
Minutes of the Meeting of the IWU General Faculty

Illinois Wesleyan University

December 1, 2014

Call To Order

e meeting was called to order at 4:05 p.m. with a quorum present.
Without objection, Student Senate President Austin Aldag was admitted as an observer.
Prof. Sainsbury asked, strictly out of curiosity, what would happen if a faculty member were to
object to the admission of a student observer. Parliamentarian Shallue replied that the question
would then come to a vote. Prof. Sainsbury’s curiosity was thereby satisfied.

Approval of theMinutes of the Last Meeting

e minutes of the Faculty Meeting of November 3 were approved by common consent.

Curriculum Council Consent Agenda and Addendum

e CC Consent Agenda and the Consent Addendum were approved by common consent.

Committee Reports

Assessment Committee

Prof. Snyder-Young asked for questions or comments on the committee’s written report. ere
were none.

CUPP

Prof. Williams noted CUPP’s written report, and invited questions/comments. Prof. Miner
asked whether slides that Pres. Wilson had presented at the CUPP’s Nov. 13 forum with the ad-
ministration and members of the Board of Trustees would be made publicly available. Pres. Wil-
son assured her they would be. (Copies of those slides are appended to end of these minutes).
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Discussion was then directed to the five¹ Action Items from pp. 51–52 of the final version of
CUPP’s Strategic Curricular Planning document.
But before that discussion started, Prof. Sainsbury asked what principles CUPP had used to
distinguish between Action Items and Information Items, since some of Information Items on
pp. 49–50 of the SCP document seem more actionable than some of the actual Action Items.
She mentioned in particular Information Item 8, concerning course enrollment caps:

8. To establish consistent course caps among and/or across disciplines, chairs and directors
will discuss with faculty in their respective academic units rationales for setting course caps
for different types of courses (e.g., seminars, writing intensive) during the spring of 2015.
is information will then be discussed among chairs and directors with the Provost, re-
vised by academic units, and submitted to administration in order to create guidelines for
course caps by the end of fall 2015.

Prof. Chapman recommended moving Information Item 8, with any amendments, to the list of
Action Items.
Prof. Williams answered that the Information Items—including Information Item 8—were
those that merely called for investigation and discussion, where these might result in a call for
no action. Profs. Young and Sainsbury noted that Item 8 does call for action: It requires that aca-
demic units submit a report to the Provost by a certain deadline (Spring 2015), and it voices the
expectation that the administration will use those reports “to create guidelines for course caps”
by the end of 2015.
Prof. Sainsbury expressed concern that unattributed speculations were driving policy recommen-
dations. She noted that CUPP had, by its own admission, taken up the issue of course caps in
part because “there is at the very least a perception of a lack of equity across campus in this area”
(CUPP minutes of Oct. 29). Prof. Williams replied that there is anecdotal evidence that fac-
ulty have concerns about equity; why not study the matter to either substantiate or dispel those
concerns? After all, there are in fact discrepancies in the caps set for courses that are at least
superficially similar (e.g., have roughly the same course numbers). It would be better, he said, to
open dialogue across campus so that faculty can come to a shared understanding of our practices
in setting course caps, including cases where pedagogical demands might justify divergence from
the norm.
Prof. Sultan noted that the first clause of Information Item presupposes that “consistent course
caps” are the desired outcome of the process, and so the Item starts from the presupposition
that uniformity of caps across units is desirable. Is this Item, she asked, prompted by resource
pressures—by a concern that some faculty are not teaching sufficiently large classes?
Prof. Young registered his dismay that the process described in Information Item 8 is to result
in guidelines set by the administration. e better solution, he said, would be for CUPP to sub-
mit the collected information to the faculty. To that end, he made a motion so that the Item
would close with the phrase, “revised by academic units, and submitted to the faculty for further
discussion.” Prof. Chapman seconded. Discussion ensued.

¹Time only permitted discussion only of the first three action items. As noted below, discussion of Action Items
4 and 5 was deferred to the January Faculty Meeting.
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Prof. Willis, a member of CUPP who served on the summer SCP group, noted that
he had regarded the setting of guidelines as an administrative task, and that he had
hoped to shift that duty away from CUPP and into the Provost’s lap. Prof. Shal-
lue asked whether CUPP would be concerned that the Item so amended would be
toothless; Prof. Williams answered that he thought CUPP would be fine if the In-
formation Item itself were toothless, so long as as the discussion gets started; the
matter of course cap guidelines can come back to the faculty to be fitted for teeth,
if the faculty were to choose to do so. Prof. Willis pointed out that the Item so
amended would leave it up in the air whether and how guidelines should be set, and
by whom.

Prof. Sultan suggested that the present discussion revealed enough problems that the Item it-
self should simply be dismissed rather than amended. Prof. R. Schultz asked whether the fac-
ulty could simply vote to reject the item; Parliamentarian Shallue assured him that they could.
Prof. Williams suggested as an alternative that the faculty could table the Item or send it back to
CUPP. Prof. Young asked that CUPP, in the event that the Item was resent to them, incorporate
the changes that had already been suggested as amendments on the floor. Prof. Chapman con-
curred, asking CUPP to remove the clause that presumed that course caps should be consistent
and to incorporate Prof. Young’s motion to send the information to the faculty rather than the
administration. Prof. Chapman suggested that everything after the words “chairs and directors”
should be deleted, and Prof. Young accepted this as a friendly amendment. e motion to amend
came to a vote in this form, and the amendment passed.
Prof. Shallue made a motion to send Information Item 8 back to CUPP for further discussion.
Prof. Young seconded. e motion came to a vote, and the motion passed.
Prof. eune asked Prof. Williams to confirm that there was nothing binding in the SCP doc-
ument other than the Action Items. Williams vowed CUPP’s intent was that only the Action
Items would be binding.
Discussion then turned to the Action Items proper.

Action Item 1

As proposed by CUPP in the the SCP document, this Item read:

1. Beginning in spring, 2015, chairs and directors of all academic units, in consultation
with all tenure-line members of their units, will submit an updated report to the Provost
andCUPP regarding curricular priorities in terms of growth, collaboration and retraction.
is annual report will align these priorities with the academic units’ long term vision.
CUPP will compile these individual reports and share them with the faculty.

Prof. Chapman asked about the aim underlying the Item; Prof. Williams replied that the aim
was to share information across different academic units in order to facilitate curricular plan-
ning and to allow units learn from the practices of other units. Profs. Sultan and Myscofski
inquired about the annual schedule for submissions. Should units be required to engage in long
term planning every year? Wouldn’t the 3 year cycle originally proposed by CUPP be sufficient?
Prof. Williams answered that CUPP had settled on an annual schedule to ensure that all par-
ties were working with timely and current information. He added that compiling such a report
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should not be terribly demanding. CUPP envisaged these as documents of only one page or so
in length: short enough to be easily written and easily read, but long enough to make each unit’s
priorities and aims clear. Prof. Myscofski proposed an alternative: asking units each year to re-
vise their documents if changes were needed. Prof. eune noted that this model had already
proved successful in providing information to the Assessment Committee, and he moved that
the Item be amended to read: “…will have on file with the Provost and CUPP an updated report
regarding curricular priorities …”. Prof. Shallue seconded. Prof. Williams averred that CUPP
would likely welcome such a model so long as units commit themselves to keeping the document
current rather than just defaulting to the version on file. Prof. de Harak proposed as a friendly
amendment that “updated” be replaced with “up-to-date”; Prof. eune accepted the sugges-
tion. Prof. Young noted that the word “annual” would then have to be stricken from the second
sentence of the item; this change was added to the motion to amend Item 1. e motion came
to a vote, and the motion to amend passed.
Prof. Myscofski remarked that the language of the Item is euphemistic (e.g., referring to “re-
traction” rather than “losses”), fitting a pattern that had sparked concern within IWU’s AAUP
chapter.
Prof. Terkla asked after the broader context of this Action Item. Is it related to some larger
project or goals., e.g. those articulated in the mission statement? Prof. Williams: CUPP expects
that units will situate their reports in the context of the mission statement and other University
and departmental aims and goals.
Prof. Chapman expressed concern about unintended consequences of compiling these reports.
He feared that (some) units would craft “dream” documents in which they pitch their ambitions
extremely high, and that these units would be (seen as) using the reports to package themselves
as candidates for increased resources. Prof. Williams acknowledged the validity of this concern,
but opined that the benefits of soliciting and sharing this information would more than offset
the costs. He also noted that there would be a check against the sort of abuse Chapman feared:
Any requests for increased resources would still have to go through the usual channels and meet
specific criteria for approving tenure lines, visitors, etc.
Prof. Sultan asked whether units’ documents would be made available to the faculty as a whole.
Prof. Williams answered in the affirmative. Prof. Terkla asked whether the Provost’s office could
maintain a “rolling release” of the document, perhaps an on-line version where the current version
of all units’ up-to-date reports were posted. e Provost agreed to do so, should the Item pass,
noting that the Faculty Handbook is currently maintained in that way.
Prof. Miner asked whether it would be helpful to CUPP if these reports were to take account
of the resources a unit would need in order to realize the described priorities. Might CUPP ask
units to describe how they might be able to do some of these things without augmenting their
budgets?
With that, Action Item 1 (as amended) came to a vote, and the motion (as amended) passed.

Action Item 2

As proposed by CUPP in the the SCP document, this Item read:

2. Beginning in 2014-15, Administration shall monitor the number of courses and seats
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offered in all General Education categories and flags and share that analysis with CUPP,
heads of academic units, and the general faculty.
is analysis shall have the following information: course name and number; General Ed-
ucation category; number of students enrolled; course cap; seat availability; percentage of
seats filled; type of faculty member: tenure-line, visitor, adjunct; semester taught; major
requirement, minor requirement; and upper-level General Education with prerequisite.
is form will also include separate tabs for each General Education category.

Prof. Coleman asked whether the phrase “seat availability” referred to the total number of seats
offered or the number of seats left unfilled. Prof. Williams said that CUPP’s principal interest
was in how many empty seats were left in each Gen Ed category/flag. at interest was also re-
flected in the request for information about the “percentage of seats filled.” Prof. Fritzsche urged
that in compiling these data care must be taken to ensure that cross-listed courses have their
seats properly counted, since courses that are cross-listed often show empty seats (in my.iwu)
under a department when those seats are in fact filled under one of the course’s cross-listings.
Prof. Fritzsche also thought that in order to get a more complete picture CUPP should request
more information about each course (e.g., how frequently the course is offered), and she sug-
gested that CUPP should expand the monitoring suggestion to three year window, keeping track
of data for each Gen Ed category/flag over that span.
Prof. Terkla suggested the Item might be improved by specifying to whom in the administration
this task would be allocated. Prof. Nadeau noted that CUPP purposely left the language abstract
so that the administration itself could assign these tasks. Provost Green suggested replacing
“Administration” with “Academic Affairs”; no matter which administrator is charged with the
task, it will certainly be a member of Academic Affairs. Later, Prof. Fritzsche moved to so amend
the Item; Prof. Shallue seconded. emotion to amend passed.
Prof. Plath asked what the impetus for the Item was. What are its (quite specific) questions
driving at; what problem(s) does it attempt to solve? Is it supposed to figure out the distribution
of Gen Ed workload—whether some departments are offering too many or too few, whether too
many were being offered by visitors or adjuncts? Provost Green replied that for him the central
purpose of the Item would be to ensure that no category or flag faces impending shortages of
seats that might interfere with students’ timely progress toward graduation.
Prof. Chapman noted that the Item does not include any context about how many seats might
be needed. Is CUPP still working from the 600 seat-per-year figure contained in the initial
versions of SCP report? Prof. Williams reported that CUPP intentionally had been left that
number unspecified, given the uncertainty about enrollments under the net tuition benefitmodel.
Provost Green noted again that the most important issue is the detection of impending shortages
in a category/flag.
Prof. Shaw asked the administration to assure faculty that the results of this process would not
be used to dissuade instructors from offering a course just because its Gen Ed profile did not
match the University’s current Gen Ed needs. Provost Green gave his assurances.
Prof. Shallue articulated two “parliamentarian grouses” about Item 2. First, he noted that it is
not clear that a vote of the faculty can compel administration to do anything. Second, the Item
might be redundant if the administration had already embarked on a plan to collect these data
as they had earlier indicated they would. Consequently, Shallue suggested that the Item might
be moved from the “Action” to the “Information” list. Prof. Nadeau argued that even if a faculty
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vote lacked the standing to compel the administration to act, it was worth soliciting the faculty’s
view on the matter, since that would carry some weight with the administration.
Prof. Sultan asked about the interactive effects of Action Item 2 and Action Item 3. Were Action
Item 3 to pass, initiating a major review of the entire Gen Ed program, would it still make sense
to embark on a major program of data collection about our current system, as called for by Item
2? Prof. Williams replied that CUPP had considered this question and had decided to advocate
for both courses of action. e General Education review process might glean insights from the
data about our current system; moreover, the Gen Ed review proposed in Item 3 would not be
completed for several years, and the data concerning our current system would be useful while
that system is still in place.
Action Item 2 as amended came to a vote. emotion (as amended) passed.

Action Item 3

As proposed by CUPP in the the SCP document, this Item read:

3. Beginning in 2015-2016, CC shall undertake a comprehensive review of the General
Education program that is transparent and includes dialogue among all faculty. CC will
bring to the faculty any proposed new General Education program or proposed changes to
the current General Education program no later than 2018-2019.
CC shall evaluate the following elements: structure, scale/number of requirements, best
practices, peer institutions, student engagement and intellectual independence, and the de-
gree to which it is user-friendly. e review shall consider the resource allocations for the
General Education program on the overall campus community and the balance between
the delivery of the General Education program and all majors and minors.

Prof. Williams noted faculty opinion seems split about whether conducting a comprehensive
Gen Ed review would be necessary and/or useful. He urged that careful attention be paid to
this question, with the understanding that a vote in favor of Item 3 would commit the faculty
as a whole, and CC in particular, to an arduous and time-consuming process. Prof. Chapman
concurred, and noted that the faculty had lost much of its institutional memory about theGenEd
review process, since many of those who had led the process were no longer on faculty. Based on
what he knew of the earlier major overhaul of Gen Ed, Chapman projected that a comprehensive
review would require at least two task forces, in addition to full CC participation. Prof. Williams
and Dean Duke concurred that review would require the appointment of task forces. Prof. Plath
asked whether CC had standing to create task forces. Answer: Any standing committee can do
so.
Prof. Terkla asked what was meant by the phrase “best practices.” Prof. Williams noted that
CUPP had it in mind that this would involve looking at successful initiatives from our peer in-
stitutions. Prof. Terkla also asked what sort of “student engagement” CUPP sought. Is the idea
to help students see the different components a liberal education comprises, see how those com-
ponents and courses fit together, and see that Gen Ed involves more than just “ticking boxes”?
Prof. Williams allowed that these were roughly the sort of student engagement that members of
CUPP had likely had in mind, but noted that they had left the specifics for CC to develop and
refine rather than anticipating the work of that committee.
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Prof. R. Schultz raised the concern that if the faculty were to pass this Item, service on CC would
be made so unattractive and onerous that it would be hard to induce faculty to volunteer for it.
He also argued that Item failed to mention key elements that should play a role in serious Gen
Ed review. It focuses on resource balance, and omits any mention of the critical importance of
General Education, its vital connection to training in the liberal arts, or its significance for the
University’s mission statement. He warned that passing the Item in this form would open the
door to eviscerating the liberal arts curriculum. He urged faculty to preserve the University’s core
goals and resist orienting the curriculum to suit student demand. Prof. Williams remarked that
CUPP would certainly expect the University’s mission statement to figure prominently in any
deliberations about how General Education should be implemented at IWU. Prof. Chapman
urged that this expectation be codified in the form of amended language. He moved to amend
the Item to include the phrase “accordance with the mission of the university and the ideals of a
liberal arts education” as the first item listed among the things that CC would evaluate, to appear
in the Item before the word “structure”. is motion was seconded by Prof. Terkla, and came to
an immediate vote. e amendment passed.
Prof. de Harak noted that even though he was opposed to the Item as a whole, he still hoped
to improve it by amendment against the possibility that it would pass. In particular, he was
troubled by the ambiguity of the phrase “user friendly”. e phrase might simply mean “easy
to understand,” which would be laudable. But it also might be read as “easy to satisfy”, which
would be unacceptable. Prof. Williams said that CUPP had intended versions of both readings.
On the one hand, a “user friendly” Gen Ed program should be easy to navigate. But it should
also be feasible or manageable (but not easy) for students to complete, along with their major
requirements, in four years. Prof. Young proposed that the Item be amended to replace “user
friendly” with “easy to understand and navigate.” e motion to amend was seconded, and the
amendment passed.
Prof.eune asked about this Action Itemwould coordinate with the ongoing,multi-year project
of assessing current Gen Ed courses on a category-by-category basis. Currently, Action Item 3
does not even acknowledge that the assessment is taking place; the Item should be modified
to explicitly encourage CC to consider the results of that process in its review of Gen Ed. To
that end, he proposed an amendment to add “ongoing Gen Ed assessment” as the second ele-
ment in the list of things that CC should consider in its evaluation, immediately after the new
amendment concerning the mission statement and liberal arts. eune’s motion was seconded.
Prof. Epstein noted that prior reviews of the current Gen Ed program have been rather narrowly
focused on the question whether courses achieve the goals of the Gen Ed program as presently
constituted; too little attention has been paid to the question whether the Gen Ed categories and
goals themselves are relevant and appropriate. He noted that the current Gen Ed program was
instituted long before the mission statement was revised, and that the Higher Learning Com-
mission noted that disconnect in its accreditation visit. He expressed concern that including the
reference to current assessment efforts might curtail the scope of the Gen Ed review. Prof. Trout
suggested that Prof. Chapman’s amendment, adopted a moment earlier, might have closed this
gap by explicitly incorporating the new mission statement into the Item. Prof. eune urged
that widening the scope of the review to consider revision of the format and categories of Gen
Ed should not lead CC to ignore or abandon current assessment efforts. Prof. Epstein agreed
that current assessment efforts are important and should not be compromised, but insisted that
faculty should remember that the Gen Ed review proposed in the Item must be carried out
comprehensively, including entertaining the higher-level questions he had just highlighted. e
amendment came to a vote; the motion to amend passed.
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Prof. Sultan offered another amendment. She urged prefacing the list of things CC should take
account of with the following phrase: “CC’s evaluation shall include, but not be limited to, the
following elements:”. at motion was seconded and passed.
Prof. Fritzsche asked whether there would be grant monies available to support the development
and implementation of a new Gen Ed program. Provost Green vowed that if Action Item 3 were
to pass, the University would the very next day begin looking for grant money to support these
efforts.
Action Item 3 as amended came to a vote, conducted by secret ballot at a faculty member’s
request. e amended motion passed by a vote of 45-20-3.
Given the shortness of time, Prof. Williams used his faculty privilege to delay discussion of
Action Items 4 and 5 to the January Faculty Meeting.

Curriculum Council

Prof. Quinn noted the committee’s written report and asked for questions or comments and its
revisions to the CC (and Faculty) Handbook language concerning CC voting procedures. ere
were no questions or comments.

Promotion and Tenure Committee

Prof. Plath reported that PAT had met 6 times since the last Faculty Meeting. All of these
meetings were executive sessions in which promotion and tenure cases were considered.

Faculty Development Committee

Prof. Lehr presented the committee’s written report and called the faculty’s attention to the
deadlines listed therein. No questions or comments were raised.

Council for Excellence in Teaching and Learning (CETAL)

Prof. Ferradans noted the committee’s written report. ere were no questions or comments for
the committee.

Administrative Reports

Provost’s Report

e Provost invited Prof. Criley to present an amendment to the Faculty Handbook that would
make it clear that any parents of a newborn or newly adopted child would be eligible irrespective
of gender to request a child-rearing leave. is amendment proposed changing the language of
the first paragraph of Chapter VII.A.3 from
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Faculty members who are parents of children newly placed for adoption or male faculty
members with newborns may request a paid childrearing leave ….

to

Facultymembers who are parents of newborns or of newly adopted childrenmay request
a paid childrearing leave ….

e motion was seconded, and the motion to amend the Faculty Handbook passed.
Provost Green issued the customary end-of-semester reminders to faculty that they should

• use the designated Final Exam period for each class in a productive way, even if the course
does not finish by examination.

• submit course grades by the 4 p.m. deadline on Friday, Dec. 19.
• provide the Provost’s office with contact information for use over the winter break if they

will not be available via customary channels.

He also noted that he and CUPP had received 24 requests for visitors (a slightly larger number
than usual, due perhaps to next year being a heavy year in the sabbatical cycle). His first meeting
with CUPP to deliberate about their allocation would take place on Wednesday, Dec. 3.
He reported that work has proceeded apace in the development of the design and entrepreneur-
ship program underwritten by a generous gift from an alumnus. Faculty have been working to
develop projects within that program; those ideas have been shared in a preliminary way with
the donor, who is pleased with them. Curricular proposals should soon be working their way
through the usual CC channels.
He noted that two learning opportunities in Asia have recently become available for IWU stu-
dents, due in large part to the efforts of Prof. Amoloza. First, a call has been sent inviting students
to apply for 2015 summer internship opportunities in Asia, although funding for the program
had not yet been finalized. Second, the Hang Seng Management College in Hong Kong is offer-
ing recent IWU graduates in any discipline to the opportunity to serve for a “gap year” as English
tutors. e positions will include includes a stipend, support for travel, and an opportunity to
take courses, including two semesters of Mandarin.

President’s Report

Pres. Wilson’s oral report focused on the current state of admissions. He noted that the applica-
tion total number of applications is 10% higher than it was at this time last year last year; there
were 247 more applicants at end of early action period than last year. It would be premature
to celebrate these improved numbers, but the gains against last year’s figures have held steady
for two months. He noted that next semester he hopes to begin a conversation with and within
academic units about what they might do to increase admission yield among admitted students.
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Old Business

Second Language Requirement Proposal

e only item of Old Business was the “+1” proposal to revise the Second Language Gen Ed
category so that students could no longer satisfied the requirement by IWU’s placement exam.
is item was held over from the last Faculty Meeting.
Prof. Fritzsche moved to send the proposal back to committee (viz, CC) for further discussion
and another vote rather than bring it forward for a faculty vote today. She reminded faculty of the
confusing and contentious way that the proposal had been brought to the floor; CC’s vote on the
proposal had been 4-4-1, and so the proposal was brought forward merely as a discussion item; it
was not a motion from committee but a motion from the floor. Fritzsche expressed concern that
unless the proposal were to come forward from CC, faculty concerns about its unconventional
path to the floor would prevent the merits of the proposal itself from getting a fair hearing. Profs.
Chapman and Young asked whether there was reason to expect that another CC vote would yield
a different outcome; Profs. Fritzsche and Sultan pointed out that not all committee members had
been present for the initial vote, and that committee members might have changed their mind in
light of subsequent faculty discussion. Prof. Young asked whether faculty could send objections
to the proposal to CC for their consideration. Answer: yes. Prof. Folse reiterated the position she
had expressed at the last meeting. Despite her general support of language study, she opposed
the +1 proposal and preferred the status quo, which gives students with strong placement scores
a choice about whether to take a language course at IWU.
Prof. Brennan noted that Admissions staff had attended the meeting. He cited anecdotal reports
that Admissions representatives were concerned about the effects this proposal might have on
recruitment, and he asked whether staff had come to themeeting to express those concerns. Dean
Bob Murray, the only representative from Admissions in attendance, said that this was not why
he was there. Prescinding from any judgment about whether they would be relevant for faculty
deliberations, Prof. Chapman asked Murray whether Admissions did in fact have such concerns
about the proposal. Murray acknowledged that the proposal might have an effect; prospective
students do ask about the foreign language requirement and how it can be satisfied.
emotion passed; the +1 proposal was sent back to CC.

Adjournment

e meeting was adjourned at 5:44.

Respectfully submitted,
Mark Criley
mcriley@iwu.edu
Faculty Secretary
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November 13, 2014 

Faculty Forum 



Why was the decision made to reduce overall 
enrollments? 

1 

•  We did not choose to reduce enrollment.  We elected 
to maximize net tuition revenue. 

•  We recognized two facts: 
•  Fewer high school graduates for a decade. 
•  Unsustainable discount rate. 

•  We chose to maintain the quality of  the student body. 

•  We expected enrollment to fall and it did, but we 
generated roughly the same net tuition revenue with a 
class of  500 that we did the previous year with a class 
of  567. 



2 

All	  New	  Students
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Admits 1688 1832 2165 2079 2021 2147 2140
Matrics/Net	  Deposits 592 555 618 551 530 569 495

Yield 35.1% 30.3% 28.5% 26.5% 26.2% 26.5% 23.1%

Total	  Financial	  Aid $8,309,904 $8,043,615 $9,307,698 $8,846,856 $9,547,420 $11,591,668 $9,645,224
Avg.	  Financial	  Aid $14,037 $14,493 $15,061 $16,056 $18,014 $20,372 $19,485
Gross	  Tuition $19,218,688 $18,876,660 $21,806,748 $20,167,151 $20,115,620 $22,333,250 $20,128,680

Total	  Net	  Tuition	  Revenue $10,908,784 $10,833,045 $12,499,050 $11,320,295 $10,568,200 $10,741,582 $10,572,556
Avg.	  Net	  Tuition	  Revenue $18,427 $19,519 $20,225 $20,545 $19,940 $18,878 $21,359

Tuition	  Discount 43.2% 42.6% 42.7% 43.9% 47.5% 51.9% 47.9%

All data is end-of-cycle 

Enrollment Summary 2008-2014 



Given the impact on our curriculum, is taking a 
temporary higher draw from the endowment a 
feasible option? 

3 

�  The Board’s Stewardship Responsibility. 
�  Overview of  the Current Endowment Draw Policy. 

�  The Board of  Trustees authorized an additional draw 
of  $4 million from an estate gift over the past two 
years.   

�  By the end of  this year that $4 million will be gone 
and so will the $200,000 in annual income we would 
have expected from this source for the life of  the 
University. 



4 

•  It only makes sense to take an additional draw on 
the endowment when you believe you can make 
the permanent adjustments relatively quickly to 
balance the budget.  Otherwise, you have to keep 
taking the additional draw to meet recurring 
obligations. 

•  Additional draws over an extended period signal 
to external constituencies that an organization is 
desperate. 

Given the impact on our curriculum, is taking a 
temporary higher draw from the endowment a 
feasible option? (continued) 



5 

What are the assumptions that would support any 
budget for NTR from incoming students that is 
above $10.6 million?  The current year’s 
unanticipated shortage. 

•  We have not set an NTR target for next year.  We have 
done an analysis of  what it would take to balance the 
budget over the next four years and provide modest 
increases in compensation.  That analysis suggests 
that $11.3 million in NTR would be required. 

•  We are making adjustments for next year in light of  
last year’s experience that we expect to have a positive 
impact. 

•  We also are making several changes in the admissions 
and financial aid process geared toward increasing 
applications, admitted students, and deposits. 



6 

What plans are there to increase applicant interest 
and yield? (i.e., perhaps more details on some of 
the items listed in the HRC slide presentation) 

•  Student Search Campaign Adjustment Increased 
Inquiries from 5,000 to 10,000. 

•  12,000 Higher Affinity Inquiries Going Through an 
Inquiry to Application Campaign by RuffaloCODY. 

•  Collaboration with New Oriental to Help Expand 
International Recruitment. 

•  Continued Impact of  Lacrosse Recruiting. 
•  Enhanced Open House Program. 

•  Targeted Financial Aid. 
•  Applications Running 20% Ahead of  Last Year. 
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What’s with the $800,000 deficit that was quickly and 
quietly explained away?  What were the sources of the gap 
as well as the inflows that supposedly took care of the 
problem? 

Budgeted NTR     $41,932,626 

Actual NTR     $41,238,906 

NTR Deficit             ($693,720) 

Housing Income Budget          $7,461,806 

Housing Income Actual          $7,216,737 

Housing Deficit                 ($245,069) 

Study Abroad Budget      $1,437,090 

Study Abroad Actual        $1,332,452 

Study Abroad Savings         $104,638 

Budget Shortfall                 ($834,151) 
 

Savings 

Reductions for FY16 made in FY15              $514,000 

Salary/Benefits Savings: VSEP positions         $125,000 

Property/Casualty Insurance Rebate                $200,000 

Total Savings            $839,000 
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Are there academic areas/programs that we should 
consider adding (and if so, based on what criteria)?  Are 
there academic areas/programs that we could/should 
consider dropping or scaling back (and, if so, based on 
what criteria)? 

•  Both the Board of  Trustees and the administration believe 
that curricular decisions rest with the faculty.   

•  We remain hopeful that the Strategic Curricular Plan being 
developed by CUPP will establish a process for adjusting 
the size of  the faculty in relation to the number of  students 
on campus and will define curricular objectives that should 
take priority in making appointments to the faculty in the 
future. 

•  The size of  the faculty appears to be adequate in relation to 
the size of  the student population.  
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Unless the Board can raise some significant amounts of 
money in a short period, the university's curriculum will 
need to be seriously realigned and major changes made to 
its tenure track and adjunct budget allocations…. How can 
the faculty get the Board to focus on fund-raising that will 
be tied directly to delivering the curriculum? 

•  Of the $141 million raised during the campaign, only 
$30 million was directed to facilities. 

•  $67 million was raised for the endowment and the bulk 
of  that total is unrestricted. 

•  $36 million in unrestricted gifts. 
•  Increasing the size of  the endowment, particularly the 

unrestricted endowment, and the Wesleyan Fund are 
the best two ways to support the faculty and the 
curriculum. 

•  Donor Interest in Funding Operating Costs. 
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What happened to the Oakbrook Retreat's 
commitment to human resources?...What does the 
Board plan to do about this problem? 

•  The Board’s Stewardship Responsibility. 
•  There are three main sources of  revenue for the 

University: tuition ($77M or 83%), endowment income 
($10M or 10%), and the Wesleyan Fund ($3.6M or 4%).  

•  There are limits on our ability to increase tuition. 
•  The Board works hard to increase endowment 

performance and challenges the development office to 
meet Wesleyan Fund goals. 

•  The Board embraces the AAUP goal for faculty salaries 
- recognizes that progress toward that goal can only be 
achieved to the extent that the budget permits. 
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The faculty recognizes that the University faces on-going 
budget challenges and also that health-care costs will 
continue to rise…. What timeline does the Board envision 
for restoration of the retirement benefit and for substantial 
progress to be made in returning faculty salaries to the 80th 
percentile benchmark? 

•  The immediate goal has been to identify the remaining $700K 
out of  the $2.1M reduction target for FY15-16 while 
sustaining a 11:1 student to faculty ratio. 

•  Once that is done, and assuming we satisfy other budget 
assumptions (e.g., NTR, endowment income, and Wesleyan 
Fund income), we can turn our attention to increasing 
compensation. 

•  The BOT embraces the compensation goal as identified in the 
strategic plan, IWU 2020. 

•  It is too early in the transition to the NTR model to make 
compensation promises for the future.  These decisions will 
have to be made year-to-year. 



What is the Board's plan to rebuild compensation 
rates and to increase support for delivery of the 
curriculum?  
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•  A serious analysis of  endowment growth needs to include a 
perspective that goes back further than the last five years.  

•  The endowment constitutes about 10% of  the operating budget of  
the University; thus looking to the growth of  this source of  revenue 
in comparison to salary increases is not very useful.  If  the 
endowment increases by 10% in a year, the increase in income the 
following year is $250,000, equivalent to about 0.5% increase in 
compensation if  all of  the money was reserved for that purpose.  

•  The Board of  Trustees embraces the importance of  making 
meaningful improvements in compensation.  That aspiration, 
however, has to be moderated by the realities of  the budget 
environment we currently face.  

•  Future Curricular Adjustments. 
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