University of Washington
Faculty Council on Tri-Campus Policy
April 23rd, 2015
9am – 10:30am
Gerberding 26
Meeting Synopsis:
1. Call to Order
2. Introductions
3. Review of the minutes from February 26th, 2015
4. Report from the Chair
5. President Search Committee – Recommendations for Faculty Reps
6. Tri-campus 2015 WorkGroup – Study discussion/preliminary findings - (Tri-campus WorkGroup)
7. Good of the order
8. Adjourn
____________________________________________________________________________________
1)

Call to Order

Erdly called the meeting to order at 9:05 a.m.
2)

Introductions

Members of the council introduced themselves.
3)

Review of the minutes from February 26th, 2015

The minutes from February 26th, 2015 were approved unanimously as written.
4)

Report from the Chair
Tri-campus small working group

Erdly explained the Tri-campus workgroup has been very active since the last council meeting wherein it
was charged, and has since held several meetings. He noted the group hopes to gain council feedback
today on some of the topics in which they have taken up interest; their ultimate aim remains identifying
a vision for how the three UW campuses relate to each other, and has evolved into understanding best
practices for governing and creating synergy within multi-campus university systems.
Salary Policy / Norm Beauchamp
Beauchamp explained there are ongoing efforts to ready the salary policy for a vote in the Faculty
Senate. He noted a vote will likely take place in the fall of 2015, as the summer will be utilized to
“tighten” up the Faculty Code language by a small subset of members of the Faculty Council on Faculty
Affairs (FCFA). He noted there have been widespread efforts to gain community sentiment towards the
policy, in discovering which schools and colleges are in favor of it, which have reservations, and what the
concerns are specifically. He explained a known concern is that the policy now incorporates too many
“off-ramps” (the option for entire academic units to opt-out of the salary policy). Beauchamp noted that
the council might consider recommending members for the small group tasked to work on the code
language in the summer. He explained there is special interest in individuals who have understanding of
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financial feasibilities. The council recommended several names for inclusion in the process. The names
were:




J.W Harrington
Jan Rutledge
Ana Karaman

Erdly mentioned that the salary policy becomes very high-stakes when a majority of units on campus
desire its implementation, yet some still do not. He explained the council will receive regular updates on
the state of the salary policy.
5)

President Search Committee – Recommendations for Faculty Reps

Erdly explained that members involved in the Presidential Search are hoping to facilitate an inclusive
process, and they encourage various campus groups and constituents to provide feedback and input on
a desired profile for the new university President. Erdly noted there indications that the search will be a
hybrid of an open and closed process.
Dolsak recommended that a meeting be scheduled so all presidential candidates have a 30 minute
conversation with the Faculty Council on Tri-campus Policy. While all campuses do get a chance to meet
with the candidate, the members of the tri-campus policy council, however, are most attuned to the
issues across the campuses, he explained.
6)

Tri-campus 2015 WorkGroup – Study discussion/preliminary findings - (Tri-campus WorkGroup)
(Exhibit 1) (Exhibit 2) (Exhibit 3)

Erdly explained the subcommittee has met twice and their discussions have varied in topic. He noted
they have been mostly focusing on gathering existing data for analysis.
Erdly explained a new Catalyst share space has been created for collaboration between the working
group, allowing them to present and share information with each other. He noted everyone on the
council is a member of the shared space, and so each can upload files and links of interest.
Erdly explained that one of the most interesting discoveries the working group has made is that a TriCampus Retreat was held in 2005, attended by dozens of university administrators, faculty, and others
(including the President and Provost), which focused solely on evaluating the effectiveness and direction
of the three UW campuses. This retreat yielded a comprehensive 140-page ‘Summary Report,’ which
highlights, among other things, the pros and cons of varying governance models for the three campuses.
Erdly noted the report will be made available online shortly, by way of the working group shared space.
Erdly explained there is nothing exceptionally definitive within the report. Though, he noted the working
group will evaluate it further, and uncover recommendations of action for moving forward.
Beauchamp explained that the 2005 Tri-Campus Retreat was a massive endeavor which included nearly
100 participants. He explained that in looking at the guidance included in the report – though there are
a number of ideas for promoting future efficiency and synergy between the campuses, there is no
marked consensus on actions to be taken. Beauchamp noted the report will nonetheless be of use in the
small group’s work in looking for guiding principles and alignments of the three campuses. He added
that Interim Provost Jerry Baldasty has noted that one area or two areas could guide how the campus
interacts, instead of a larger number of topic areas.

2

What does the UW’s most recent Self-Evaluation Accreditation Report from Sept. 2013* to the
NW Commission on Colleges and Universities say about the Tri-Campus relationship?

•

Under Mission Statement (pg. 49):
“The Seattle campus is made up of 16 schools and colleges whose faculty offer educational
opportunities to students ranging from first-year undergraduates through doctoral level candidates.
The UW Bothell and UW Tacoma campuses, each developing a distinctive identity and undergoing
rapid growth, offer diverse programs to undergraduates and to graduate students.”

•

Under Governance (pg. 69):
“The Seattle campus of the University of Washington was established in 1861, and UW Bothell and
UW Tacoma were created by state legislative action in 1990. The University governance system was
revised to acknowledge the addition of these two campuses. The Chancellors of UW Bothell and UW
Tacoma are responsible to the President and the Provost for all academic and educational matters
on their campuses. The Faculty Code was revised to provide for equivalent faculty representation
from UW Bothell and UW Tacoma in the Faculty Senate and Senate Executive Committee.”

•

Under Faculty (pg. 71):
“UW Bothell and UW Tacoma faculty are actively involved in shared governance at each campus. At
UW Bothell, the General Faculty Organization (GFO), represented by an elected Executive Council
and other councils, serves as the faculty’s deliberative body. UW Tacoma has a similar body, known
as the Faculty Assembly. The GFO and Faculty Assembly Executive Councils work closely with the
chancellors and vice chancellors on matters of shared responsibility, in accordance with the GFO and
Faculty Assembly bylaws.”

•

Under Staff (pg. 71):
“All UW Tacoma staff—classified and professional—are also members of the UW Tacoma Staff
Association, which serves to facilitate communication and unify staff. At UW Bothell, the campus has
an active General Staff Organization, consisting of professional staff, classified staff, and librarians.”

•

Regarding Administration (pg. 79):
“The chancellors report to both the President and the Provost and are responsible for representing
the campus to the Board of Regents, the central administration, the Washington State Student
Achievement Council, and to the state legislature. The Chancellors are also responsible for
representing the campus to the local and statewide community and for campus development and
fundraising. The Chancellors are directly responsible for campus administration and management.”

•

Regarding Communication — following a discussion on Office of External Affair’s role (pg. 93):
“Other resources available to External Affairs include communications directors in each of the
schools and colleges and at UW Tacoma and UW Bothell. These professionals work within the
University’s established brand and content standards and are available to advise and collaborate on
developing strategic communications and marketing to internal and external audiences.

*

All excerpts are from the University of Washington Year Seven Self-Evaluation Report submitted to the Northwest
Commission on Colleges and University, September 3, 2013.
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Communication about important University issues is distributed regularly by the President and
Provost’s offices, as well as by other leadership offices, via email to all students, faculty, and staff. In
addition, UW Tacoma and UW Bothell develop promotional materials and messages that both reflect
unity as part of the UW and highlight each campus’s distinctive characteristics. Communications
activities, when focused on campus-specific audiences, are managed at the campus level.”
•

Regarding contractual agreements (pgs. 99-100):
“The Seattle Procurement Services Office has the delegated authority from the Board of Regents to
enter into contracts on behalf of the UW. It has delegated this authority on the Tacoma campus to
the senior contracts manager, with a technical reporting line to UW Seattle Procurement Services.
This position maintains continuous and clear communication with the Seattle Procurement Services
Office to ensure that all agreements are in compliance with University policies and procedures.
Purchase transactions over designated limits are reviewed by the senior contracts manager to ensure
compliance with all University policies and procedures.
At UW Bothell, researchers must obtain the approval of their school or program director and both
the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and the Vice Chancellor for Administration and Planning
before research grants and contracts can be submitted to an external sponsor. This 100 includes
requests for foundation funding as well as government funding. In all cases, gifts are reviewed for
their fit with the institution's mission and goals prior to acceptance.”

•

Regarding budget decisions (pg. 103):
“UW Tacoma and UW Bothell have created budgeting structures that include strategic budget
committees. At UW Tacoma, this committee regularly disseminates information to the campus. At
UW Bothell, the Chancellor’s Cabinet assumes the role of the budget committee. Units make budget
requests to their division head, and requests are reviewed by the Chancellor and other appropriate
personnel.”

•

Regarding professional development (pg. 109):
“In addition to the all-faculty resources provided by the Seattle campus, UW Tacoma offers
promotion and tenure workshops for assistant professors, associate professors, and full-time
lecturers eligible for promotion. UW Tacoma also has a Faculty Resource Center, created to bring
together the research, teaching, technology, and faculty development services at UW Tacoma. For
the past two years, UW Tacoma has hosted an iTechnology Fellows Initiative in Innovative Course
Redesign, a Chancellor's Fund partnership with academic units, created to advance innovative
practice in teaching and learning with technology. UW Tacoma iTech Fellows work in disciplinary
teams over the summer to rethink and redesign online innovation using research-based best
practices. The Office of Research and Scholarship Support assists faculty and students identify grant
and funding support for academic research and sponsors a Research Boot Camp in the summer for
faculty needing assistance in grant writing.
In recognition of a higher teaching load, UW Tacoma has established a program of research support
for junior faculty members, providing released time of one quarter with no teaching and no service in
order to pursue research. A faculty member may apply once for release time for research during his
or her third or fourth year (on the tenure clock cycle). Release time will never be granted for the first
or sixth year.
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UW Bothell’s Teaching and Learning Center (TLC) and Office of Research offer additional
opportunities for professional growth and development. The TLC provides individual consultations,
assistance with curriculum assessment design, funding for teaching-related conference travel, and
support for service-learning and laboratory courses. Other faculty development programs include
institutes, such as the Hybrid Course Development Institute and the Scholarship of Teaching and
Learning Symposium.
Since 2008, UW Bothell’s Office of Research has focused increasingly on research development
efforts. These include creating opportunities for faculty to present research to potential collaborators
in weekly research-in-progress seminars, to receive substantive feedback through participation in
research interest groups, and to practice their pitches to sponsors in an annual event called
Discourse. UW Bothell also provides opportunities and support for professional growth of staff in
conjunction with central UW HR's Division of Professional & Organizational Development.”
•

Under New Academic Program Planning (pg. 128):
“For graduate programs at UW Seattle, the Graduate School Council reviews new degree programs
as well as new interdisciplinary degree and certificate programs after review and approval by the
responsible unit and college or school. The GSC is an elected faculty body that advises the Vice
Provost and Dean of the Graduate School and acts on behalf of the graduate faculty. For graduate
programs at UW Bothell and UW Tacoma, the appropriate faculty council reviews and approves the
proposal after it has been approved by the responsible unit.”

•

Regarding capital budgets (pg. 219):
“UW Tacoma and UW Bothell have developed campus master plans for their respective campuses
along with infrastructure master plans and other planning documents specific to each campus that
help guide decision making for future campus development. The University’s mission and goals also
guide all operating and capital budget decisions for the Tacoma and Bothell campuses. In addition,
short- and intermediate-planning documents have been developed to ensure progress toward
campus objectives. Each campus regularly reviews, schedules and funds the systematic renewal of
campus infrastructure and facilities, along with program-specific furnishings and equipment, using
the total cost of ownership format for decision making and fund allocation. All major UW Tacoma
and Bothell capital projects are reviewed by the Board twice a year through the Capital Projects
Office.”

•

Regarding auxiliary enterprise units (pg. 221):
“The Tacoma campus operates a small number of auxiliary enterprise units. These units include a
convenience store, copy center, housing, motor pool, parking services, real estate office, and vending
revenue. The units’ financial statements are monitored on a monthly basis to ensure the overall
financial stability of the auxiliaries. Consideration for investment in any one unit that exceeds its
revenue is weighed against the ability of the other units to support the investment and ensure
ongoing stability.
UW Bothell operates an auxiliary enterprise that includes student housing, transportation services
(parking), food services, and event and conference services in support of the institution’s operational
goals. These enterprises are entrepreneurial in nature and are expected to contribute to the
University’s mission. UW Bothell separately budgets for each auxiliary as a cost center and actively
monitors revenues and expenses for each auxiliary unit.”
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•

Regarding campus master plans for physical development (pg. 230):
“UW Tacoma and UW Bothell have each developed and maintained a Campus Master Plan, an
Infrastructure Master Plan, and other relevant planning documents specific to their campus. Each of
these planning documents was developed through a campus-wide effort that included participation
from students, staff, faculty, and the local community and provides consistent guidance to ensure
compatibility with the University’s mission, core themes, and financial plans.”

•

Regarding equipment (pg. 230):
“UW Tacoma and UW Bothell manage equipment budgets to ensure that they are sufficient to fulfill
the University’s mission, goals and objectives.”

•

Regarding IT (pg. 236):
“Information Technology is the central IT organization at UW Tacoma charged with providing highquality infrastructure and related technology services to the different constituencies on and off
campus, such as the Center for Urban Waters. Headed by the Vice Chancellor for Information
Technology, the unit’s mission is to deliver systems and services that contribute to successful
campus-wide learning, teaching, research, and operations.
At UW Bothell, Information Technologies (IT) addresses teaching, learning, research, administrative,
and operational technology needs specific to, and consistent with, the Bothell campus mission and its
21st Century Campus Initiative.
IT at UW Bothell is divided into four subunits. Learning Technologies works with faculty and students
to incorporate technology into the teaching and learning environment. IT Services manages desktop
computers, computer labs, classroom presentation technologies, and user support. IT Operations
manages backend infrastructure that supports the campus website and content management
system, local databases, the learning management system, faculty research, printing, file
management, email, and consultation with third party technology vendors. IT Administration and
Planning manages IT budgets, project portfolios, hardware and software inventory, and campus
technology purchasing.”

•

Regarding strategic plans (pgs. 245-246):
“At UW Tacoma, enrollment growth (through admissions and retention) is an important element of
campus planning as it fits the access mission of the campus and allows the development of more
comprehensive academic and academic-support programs, even with stagnant or declining state
operating fund support.
In Spring Quarter 2012, the Tacoma campus launched the Strategic Enrollment Management Team
as a forum for developing long-term enrollment goals, coordinating admissions and enrollment plans
across academic programs and the campus as a whole, and communicating enrollment targets and
progress…
Thus far the team has focused on:
• understanding the sequence of consultation and goal-setting, recruiting, and admissions, and the
improvements that are being made in these processes;
• receiving and understanding admissions and enrollment reports;
• working toward enrollment goals by type (level, resident, nonresident) based on programs’ goals,
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student demand, and likely economic demand; and
• understanding the reasons for student retention.
In 2008, UW Bothell completed a year-long strategic planning process to create a vision to expand
access to excellence in higher education, in keeping with the mandate set forth by the legislature
when it founded the campus in 1990.
Led by the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and involving faculty, staff, advisory board members,
alumni, students and external partners, the planning process was designed to build on the strengths
developed during the founding years and create a vision for the future grounded in the UW Bothell
mission. The mission states, “The University of Washington Bothell holds the student-faculty
relationship to be paramount. We provide access to excellence in higher education through
innovative and creative curricula, interdisciplinary teaching and research, and a dynamic community
of multicultural learning.”
The process resulted in the 21st Century Campus Initiative strategic plan, outlining seven priorities to
guide campus growth in size and excellence: growth, resourcefulness, diversity, student-centered,
community, innovation, and sustainability.
Since that time, the plan has guided all institutional planning through a period of extraordinary
growth, during which enrollment doubled, the number of degrees offered tripled, student housing
was established, industry and community collaboration deepened, and campus facilities expanded.”
•

Regarding resource allocations (pg. 262):
“UW Tacoma resource allocations are driven and defined by its mission as an urban serving
university. Investments have been made that will:
• increase access to education for our community,
• support research initiatives that will help inform strategies and actions to address community
issues and opportunities, and
• support the economic revitalization of downtown Tacoma as a mixed use living, learning, and
business community.
Furthermore, resource allocation must be sustainable so that all program investments are supported
by faculty ambitions and interests, student’s interests, and garner the support of the broader
community. New programs must also be sustainable primarily from growth in the student
population.
UW Bothell’s resource allocations are guided by the 21st Century Campus Initiative and informed on
an annual basis by specific implementing principles and goals developed by the Chancellor’s Cabinet.
Through broad engagement of the campus community, UW Bothell has established clear growth
goals and aligned resource allocations toward achieving these goals.”

•

Regarding the Royalty Research Funding (pg. 273):
“UW Tacoma also participates in the University-wide RRF program. Additionally, UW Tacoma
research-supported activities include:
• staffing for pre- and post-research award support,
• summer support for assistant professors who participate in a mutually-supported grant proposal
writing activity, and
• the Chancellor's support for three new research centers.
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UW Bothell utilizes the RRF application and review process to fund meritorious but unfunded RRF
proposals with research cost recovery dollars. This is called the “second chance RRF” competition.
Over the past three years, the average success rate for RRF applications has been 26 percent, leaving
many promising proposals unfunded, despite having demonstrated a high probability of generating
important new scholarly materials, resources, significant data, or information. Consequently, and to
as great an extent as possible, indirect cost dollars received on current UW Bothell grants are reinvested in faculty research agendas through this internal “second chance RRF” competition.”
Regarding student learning goals (pg. 308):
“At UW Tacoma, a substantial improvement in the use of learning goals has occurred since 2008- 09.
At that time, when baseline data was collected, four out of seven school/programs had program
student learning goals, four of seven had established learning goals for their various majors, and one
unit had implemented the practices of the major or degree learning goals appearing on faculty
syllabi. By 2011-12, seven out of seven school/programs had student learning goals for the program,
seven out of seven had learning goals established for all majors and had posted these on their
websites, and six out of seven had majority compliance with faculty placing the major’s student
learning goals on their syllabi.
At UW Bothell, all of the individual course and degree programs include learning outcomes, which
have been developed by the faculty and vetted by the curriculum committees in schools and
programs, the campus faculty approval bodies, and the University. In addition, schools and programs
have established learning goals, which are posted on their websites. The exception is the new School
of Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM), created in March 2013 through
consolidation of the existing Computing and Software Systems Program and the Science and
Technology Program. Within the School of STEM, learning goals are currently at the division or
degree level. Academic units assess their learning goals on a regular basis. Now that campus-wide
undergraduate learning goals have been adopted, the campus is developing a comprehensive
assessment plan to ensure that there are well-documented assessment efforts.”

Various summary statements compiled from the report by:
Rebecca Goodwin Deardorff, April 22, 2015.

Lazzari explained she was an invited participant of the 2005 retreat. She noted she had felt there was
not a great deal of guidance from top administrators during the retreat, especially concerning its
decisive aims. She explained that though the retreat was held with good intentions, ultimately, it did not
largely affect change in the tri-campus model that she was aware of.
Erdly mentioned that since 2005, the branch campuses have grown substantially in size and scope. He
explained that as a result, the campuses have numerous differences, and to a greater degree than a
decade ago. He noted that identifying these differences has been one aim of the small group.
Erdly explained that Crowder, Nelson, and other small group members are looking at multi-campus
university system models for evaluating how they operate, and identifying which schools are most
successful. Nelson noted she had begun locating literature on this topic. She explained the UW is
classified as a multi-site system, and that one element of this model is that the campuses retain the
same vision, but operate in sometimes wholly different ways. She noted that traditionally, state
governments are the bodies who fuse together numerous campuses into a single system. She noted the
definitions of varying multi-campus models are important, and explained that those definitions will be
available next month on the group’s shared space. She noted there does seem to be precedent for
problems within multi-campus university systems. Nelson noted that the University of Illinois has a
document which explains how they go about operating their multi-site university system (Exhibit 1). She
noted this document is on the working group shared space. Erdly added that this document is very
informational, and members should read it at their leisure.
Erdly explained he has found that Bill Ayer and other members of the UW Board of Regents are
interested in the council’s review of this topic, and they may have interest in learning of the council’s
findings and suggestions in going forward. Erdly explained that there are strong implications that if the
council is to tackle this topic effectively, there may be an opportunity to present findings to the Board.
Erdly explained anything the council suggests must be backed up by relevant data, and created with a
high degree of thought.
Crowder mentioned he is struck by the strong sense of ambivalence around this topic. He explained he
finds there is ambivalence surrounding each relevant issue, and this will be one of the obstacles for the
council to grapple with. He noted a big challenge will be in identifying the best ways forward in
uncovering useful information for this topic. He explained the working group’s ultimate goal is to come
up with some philosophical approach for productively moving forward within the tri-campus system. He
added there are two courses of action the small group and council should consider:
1) A call to action – take one aspect of the FCTCP report to be created, highlight the problems
associated with not having a strong philosophy behind making decisions related to this
aspect
2) Offer a philosophy – to be charged for guiding decisions related to the topic
Erdly explained Adams has been doing a review of all of the council’s archived minutes from years past,
looking at the issues the council has taken on throughout the years. Erdly noted the council should pick
three things; these might include a key operational issue, a key curriculum issue, or other issue, that are
representative of the council’s concerns, and use them as a basis for different groups to join the council
and offer their input. Erdly explained this exercise may inform the process on how the council might
collaborate with other groups, and aid in implementing a structure for how the council may deal with a
variety of issues in the future. He noted that attempting to come up with answers for a number of
questions all at the same time is not advisable, as the task would be too large. Lazzari added that the
2005 Tri-Campus Retreat did not include follow-ups (actions to be taken subsequent to the retreat) that
she knew about. Erdly explained the report will be useful in its identification of areas of concern, many
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of which may still be relevant. He added that the FCTCP report should recognize the positive aspects of
the tri-campus system at the UW as well, and that it should not seek to be a critical review.
Beauchamp explained that the council should consider choosing one course of action, and suggested
using the existing literature the working group is uncovering to find one or two items of possible
synergy, as a starting point.
Erdly noted he imagines the FCTCP report to be succinct and focused, comprising a maximum of two
pages (not including citations). He explained he would like something to be ready in very early fall, 2015.
He explained after question that the report should look into two or three issues of alignment between
the campuses. Members of the council agreed this to be a good starting point.
Tennis noted that at the beginning of the current academic year, the council had discussed challenging
administration to come forward with ideas for the improving the tri-campus model. He asked if there
was any follow-up on this subject. Erdly noted there has not been notable follow-up that he is aware of.
Though, Beauchamp explained he has found a document titled “Statement of Collaboration Endorsed by
the Board of Deans and Chancellors, May 2014” (Exhibit 2). This document includes commitments to
supporting four main points, which are in a basic description ideas for collaboration within the
university. Beauchamp noted he will post the document to the small group’s shared space.
Deardorff explained an advantage of the multi-site university system is that each campus is handled
with the same kind of functions, and thus there is some uniformity. She noted a distinction was made in
the past that the administrative side of the university may benefit from being handled locally at each
campus. Deardorff noted that she has compiled a document titled “Tri-Campus Notes-2013
Accreditation Report,” which shows the sections wherein UW Tacoma and Bothell are mentioned in the
2013 Accreditation Report of the University of Washington (Exhibit 3). She noted within the report, the
UW refers to itself as one university and seemingly as one campus, though she noted the report does
mention certain activities/achievements at the Tacoma and Bothell campuses. She noted there was a
not an exact philosophy for the three campuses included in the report, but the activities of the branch
campuses and their independent deeds are highlighted. She noted this is the flavor she got from reading
the report.
Erdly noted that the council should consider also evaluating the Faculty Code and its application across
the three campuses. He noted that this could be a possible “Phase II” of the council’s studies. After some
discussion, Moy explained the UW 2Y2D report is another document which should be considered by the
council for analysis. Erdly noted getting these resources available will be important for the council to go
forward, and that the 2Y2D report will be made available on the shared space, as well.
Erdly noted the small working group will continue its work. He explained any member or guest of the
council is welcome to join their meetings. The meeting are biweekly on Wednesdays from noon to 1pm,
and any member may be added to the distribution list for the group to receive notifications for
upcoming meetings. He noted the next immediate steps will be identifying focus areas.
7)

Good of the order

This item was missed due to time constraints.
8)

Adjourn

Erdly adjourned the meeting at 10:35 a.m.
_____________________________________________________________________________________
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Minutes by Joey Burgess, jmbg@uw.edu, council support analyst
Present:

Faculty: Kyle Crowder, Nives Dolsak, Bill Erdly (chair), Joseph Tennis
Ex-Officio reps: Norm Beauchamp, Marcie Lazzari, Eli McMeen, Rebecca
Deardorff, Alexis Nelson
Presidential designee: Susan Jeffords, Patricia Moy

Absent:

Faculty: Luther Adams, George Mobus
Ex-Officio reps: Jennifer Sundheim
President’s designee: Bill Kunz

Exhibits
Exhibit 1 – illinoisreport_2011_integrationofmulticampus
Exhibit 2 - statementoncollaboration_boardofdeans_may2014
Exhibit 3 - Tri-Campus Notes-2013 Accreditation Report
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