty Senate, 3 members of the Chairs Council, Deans, Regents Professors, and have gone to speak to any unit that has asked for them to. The restructuring Committee is as close to a representative body as we can find in the academy. 

The second question that is critical in all of this is what’s the financial analysis of all of this that the President and the Provost apply and can we give you a specific business plan? The answer is “No we can not give you a specific plan until we have out lined the specific plan involved.” But I can give you the three major categories. There are three major kinds of savings if you look simply at the plans related to the finance of the University. The first is there will be significant savings because of the collapse of units from colleges to schools at that very highest levels and that does mean Deans positions. Some of the Deans will return to teaching but many will eventually be going elsewhere. And that’s why this is two or three years out. My guess is that in terms of upper administrative structure of the university the savings will be somewhere between $500,000 and a million. Why can’t we get closer to that? Because we have not yet determined what the final outcome will be as to the structure selected. 

Then there is a second level of savings to the university as a whole, which is largely set out in these two pages (SEE HANDOUT #6). The first thing people will say is that the figures on the first page disagrees with the figures on the second. Well it depends on how you categorize. What I had asked Karen Appleby and the budget office at the university to do--- is to go through and determine within the $62 million that we invest (and that’s the budget of the academic division of the university) within the 62 million where is that money located in terms of broad categories. (Haeger went over the handout and read some of the figures to us).  Now where’s the cost savings? Well we have an attrition strategy that once a position comes up we have to ascertain if it is a priority to the university. If it is or is not, the Provost meets with her staff and makes decisions on what positions to refill. And I have other Vice Presidents doing the same thing in their areas. 

One example might be that we probably don’t need a budget officer or a development officer for every area. And as these positions come up we will see how we can combine positions, etc. This is an attrition strategy---we could just eliminate positions, but we don’t plan to do that –this is a strategic attrition strategy that we have laid out and we know that this university turns over a significant number of positions every year. This is where they are in the academic portion and in every other portion of the university. So it you look at the attack plan in the 2nd and 3rd stages of restructuring this is where we are going to have to look. 

Then there is a 3rd piece of a plan to be worked out that I refer to as cost avoidance. And we have made this point before. We are now at ten schools & colleges we have 40 research centers and continue to grow. And all of these units want to be treated equitably compared to their neighbors. And I’m talking to research Centers everyday (some of which are larger than some academic departments) and they are saying we need our own development officer, we need our own budget person, our own ITT, etc.---- And our cost avoidance plan is that we are going to have to find better ways to deal with those issues. Otherwise every time we get more money we spend it, and we fall further away from being able to set priorities. . So that at least gives you an idea of how we are beginning to think through those issues. We must avoid continuing to give out money just as soon as we receive it.

What are other rationales for making this kind of major organizational and cultural shift? It will allow us to begin to grapple with major priorities of the institution---such as Diversity, faculty and staff salaries. If we say as a university that Diversity is a major priority of the institution and we must invest “X”---then we need to be able to invest “X”.  If it is in fact a major priority to raise faculty and staff salaries ---and it is, then we have to be able to fund that priority, And we are going to have raises this year---but we need a multi year plan. The purpose of this restructuring academically is to really zero in on funding priorities. Otherwise we cannot do anything new.  

The third piece of it is really at the heart academically & tries to align & reflect the changing nature of many disciplines, and the changing nature of the strengths of the University. Plan B, which was purposed by the BRC talked about bringing together science and engineering. Why did they do that? Because science and engineering have been working together in extraordinary ways for a number of years to bring together the strings of both. Why not take advantage of that alignment? And this is just one example.

And my last piece on Academics is bringing together the teaching and research pieces of the university in a much more integrated fashion. Right now we have some research institutes that do some extraordinary things for undergraduates, but there are others that do very little. And one of the plans proposes --- put the research institutes close to Colleges that they are housed and their faculty and make them responsible for supervising the research. The other plan proposes to put them under the Vice President of Academic Research and make it his responsibility to join teaching and research, have him do it. So on those levels there are profound academic reasons to look at how we handle teaching and research.

Bill Culbertson – What is the status of attrition? How many salaries have we recovered? 

John Haeger – We can’t give you some of the information now due to confidentiality. We will be able to give you more information at the end of the year. But we expect to recapture somewhere between 4 and 5 million from all sources by the end of the year.

Provost – With regard to what we have done we have tried to work with Deans, and consider all the complexities of the various programs, but for the most part we cannot take back a full line---because there are needs.  But one thing we have done is to take a retirement line and skim off $20,000-$25,000 and return it back at a junior level. Most of our savings have been captured that way. There probably aren’t more than eight faculty vacancies that have been taken back because it is pretty difficult to remove those positions through attrition, as are staff, but we have probably already removed about 1.1 million. And so we do expect some more retirements, but until those announcements are public, we respect their privacy, but I do expect 

we will probably be at 1.5 million at the academic side.  There are cases where there are lines where we have been able to skim.  But there are some units where there have been no vacancies. So where has been no attrition what can we do but make a 1% cut, and this is what we are trying to avoid. So far this year we have been able to avoid it. So that in those cases then we will have to find another way to do it.  

Haeger:  We have changed in a number of ways in other parts of the university. Administration and finance has changed its numbers substantially and we have made significant changes in Public Affairs.  We are redoing much of how we do things.  I have told the vice presidents that I can’t make your decisions, but at the end of the day there must be savings, we must do it.

Marcus Ford.  The vice provost for undergraduate affairs – this position did not exist before UC 101 why is it continuing now that UC 101 is going away?

Haeger – When I was the Provost I wanted the undergraduate side to be on an equal par with the graduate program. And there is an extensive history as to the changes that were made to the Liberal Studies Program when Jeff Chase was here. (There was a discussion of the history of changes and the accreditation challenges that NAU faced.) 

Provost – The North Central Accreditation Committee will be back in 2007.  Next year the President of the Senate and I must look at getting ready for it.  The Vice Provost for Undergraduate affairs position will be looking at the issues of accreditation, e-learning, academic program review, the first year task force and retention task force, work with the liberal studies committee, and work with assessment.  Ron Pitt has a full plate with people soft and all the other work he does.

Connell – When I was provost I did not have any of those positions.  The faculty did it in one year.  The Provost working with faculty Committees can work through the creation of these programs. In 1996 there were Senate committees that worked directly with the Provost.  I personally do not see the need for these positions.  If positions are created at the VP level the burden is always transferred down to mid-level.   Look we did this all before without these high salaried positions and if we have to give up the lower level of middle management who will do the work? If we eliminate Deans then we still have to create a Director, there will be someone who has to do the work and we won’t have saved two-thirds of that position.  If the Dean does not go away, but returns to teaching --- there will be no cost savings.  I don’t think that we should accept that kind of a plan without seeing what the plan details are.

(There was further discussion of the need to see specifics of plans as far as a cost benefit analysis and the need to take action now to avoid further decline.)  

The faculty has concerns about which actual plan that will be adopted. The feedback that I have gotten so far from the faculty surveys (I have about 70 back) is 3-1 against restructuring.  Of the faculty who say they are in support of restructuring----many of them say they are not sure what is going on and need more information.  There are many concerns about how undergraduates will be affected.  How will research be affected, and how will evaluation take place?

Concerns were voiced from the Senate floor about the loss of Deans to programs and the difference between the status of Deans versus Directors – for example “The Chinese see it a loosing face to deal with a Director as opposed to a Dean”  --- and there were questions raised concerning donors to programs who are put off by the loss of school status.

One comment (from a HRM faculty member) was “Before we had our own Dean we went from 900 to 600 students in a period of five years.  When we went back into a separate structure our student numbers went back up---Those are the kinds of concerns we are looking at.

Senator G. Horning – I agree.  I just don’t get it.  You take the school of Communication – we have the same figures regarding gaining enrollment when we were our own separate school.  I also question the brain drain when we loss top notch instructors because of uncertainty ---- will I have a school, will I have a Dean?

Professor Rich Lei – I want to speak to the supposed savings of the restructuring of the School of Communication.  You have listed the Dean and Assistant Dean with a saving of one hundred and seventy four thousand dollars, but you will not be saving anything because what you have really done is free up 35 thousand dollars total---but, then you will need to find money for a Director.  When we look at our school we know what we are giving up. We have history that tells us what happened before, and we can see that the proposed BRC alignments are not positive for the diverse nature of our school.

Haeger – There is not a university in the country that has not grown at the middle management level.  Look at two issues. Accreditation --- We got a clean bill of health last fall.  Another issue was raised regarding the “loss of face”---this is antidotal, there is no data available that says there will be any problem in this area.  However, there is data available about restructuring and it was given to the BR Committee—which is a team we brought together of the leadership of this institution.  There is a lot of data available that through attrition and realignments in mid management there will be savings, but we will not indicate the specific people because of privacy issues & there would be a panic ---However, there is not a single suggestion of dropping a college or school.  As far as the issue of loosing face---this has been looked at there should be no problem.  This is unrelated to face unless we tell them “we lost face”.  We have to be careful how we use information.  It is not precise, but it will become more precise as we go along.

Provost - It takes time and care to see how all this works out.  If we create an image that is positive it will be positive, if we create an image that is negative it will be negative.  Right now we have a chair – it does you all a disservice to say that a Dean will give a line to one group over another arbitrarily. You do everyone a disservice to say that a school within a college will be passed over.  It is simply not fair to say that you will loose a line because that Dean will not look at the needs of your unit.  It is sort of insulting to suggest that in the future that units needs would not be meet. We must do something about salaries, about lines so that we can hire.  We must find ways to be able to fund the priorities and new initiatives for the University.  We must find a way to restructure.  If we do not take advantage of this opportunity we may not get another one.

Marty Lee – there are 40 research centers on campus.  Are there any plans to look at duplication to lessen the numbers of these centers?

Haeger – that may be something that we look at on the second level.  The restructuring committee did not see that as their job.  We need to bring these centers into the University in a better-integrated way.  The next step is: Are consolidations possible?  Are there groups of faculty that want to move to another way?

Rich Howey – responding from HRM – I disagree with the President and Provost.  We have clear evidence that as a freestanding school we have been able to grow.  We know that as a faculty if we go back to Business within five years the courses that we teach that allows us to be what we are -- will go.  Around the country the HRM schools that are within the larger entities are not able to stand out.  Whether we look at Communications or HRM or Engineering---this true. Professional schools have national organizations and they reach out to Donors. (There was further discussion of the effect of restructuring on those schools and colleges who will lose their Deans and independent status.) 

Provost:  The school of Forestry has been through quite a bit.  They wanted to be a “stand alone” School of Forestry.  Were they less visible?  The answer was no.  Our answer is that we do not want to jeopardize any program.  As far as accreditation concerns We know that there are 1700 Engineering programs which are accredited programs without being headed by Deans.  They must have institutional support --- and they will receive it.

Steve – Engineering – part of our problem is that we just don’t have enough customers.  What are we doing about enrollment? How does restructuring address enrollment?

Haeger – We have two critical issues.  One is retention. Being able to concentrate on our undergraduate mission will help that.  Two is recruitment--- we are all over the Southwest and in California. I am confident that we will turn that problem around.  But, will we get back 2000 students?  I don’t think so.  Probably we will get back only about 1500 in three or four years.  Many of those students are in age categories that indicate we have potential for growth in distributed learning areas.

There was further discussion about whether there will be any savings from the removal of Deans when some would take 80% of their high salaries and return to teaching for nine months, combined with the need to replace them with Directors or Associate Deans to do the work and the administration’s plan to raise the salaries of the 5 remaining Deans. 

Connell: We need to talk about specifics to know if what is proposed is going to positively affect the University. But we are not talking about a specific plan, what we are talking about  is this “middle management” – what is that?  What does it mean?  Putting research together with specific colleges or a VP--- we can do than now, without restructuring. If that’s where all this money is, why don’t we do that first and let the faculty – then see what could be restructured, but now we think something good will happen, but we don’t know when it will happen? The BRC suggested that there would be opportunities for synergies under restructuring. There are opportunities for synergies now. This is not justified just on the bases of synergies; the point is we have not done the money on this. There is no question that we all want more money.  Professional schools – what will be useful values to the external world?  If we have better answers, let’s get them out there.

David Camacho – as a member of the Blue Ribbon Task Force we were able to take off our Department hat, our Senate hats. We view ourselves as having the University’s interest.  I sense that you doing what you were elected to do.  There is this tension between the doing that conflict.  We decided very early that we need to restructure. But how to do it or what it would look like that wasn’t for us to consider.  But it is for us now to decide. Restructuring is capturing control of the units so they can contribute to the University.  Our theory was if we could take off our special interest hats and truly represent the interests of this university community first, there will be a trickle down (of benefits to our units) – what we found out was that there are a bunch of units doing there own thing unconcerned with contributing to the university.  What we did is we started the process.  The agenda stage was given to us what we are at now is the decision stage.  Then will move to the implement stage.

This university has changed in the past three or four years so much. We have taken fourteen to fifteen million out of the university without a plan.  This is a plan to try to move us in a new direction. 

Marcus Ford – our department has an alternative to A & B.  I want to make sure that we have time to present it.  I also want to know is it true that we will have to restructure? If the faculty surveys show that the faculty is 2/3 against restructuring will we still restructure? 

Haeger – If we are going to put out a survey, I will put out a survey that reaches every faculty member and every staff member. In the past 4-5 years we have had to take 18 million dollars out of the university with out any plan. First, I want to say In response to Chuck’s argument that we need to see the details of the plan---This is the first time we have actually had a plan to try and get us out of the situation. I don’t believe that not making a decision is possible.  We will restructure. We have to.

Marcus presented his hand out for A+ (Handout * 3 which sets up 3 colleges. (1)-A&S, CFA, and SBS (2) Business, Engineering & Technology, Health Pro, Com, Forestry & HRM, and (3) Education

Joe Boles spoke in favor of the A+ Plan – One of the concerns is that we are trying to fine tune before the fact without any evidence.  The Blue Ribbon Committee thought it would be possible without evidence --- we need a larger group.  It makes sense.  The department of Humanities, Art and Religion our vision is to maintain the school as they are in a larger framework.  Three colleges not five (see the hand out).

Concerns were raised by Senators again as to the specifics and where the savings would be.

Marty Sommerness– I want to reply to the Provost asserting that we are being unfair.  My good friend Gary Buckley once said “The relationship of a chair to a dean is a mouse training to be a rat.”  I say that because I have been here more than 20 years.  The School of Communication has been under different administrations; I can point to four times that has happened. And where we have not had a Dean of our own they did not represent us well to the Central Administration.  A second marriage is triumph of hope over experience.  Also, I agree with Gloria that there will be no savings where the Deans return to teaching and you have to hire a Director and there is a basic flaw in the figures because you did not include the new stipend that will have to go to the new super deans. We just do not see the savings in the School of COM.

Michael  – what I like about this proposal is that it does talk about philosophy and what is good for the students. --- what is good in A+.

Guy Sinese – this is an astonishing conversation.  Mostly I am astounded when it was revealed that it (restructuring) was already decided.  Restructuring that has taken place at other universities have not shown enormous savings due to the restructuring. What job has been done over the past five or six years, to retain or recruit the students to this fantastic location? To be told that I live in a community ----when I see no evidence of that.  I see that this is not much of a community as far as student life.  When is the time when we are going to talk about that?  I think it is a sorry thing that the Senate has become a training ground for would be Administrators rather than a place where we can passionately discuss what is right and wrong with the university… I agree with Chuck and others, this restructuring is just a back scratch. There is something fundamentally wrong that we need to understand if we are going to attract and retain students. I personally would like more answers about how this has been run.

Marge Conger – I have to make a comment about the loss of students. Two years ago we admitted 50 students to pre-nursing.  We admitted 100 this fall, so yes we are a university that is losing students but we are a Department that in 3 years has doubled our enrollment.

There followed a discussion of the 22/1 formula and the need to change it. President Haeger said that this is being addressed by ABOR. Whether we should be capped with adequate funding for a specific number of students was also discussed.  Haeger said that this is something that ABOR is looking at and that it is important to address what undergraduates want and need. As far as undergraduate education, recruitment and retention---there is no area of the University that we have put more emphasis on right now. Yet we have only one residence hall that is really good.  We must get on rebuilding residence halls.  Our faculty and staff cannot get affordable housing here and the administration is also looking at that right now too.

How big of a threat is the four years community college bill?

Haeger – Right now it has some legs and we are watching it very carefully---it is not sure right now whether or not it will make it out of Committee

Where does the $25 application fee go?

Haeger – It’s a general budget item.

We meet again next week in the Chemistry building. Adjourn meeting at 5:07.
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