
Drake University Faculty Senate Minutes 
December 14, 2022 
 
President Jimmy Senteza called the regular meeting of the Faculty Senate to order at 3:30 pm, 
Wednesday, December 14, 2022. The following senators were present for all or part of the 
meeting: Hector Aguero, Rachel Allen-McHugh, Eric Barnum, Hope Bibens, Michelle 
Bottenberg, Megan Brown, Carrie Dunham-LaGree, Will Garriott, Anisa Hansen, Matthew 
Hayden, Sandy Henry, Denise Hill, Paul Judd, Chris Kliethermes, Melisa Klimaszewski, Jerrid 
Kruse, Kevin Lam, Greg Lengel, Natalie Lynner, Andy Miesner, Thomas Rosburg, David 
Skidmore, Lori Solsma, Carol Spaulding-Kruse, Jen Thoma, Andrew Welch, Jill VanWyke, 
Melissa Weresh, and Matthew Zwier. Also present were President Marty Martin, Provost Sue 
Mattison, past president Shelley Fairbairn, Parliamentarian Jenny Tran-Johson, Secretary 
Drinda Williams, and Secretary-elect Katherine Coady. 
 
The minutes from November 16, 2022, were approved on a voice vote, motion by Jill 
VanWyke, seconded by Melisa Klimaszewski.  
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President Senteza’s Report 
• President Senteza, and past presidents Carrie Dunham-LaGree, Shelley Fairbairn, and 

Matthew Zwier expressed appreciation and congratulated Drinda Williams on her service 
and retirement. It was received with much appreciation.  

• The faculty members who have volunteered to serve on a committee looking at textbook 
selection and vendors were thanked. Other faculty members who are interested are asked 
to contact President Senteza. 

 



President Martin’s report 
• Urged faculty and staff to attend the volleyball national invitational championship game, 

tonight at the Knapp Center, to cheer on the Drake women. 
• The Ones Campaign: Currently at $157 million in confirmed gifts and anticipate closing 

others before December 31. 
 

Budget review – in response to questions following the Town Hall, held December 6. 
• The Board of Trustees has approved the deficit budget for the current fiscal year, FY23.  

o That deficit is less than it would have been because $3.2 million in HERF funds was 
moved into this year’s budget.  

o Those are one-time dollars and do not help cut projected deficits in subsequent 
budgets. 

• The Board of Trustees has indicated it will approve a deficit budget for next year, with an 
expected recovery within two years. Keeping the deficit down will impact that recovery. 

o This does not mean Drake MUST have a balanced budget in FY25, but that is the 
target. 

o The Board of Trustees will make decisions about that budget when the time arrives, 
and based on data and projections then. 

• Enrollment changes 
o There are 1.5 million fewer students enrolled in US higher education than pre-

pandemic. 
o It is unknown whether these students will ever return to higher education. 
o It is unknown whether current high school seniors will enroll in higher education at 

pre-pandemic levels, or if there will continue to be more high school graduates who 
opt for other pathways. 

o There is no guarantee there will be a recovery in enrollment. 
o Planning for possibilities – looking at enrollment projections at three different 

levels. 
• Assets: Cash and endowment funds 

o Unrestricted cash funds look low right now, but Drake has paid for work at the 
Knapp Center and Meredith Hall. The cash funds will go back up when pledges for 
those two projects are received. 

o Quasi Endowment balances are a separate fund. Endowments for particular 
projects were set up, but interest on some of those funds grew past the need. The 
Board of Trustees voted to put surplus funds into undesignated quasi-endowment 
funds. As such, these funds are no longer designated for a particular purpose. The 
board can vote to move these into the unrestricted cash funds. That is not to say that 
the board WILL do this, but it is an option for their consideration. There is over $15 
million in these assets. 

▪ Are they being used for other purposes? We won’t spend the principal, 
but the interest will be used for specifically designated purposes. 
Example: funds for maintenance of the stadium. The growth has 
been more than needed for the maintenance, so we were able to 
redesignate some of those a few years ago into the undesignated 
funds. 



▪ How large are the endowment assets? $242 million. $220 million is the 
operating budget, $85 million of which is student financial aid. 
Would have to have the board decide to draw off those funds. 

• Expense side 
o Alignment of budget dollars against positions – we have dollars allocated to 

positions that are not filled nor intended to be filled. 
o Benefits review 
o Holistic wellness fee – will enhance services and will take counseling and health 

services out of the current budget. 
o Zero-based budgeting 

• Revenue side 
o With 1.5 million students across the US on the sidelines, we have to forecast 

enrollment conservatively. We will budget for three possible outcomes.  
o Diversifying revenue streams has to be an essential part of the strategy 

▪ Qingdao partnership is an opportunity 
▪ Acquiring other revenue streams – some talks going on around this 

Questions 
• If enrollment stays low, what changes should faculty expect? Then we have to look at managing 

the expense side, and we look at where we are spending the most: people and the 
associated benefits and travel. While not forecasting any particular options at this point, 
it’s where we will have to look without any revenue increase. Planning will continue 
throughout the spring semester, and that’s when we’ll begin to see some answers to these 
questions. It creates a challenge to reduce costs without compromising our mission and 
without impacting morale. Working together, we can arrive at a collective answer, which 
will be better than any one individual making that decision. 

• Will that be looking at programs – particularly those that are not profitable? Those of you 
closest to the work have better expertise on how to manage this. I’m not drawing a line 
and saying it will never happen, but it will be better if we can share data and make 
collective choices about how to deliver programs and stay on mission. Some departments 
have already done this – making needed adjustments. Every department that has not taken 
these steps needs to go back and look again. 

 
Provost Mattison’s report  
Responses to Qingdao partnership questions 

• Was the Faculty Senate Budget Committee included in budget projections and discussions? Yes, 
the budget was brought to the committee for discussion. In addition, there are weekly 
meetings with the participating departments. The budget has been adjusted based on 
input from faculty. In addition, an outside colleague from the University of Arizona, which 
has 10 such partnerships with universities in China, and has reviewed the budget. 

• What has been agreed to? What is in the MOU that has been signed? We have agreed to explore 
sharing of specific programs, and that is what we are doing now. The MOU includes 
explorations of other possibilities, such as student exchanges, faculty and staff exchanges, 
and collaborative research. Currently, the faculties in Data Analytics, Biology, and 
Psychology are going through curriculum mapping for dual degree requirements, all of 
which must be met for both universities to issue a dual degree. The University Curriculum 



Committee will be mapping the AOIs. Where any gaps are identified, classes will be 
required to fill those gaps.  

o There is an article in the Times Delphic by Andrew Kennard about the agreement:  
o Drake and Qingdao University pursue creation of new joint programs - The Times-

Delphic (timesdelphic.com) 
• What type of appointments will be made for new faculty who teach in China? Any new faculty 

hired to teach in China will be hired as consecutive term appointments to make sure we 
meet enrollment projections. If we don’t meet projections, we will either figure out how to 
meet projections or end the partnership. 

• Any faculty we hire will be Drake faculty, but according to the Arts & Sciences faculty handbook, 
they won’t be tenure track because they will not have research options nor is there any mechanism 
for evaluation from the Drake side. Under what mechanisms will Qingdao faculty be hired? 
There is no change to existing mechanisms and governance because of this partnership. 
Each department remains responsible for promotion and tenure review criteria.  

o Regarding research, as with all faculty hires, the department faculty set criteria for 
review.  If these positions are tenure-track, or can be converted to tenure track once 
enrollment goals are met, there will be research requirements.   QU labs are state-
of-the-art, and the Chinese government is highly supportive of faculty research. 
There is nothing that says there won’t be opportunities for research.  

o Regarding faculty appointments: The hiring process is exactly the same.  The 
faculty at Fort Hays State University in Kansas, who are a unionized faculty, have 
exactly the same processes for appointment and review as Drake.  At FHSU, faculty 
are hired specifically to teach in China.  They recruit faculty from regular sources, 
as well as recent Fulbright Scholars and former Peace Corps volunteers.  

o Regarding faculty review:  Again, this will remain exactly the same.  We would have 
a senior faculty member or department chair either travel to China or sit in class 
virtually.  Chinese students receive student evaluations every semester, and 
individual faculty can give students their own evaluations. Their research and 
teaching is peer-reviewed, externally reviewed, and includes student reviews, just 
as happens here.  

o The faculty who have taught in China have increased opportunities to attend and 
participate in professional conferences in Asia. 

• Why are there different budget models circulating? There is one budget, and it has been 
revised as necessary based on input from the faculty.  

o We anticipate four to six faculty hires across three degree programs in the first four 
years, and well as two staff. If we need more faculty there will be resources to hire.  

o Travel costs to and from China and a furnished apartment are provided by China. 
Drake will contribute $500 per month for food and a $5000 per semester stipend. 
The faculty member’s department receives $20,000/year from Drake to be spent at 
the department chair’s discretion.  

o This is a 4+0 model, which will break even right from the start and reach a steady 
state in the 4th year, with a $1.5 million revenue stream.  

o The Psychology Department proposed a 2+2 program, but that would create a 
$500,000 budget deficit for three years and reach a steady state in the 4th year with 
the same $1.5 million revenue stream. Given current budget challenges and to 
minimize any cuts, the 2+2 is not an option at this time.  

https://timesdelphic.com/2022/10/drake-and-qingdao-university-pursue-creation-of-new-joint-programs/
https://timesdelphic.com/2022/10/drake-and-qingdao-university-pursue-creation-of-new-joint-programs/


o Regarding the possibility of developing a 2+2 model, we were told earlier by an 
employee of Huamei Institute, the intermediary between Drake and QU, that the 
2+2 or 3+1 models were definitely options.  We found out that Qingdao and the 
Chinese Ministry of Education did not say that was possible and were only 
interested in the 4+0 model.  I don’t know why the Huamei employee said that it 
was, but he is no longer employed by Huamei. 

• How different is this from the similar program that failed in the law school? The Law School has 
had successful collaborations in China.  Emeritus professor Russ Lovell traveled to China 
in the early 2000s to start the Law School partnership with SWUPL.  Then Russ was a 
visiting scholar in China on his sabbatical as well as three additional visits and has brought 
cohorts of Chinese law students to Drake.  Russ met and talked with two of the current 
department chairs last month about his exceptional experiences. 

• What are issues related to censorship and freedom? The psychology faculty were specifically 
concerned about discussing issues such as LGBTQ+ and human development, and our 
colleagues were very clear that is an appropriate discussion topic.  Our data analytics 
faculty raised the issue of discussing data ethics and issues with surveillance. We have 
heard from colleagues currently there, and these have not been a problem. There are 
redline topics: Taiwan, Tiananmen Square, and Tibet. In classes, faculty have been able to 
have discussions around personal freedom and such topics as surveillance, simply 
phrased “In America, it is our habit to …“ or “Americans generally believe … ” or “The US 
government protects …”  In any international partnership there are the core tenants of 
academic freedom that must be upheld, but there are also cultural difference that must be 
respected. If faculty’s ability to teach their curriculum is challenged, we will end the 
partnership. 

• How does this support our Mission? Global engagement and preparing global citizens are key 
to our Mission. This is about disciplines from a global perspective. If we all actually 
believe in our mission, then we need to be prepared to take on global challenges, and that 
means the faculty think about their disciplines from a global perspective.  Students are 
becoming more global than the faculty.  If we don’t plan to meet our mission, it is a 
disserve to our students. In addition, we must consider the power of citizen diplomacy and 
the transformational power of education.  

 

Questions 

• If we need to end the partnership, is that built into the agreement? Do we have the right to end the 
agreement? Yes.  

• Do we have commitment deadlines that will constrain our deliberations? We have asked for 
responses before people leave for the holidays so we can submit the proposals by the 
beginning of February. With holiday breaks both here and in China, it is a deadline that is 
coming up. This does not mean that changes cannot be made later. Right now, we are 
simply looking at where the gaps are. As an example, Drake’s recently approved AOI in the 
area of DEI is very specific to what happens to the United States, so it’s clear there will 
have to be a class to fill that gap.  

• Can China pull out as well, and what questions are their faculty asking? They can, but they are 
very enthusiastic. I don’t know what questions they are asking. 

• It is helpful to have information from both sides for termination for cause. This is in the MOA. 



• How will intellectual property be protected? The federal government requires all institutions 
in the United States to follow regulations for research with international partners. We 
must adhere to this. 

• Drake can no longer do things the traditional way. This is one of the ways we can reach out 
for opportunities and a sound financial track.  

• Jimmy Senteza: I think it is important to put this effort into context. Drake can no longer 
rely on traditional approaches to fulfill its mission. We need to find and embrace new 
ways of reaching more learners in fulfillment of our mission. The President has shared the 
importance of a mission and business mindset, and this is one of the ways we can reach 
for opportunities to fulfill both. We want to be careful not to let "Perfect" be the enemy of 
"Good.” 

 
Unfinished business 
None known 

New Business 
 

• Motion 23-01: To amend the charges of the University Curriculum Committee as 
included here below. Motion by Carrie Dunham-LaGree, seconded by Jill 
VanWyke. 

o Amendment to the motion: Motion by Carrie Dunham LaGree, seconded by 
Denise Hill to amend the motion. 
1.     Preliminary language in the first paragraph: “The University Curriculum 
Committee (UCC), a subcommittee of the Faculty Senate, governs reviews and 
provides oversight of educational policy for the University’s campuswide 
curriculum requirements. Individual colleges and schools retain authority over 
their own curricula and programs.”   
  
2.     Bullet 4 of the revised charge and Bullet 5 of the original charge include the following 
language: “All UCC decisions will proceed as directed by the UCC unless a 
subsequent action by the Faculty Senate directs otherwise.” Can Senate clarify 
which decisions are covered by this language? If these decisions merely refer to 
decisions regarding the approval of courses for the general education curriculum 
and courses with INTD designation (Bullets 1 and 2 in the new charge), then this 
language makes sense. If these decisions encompass the creation of new 
educational policy, then it may overstep the authority of Faculty Senate as the body 
with primary responsibility for enacting university-wide educational policy. Here is 
potential language that may clarify: “All UCC decisions regarding course approvals 
will proceed as directed by the UCC unless a subsequent action by the Faculty 
Senate directs otherwise.”  
  
Rationale: Under the Academic Charter of the university, the Faculty Senate is the 
chief legislative body within the University that has the power to establish 
educational policy affecting the University as a whole and “to enact academic 
regulations of uniform application.” (Section 16, A, paragraphs 1 and 2). For this 
reason, it is more accurate to say that Faculty Senate governs educational policy for 
the University’s campuswide curriculum requirements. Faculty Senate’s charge for 



the UCC should reflect that Faculty Senate has primary responsibility for enacting 
changes to educational policy affecting the university as a whole (e.g., the general 
educational curriculum.)  

 
Discussion 

• Melisa Klimaszewski raised the concern that she and others have not had 
enough time to read through the motion and consider implications for multi-
discipline or cross-discipline programs. She recommended that the discussion 
be postponed or denied so that a clean motion, with the amendment, can be 
brought before the Senate. 

 
• Motion to amend failed on a voice vote. 
• The question was called on a motion by Denise Hill, seconded by Matt Zwier. 

Motion 23-01 failed. 
 
Adjourned at 4:59 pm, on a motion by Denise Hill, seconded by Rachel Allen-McHugh. 
 
Submitted by Secretary Drinda Williams. 
 
See the Faculty Senate internal site for archived content and information for current students, faculty, 
and staff (authentication required).  
 
 
Amended Charges of the Drake University Curriculum Committee. 
 

The University Curriculum Committee (UCC), a subcommittee of the 

Faculty Senate, governs educational policy for the University’s 

campus-wide curriculum requirements. Individual colleges and schools 

retain authority over their own curricula and programs. 

 

• The UCC will approve individual courses for the categories of the 

general education program. 

• The UCC will approve individual courses with interdisciplinary 

designations such as INTD. 

• The UCC will make recommendations to the Faculty Senate, as 

appropriate, for revision of the general education curriculum. 

• The UCC will forward all committee actions to the Faculty Senate for 

inclusion in a provisional agenda. The Faculty Senate may, at its 

discretion, review these actions. All UCC decisions will proceed as 

directed by the UCC, unless a subsequent action by the Faculty Senate 

directs otherwise. 

• The UCC will have faculty representation from each of the divisions of 

the College of Arts and Sciences, Cowles Library, and each of the 

professional schools, except for the Law School. One administrative 

representative from CAAD, one representative from the Registrar’s 

Office, and the Deputy Provost for Academic Affairs (or an 

associate provost serving at the Provost’s designation, on behalf of 

the Drake Curriculum) will serve on the committee in an ex-officio 

https://drakeedu.sharepoint.com/sites/FacultySenate


capacity. Members serve three-year terms. 

 
The committee elects its chair and vice-chair. Both must be faculty members of the committee. The chair 

must be a tenured faculty member. The vice-chair, or a designated member of the committee, serves as a 

liaison to the Drake Curriculum Analysis Committee (DCAC) committee. The vice-chair, if tenured, will 

serve as chair the following academic year. 
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