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Faculty Council Meeting 
November 11, 2019 
MAI 212 at 2:15 PM 

 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Let’s go ahead and call the meeting to order. It’s great to visit with everybody as always. We do 
have a long agenda here. So, welcome to all students, staff, faculty, and administrators who are 
members of Faculty Council. Welcome to guests of Faculty Council. As I begin today’s 
business, I want to offer a few reminders. When you speak, please use the microphone and 
identify yourself by name and affiliation from however you—from whatever vantage point 
you’re speaking so we can get those for the minutes and for the discussion. We follow Robert’s 
Rules of Order, more or less, so please don’t speak without being recognized by the chair. If 
you’re a guest and would like to speak either ask for permission from the chair or ask another 
Faculty Council member to have a motion from the floor to do so. If there are a lot of questions 
or comments from the floor, I’ll favor calling on those who haven’t spoken yet over those who 
have. As always, and hopefully in every setting, please make sure your remarks are focused on 
the matter at hand, succinct, professional, and respectful. Our first order of business today is the 
report from the secretary of the General Faculty pro tem, Charlotte Canning. 
 
Charlotte Canning, Past Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Theatre and Dance  
Thank you, Brian, and as a reminder, I’m standing in for Secretary Alan Friedman. Since the last 
secretary’s report, the report of the memorial resolution committee for Ralph W. Cain has been 
submitted and Professor Fenves appointed a memorial resolution committee for Evan Kyba from 
Chemistry. There has been one change in membership to Faculty Council, Amy Beebe 
representing Staff Council is, has replaced Kimberley Sullivan, who has left UT. Amy, are you 
here today? Welcome. Thank you very much.  
 
Proposed changes have been approved in five degree programs in the McCombs School of 
Business, twenty-five in the College of Natural Sciences, and two in Nursing. Nonsubstantive 
changes in three other sections of the Undergraduate Catalog of the McCombs School of 
Business, and five of the College of Natural Sciences have also been approved. The Provost has 
approved the proposal to create a Bachelor of Arts degree program and a Bachelor of Science 
degree program in Informatics in the School of Information and will transmit it to UT System by 
the first of February. Items currently under review in the Provost’s office include the proposed 
deletion of the Iberian and Latin American Literatures, Cultures, and Linguistics minor and the 
Middle Islamic Studies minor and the creation of a Spanish minor, proposals to create seven 
minors and certificates in the McCombs School of Business and delete six certificates, and a 
proposal to change the Bachelor of Science in Nutrition degree program, and create a Quantum 
Information Science certificate. Legislation under review by the Faculty Council to be voted on 
today includes updates to the core curriculum lists for 2020-21 school year, and in the School of 
Undergraduate Studies for 2020-20…2020 to 2022, a proposal to change the International 
Business major in the Bachelor of Business Administration degree program in the McCombs 
School of Business and the proposed University definition of plagiarism.  
 
Are we doing the minutes? Should I—okay. A moment before we have the communication with 
the President, the minutes were provided to you. Do I hear any corrections to the minutes? Thank 
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you. Can I get a vote to approve the minutes? All in favor of accepting the minutes as posted on 
the Faculty Council website, please say “aye.”  
 
Audience: Aye 
 
Opposed? Abstentions? Thank you. The minutes are approved as posted. 
 
[4:35] 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Next up is communication with the President. We have a number of things President Fenves 
would like to say, and there’s one submitted question, as well, in advance. 
 
Greg Fenves, President 
I’m not there. Not ready yet. So, thank you, Brian. Good afternoon, everybody. Brian asked me 
to talk about a couple topics, but before I get into those just want to mention two things since 
Faculty Council last met. I’m sure everybody heard the wonderful news that John Goodenough 
in the Department of Mechanical Engineering and Electrical and Computer Engineering received 
the Nobel Prize for Chemistry for 2019 for his fundamental work on chemistry that led to the 
lithium ion battery which is, I’m sure, in everybody’s pocket here in this room, and John is the 
oldest person to ever receive the Nobel Prize at age ninety-seven. So, it’s a great testament. He’ll 
be travelling with a delegation from UT to Stockholm for the Nobel Prize ceremony on 
December 10. If you want to applaud again. 
 
Audience applause 
 
And I think everybody may have seen—or most people should have seen the announcement 
Saturday for, of the Moody foundation donating 130 million dollars to UT. It will help us build 
the new arena and event center for basketball, but it will also be the city of Austin, really, event 
center. It’ll be a premier center for community events and concerts and other events. And very 
importantly it will allow us once completed to make way, the Erwin center will, has lived its 
useful life, and we’ll be able to begin planning for phase two of expansion of Dell Medical 
School on the Erwin center site.  
 
So, Brian asked me to talk about several topics: the tuition-setting process, the diversity 
statement for the University, the recent student protests related to Title IX cases, and Latinx 
faculty concerns. So, let me go through those, and I’ve got as much time as you have, but I have 
to leave at 3:30. So, I’ll ask Brian to manage the clock on that.  
 
Tuition-setting process—the Board of Regents has the authority to set tuition for the University 
of Texas. That was, the legislature gave that board the authority in 2003. In 2005, the University 
rolled all the fees, and there had been a considerable number of fees, into a flat rate tuition, and 
since then, essentially every two years, there had been a tuition-setting process. Some of you 
may recall that we would form a tuition policy advisory committee called TPAC that would 
involve administration, faculty, staff. There would be public forums on a proposed tuition 
increase, feedback from the community. I would—the President would formally submit a tuition 
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proposal to the board. The board would typically vote on tuition at their February board meeting. 
Last spring, the Board of Regents changed the process. They actually changed it to a way that 
most universities run where the Board of Regents sets the tuition, and so that’s why we haven’t 
had a TPAC, although some of the colleges in working with the deans have had a CTBAC 
[College Tuition Budget Advisory Committee] process that looks at priorities within each school 
or college. The regents’ agenda for this week at their November board meeting has been posted, 
and they have an agenda item on tuition. So, we’re expecting that at this board meeting the 
regents will set the tuition for the next two years for the University of Texas. We have, in our 
normal give-and-take, our normal communication with the system, provided financial 
information, but they wanted to reserve that decision-making about what the tuition should be for 
the next two years. So, we will find out what that decision is, I expect, by Thursday of this week. 
 
One thing that’s very clear with our new Texas Advance Commitment and the expansion of it 
beginning in fall of 2020, we’re very clear that that Texas Advance Commitment includes tuition 
increases. In other words, if there is an increase in tuition it’ll have no effect on the net tuition for 
any student that qualifies for the Texas Advance Commitment. So, that’s item one. Do you want 
to take questions on any of these or just me to keep going through them? Keep going? Okay. 
 
[09:20} 
 
Let me talk about the diversity statement for the University, and the final version, that diversity 
statement, is on the screen if you want to read it, if you haven’t read it. But let me preface this 
with the comment or comment on the Distinguished Alumnus Award which took place Friday 
evening. So, the Texas Exes award the Distinguished Alumnus Award once a year and had a 
wonderful ceremony on Friday evening at the Alumni Center. And one of the recipients of the 
DAA was Colonel Leon Holland. Colonel Holland was one of the, was in the first class of 
African American undergraduate students that were admitted to the University of Texas in 1956. 
Had a, when after graduating he had, I think, a twenty or twenty-five year career in the US Army 
and then distinguished service in the state of Texas and has been retired for a number of years. I 
got to know Colonel Holland actually before I became President and have stayed in touch with 
him. But what was important about his recognition of Colonel Holland Friday night is he talked 
about his experience of being in that first class of African-American undergraduate students at 
the University of Texas. And while the University had allowed, had admitted the students for the 
first time, the residence halls were segregated. The stores and the restaurants on the drag were 
segregated, and he was part of the civil rights protests that took place at that time to provide full 
inclusion of all students, especially those like African American students who had been 
excluded. It was very poignant at that ceremony because we were doing it at the Alumni Center, 
and they had showed a slide in the preview of the video of Colonel Holland that, because he 
could not live in University residences, that black male students had to live in a barracks that had 
formerly housed soldiers during World War II, which had ended a decade earlier. And it was 
very poignant in that audience, those barracks that he had lived in were the site of the Alumni 
Center. So, isn’t that an incredible story to come full circle that he’s receiving a Distinguished 
Alumnus Award on the very site that he had to live in segregated housing, 1956.  
 
So, I use that as prelude to the importance of diversity and inclusion at The University of Texas, 
and especially our history. And you’ll see the statement that was very important to me that our 
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statement as a University also recognized—that the statement recognizes the history of this 
University of being a segregated University for more than half its history, more than seventy 
years of a 136-year-old institution as a special obligation and a special responsibility to, for 
diversity and inclusion in the University. The first part of the statement is the actual statement. I 
think it was important for a number of reasons. This is the first official statement of the 
University on diversity. It was done in a collaboration with the Provost’s office, DDCE [Division 
of Diversity and Community Engagement], Dean of Students, and number of other, Faculty 
Council. In coming up with this, many of these statements won’t satisfy everybody, but I think 
this is an important statement to make. And it is in several locations on our website. In addition, 
we, there was a policy and a legal reason to do this, and being successful in our affirmative 
action case in the US Supreme Court in 2016. The Supreme Court ruling, while finding our use 
of race and ethnicity as a factor in admission was constitutional, also did place on us and any 
other institution that uses race and ethnicity as a factor in admission an obligation to show that it, 
there’s a continuing need to do that, and one of the anchors for that is a statement by the 
University of what we’re trying to accomplish, why diversity is important to the University. And 
so that was another, aside from the importance of it for the University, a policy statement, there 
was also a legal reason to have this diversity statement. So, I don’t know if there are any 
questions or comments on this. Okay. 
 
[14:22] 
 
So, over the past couple of weeks, there have been some pretty significant and vocal student 
protests around the handling of Title IX cases. This all falls within Title IX prohibitions against 
sex discrimination, but it’s primarily a focus on misconduct by faculty with, related to students 
and sexual misconduct related to students. And so the, this is a very critical issue. This is not a 
new issue for us. In 2017, we had a significant survey of sexual misconduct and sexual assault on 
campus. That was the CLASE [Cultivating Learning and Safe Environments] survey. In spring 
of 2017, the data on that were released. This is a survey of our students at the University of 
Texas, and I’d like to remind the Faculty Council some of the results of that survey where it was 
reported through the survey instrument 13%—13% of graduate and professional school women 
said they experienced crude sexual harassment perpetrated by a staff or faculty member with 
30% of the women students experiencing sexist gender harassment, and 5% unwanted sexual 
attention harassment. So, this has been a significant problem for a very long time, before 2017. 
This was a comprehensive survey of our students, and we all have to work together to eliminate 
it.  
 
So, there are a couple factors on this. One is how we do the investigations. What is the due 
process? What are the procedural aspects? We’ll put that in one category. But if we get to, I 
think, the crux of what the real issues are is what are our policies? And our policies on sexual 
misconduct in the Handbook of Operating Procedures is a very broad range from verbal 
harassment all the way to non-consensual sex and assault, and that fits into one category of 
sexual misconduct. And so, how to we understand that? How do we break that down? The 
second issue is what is, after due process and investigation and due process, and there are 
findings of violation of institutional rules related to sexual misconduct, what are the right 
disciplinary actions? And what the students or many of the students protesting would like to see 
as the appropriate disciplinary action is termination, that a violation of sexual misconduct 
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policies results in termination. So, we have some serious work to do working with the faculty 
and the Faculty Council. What is the right level of disciplinary action when there is a finding of 
violating the rules? And the third issue was how do we communicate violations? So, currently 
our policy is once there has been a finding, once discipline has been imposed, we don’t 
communicate it. Now, the results of that investigation are subject to open records request, and of 
course we comply with all valid and legal open records requests. And so much of the information 
including the details of the investigation and the names of the faculty member are available in the 
public record through open records request. So, they can be on the Daily Texan website. They 
can be in social media. They can be on other forms of media. And so we have a question that we 
will need to address as the university, as the employer, what is our responsibility, or what is our 
obligation for making names available to students when they register for a class? When they 
register for a class for Professor Name, should they see any record of violations of University 
rules, especially relating to sexual misconduct?  
 
So, those are the important issues that are coming to the forefront now. They’re not new issues, 
but they’re coming to the forefront with the students engaged on this question. And in many 
ways it’s a very appropriate engagement. I think there’s some of the student protesters that are 
going over the line in terms of some of these issues, but I won’t go into details here on that. So, 
as a result of this and the recent SB 212 law, which we have discussed here at Faculty Council 
before, which goes into effective on September, excuse me, January first in terms of the 
penalties, it will have two effects. Number one, there are penalties for not reporting, so we expect 
reports to go up. Number two, SB 212 does require a, the University, I think on a quarterly basis, 
I’ve got my lawyers back there so they’ll correct me if I say something really wrong, on a 
quarterly basis, or a regular basis, I should say, listing the number of findings by various 
categories of sexual misconduct policies for the University. And it's more detailed than we have 
provided as a University, so we will have to do that to comply with SB 212. Those will be 
available on our website, and I have to send a report to the legislature on a regular basis of 
violations of our sexual misconduct policies. So, with all of that happening and then expecting 
changes in the US Department of Education rules and regulations related to Title IX itself, Title 
IX of the Higher Education Authorization—Higher Education Act, we have decided working 
with Jim Davis, our Vice President for Legal Affairs, Maurie McInnis, our Provost, and Soncia 
Reagins-Lilly, Vice President Dean of Students, we really needed to take a fresh look at all of 
these factors related to sexual misconduct across campus, but there will be a focus on faculty and 
staff in terms of policies, procedures, communication as a result of all of this. So, we will also be 
looking at how other universities, peer universities, have been dealing with these issues, again, 
on policies, procedures, communication and the level of disciplinary action. So, that’s the current 
status. I think, Jim, we’ll expect to make an announcement in a week or so of the team you’re 
putting together. And then there’ll be a working group that Maurie will be convening. I think 
you’re convening it, right? A working group with, including student leadership on these issues so 
we can begin this process, and it’s going to require all of us to work together.  
 
But my final point is this is an important, this is something the faculty have to pay attention to. 
This behavior is unacceptable. It’s occurring too much here, and it has got to be dealt with. And 
so how we do that at the department level, at the school or college level, at the University level, 
is something that we must face, and these issues of procedures and the policies, these issues of 
the discipline, of the communication, are part of that, but the real issue is the culture change 
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when faculty are interacting, engaging with students in an educational environment. Okay? So, 
see if there are any questions or comments on that. Yes? 
 
[22:31] 
 
Norma Fowler, Professor, Integrative Biology 
Norma Fowler, Integrative Biology. I’m really glad you mentioned communication as one of the 
things that you’re looking at. I want to say just real briefly a couple of things. First of all, a 
colleague of mine, a faculty colleague of mine, explored the possibility of using the open records 
act, and the costs that were quoted to him by the University were ridiculously high, just 
completely impossible. If The Statesman has deep enough pockets, great, but that’s not a 
solution. The other thing is that I see a level of fear for, you’ve seen this too if you’ve seen 
protestors, I don’t know the protestors, I’m talking about students in my own college, and I know 
they’re not your protestors, but hysteria, fear, I’ve been told as if it was truth by one of the 
women that the University never investigates anything. What happens is we never tell them 
anything at all because the lawyers say no. HIPAA [Health Insurance Portability and 
Accountability Act], FERPA [Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act], you name it. No. I 
think we’re going to have to, if we’re going to bring down the level of fear, somehow we have to 
act more like victim services than we do like a law firm, and I urge you to think about how can 
we communicate that we do take this seriously, we are investigating incidents, discipline, you 
know, we do investigate, we do discipline when appropriate, etcetera, etcetera. If we don’t 
communicate that not just—we don’t even communicate that in most cases to the complainant. 
They don’t even know what disciplinary action was applied, at least one of the ones I talked to 
don’t. But as long as the other students—these are graduate students mostly—don’t think that 
anything’s being done, we’re not going to change this very, very big morale problem. So, I urge 
you to get past just what the lawyers are doing. Think victim’s services, don’t think law. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Professor Fowler, thank you. I forgot if you introduced yourself when you got up to the mic. I 
don’t know. Did she? She did. Thank you. Good. 
 
Greg Fenves, President 
So, I’ve got my lawyers staring at me, so they’re really watching what I’m saying now. So, there 
certainly are, we have legal obligations. There are privacy rights, and we need to certainly 
respect those, but part of the issue of communication is what are the faculty expectations? So, the 
communication will be about violations of faculty, violations by faculty. So, we have to 
understand how that works. So, faculty member violates a policy. Is that permanently on a 
website at The University of Texas that they had violated this policy in the year 2019 and 
they’ve got another twenty/thirty-year career. They may leave, and we still keep it—leave the 
University, we’ll still keep it on our website. So, these are very serious issues about how do we, 
what is the proper level of communication when there is disciplinary action. So, I understand 
what you’re saying, Professor Fowler. The solutions are going to require us all work together, 
and these are not legal issues. These are really policy issues of how we handle this. Did I get that 
right, Jim? Okay. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
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We’ll also have a follow-up discussion on December ninth when Adriana Alicea Rodriguez 
comes back to speak to us about the implementation of some of these issues. We’ll have reports 
from the internal working group, and there’ll be an external firm hired as well. Is there any one 
last question on this?  
 
Greg Fenves, President 
And—I know you want to—let me, can I just add one more thing? I think the level of discipline 
is also related to communication. You know, what is the right disciplinary action up to and 
including termination that we need to look at, and so part of the communication is not just what 
was the result—the result was this, is, is it the right result? And I think that has been a change in 
this university. I think it’s been a change in society. I think it’s been a beneficial change in 
society that we’re much more aware and open about sexual misconduct, and we are going to 
have to calibrate what is the appropriate level of discipline when there is a finding of violating 
policy. It will depend on the facts that will be defensible when it gets grieved, and some of you 
will be on those grievance committees when it gets grieved, that we as a faculty have that 
responsibility to make sure the disciplinary level is the right level and it is sustained through all 
the processes we have to protect tenure and academic freedom. Yes? 
 
[28:00] 
 
Jonathan Sessler, Professor, Chemistry 
Jonathan Sessler, Chemistry. Maybe this is already in the implementation stage, but engaging 
with protest leaders, to have them directly involved in the policy manipulation or construction 
may be a way to give the community a sense that they’re being heard before this is all 
implemented. 
 
Greg Fenves, President 
Yeah. Maurie, would you like to say a few words in response to Professor Sessler? Because the 
Provost has been the one engaging with the student leaders.  
 
Maurie McInnis, Executive Vice-President and Provost 
So, Maurie McInnis, Provost. We met last Friday, not last Friday, the Friday before that, with the 
students who had organized the first protest, and we had representatives there from OIE [Office 
of Inclusion and Equity], from Legal, from Faculty Council, Brian joined us, from the Provost’s 
office, and we had a very good conversation helping them, sorry, and Student Government was 
there as well. We had a very good, I think, and constructive conversation pointing exactly to 
what you were talking about earlier which is their lack of understanding of our processes and 
how things work. And it is very clear that most of the students on our campus don’t understand 
that, and at the very least we must do a better job of just helping them even understand where to 
report, how to report. We have I don’t know twenty to fifty different places that you can make a 
report, and that alone is enormously confusing. And then our students have no idea what the 
process is like beyond that. So, we had a great initial conversation. That initial conversation is 
being followed by another meeting this Friday. We are going to begin discussing what are some 
of the issues that the internal working group wants to take on and discuss, and so that pathway 
will be moving forward, of our engagement with those individuals. We still have some other 
students who are protesting, as the President was saying, at what I think is really going, is 
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stepping across a line of appropriate calls for what they are asking for, and we don’t actually 
know who those students are and we’re not engaged with them. But we will remain engaged with 
student government leadership and with the people who initially organized the first protest.  
 
Greg Fenves, President 
And I want to recognize Camron and Amie, Student Government President and Vice President in 
being so thoughtful as we go through this process. So, thank you, both of you leaders of Student 
Government. Okay. 
 
Alright, the other issue is Latinx faculty concerns. I think almost everybody here is aware of a 
recent report that was compiled by a number of our faculty and others not directly affiliated with 
the University pointing out inequities among Latinx faculty in salary, compensation, endowment 
appointments, and leadership positions, also a very serious concern. Several years ago, Provost 
McInnis had formed a Council for Racial and Ethnic Equity and Diversity, that’s the CREED 
committee in the Provost’s office with representation of faculty across campus, and some of the 
members of, authors of that report are also on CREED. CREED recently completed a first-phase 
of a study on Latinx faculty, and that was completed in, early this year—in May of this year, and 
it was very similar to some of the, some of the results in this independent report. There were 
some differences especially in interpretations of data, but there clearly are inequity issues. This 
is, sad to say, not the first time we have faced this. We went through this with women’s equity. 
There had been a study in African American salary equity issues. That has been very important 
as we’ve addressed these issues over time, and the Latinx faculty are the next ones, is the next 
phase that we are working on. And so, you’ve put together a working group on, is that correct on, 
not quite yet. CREED is continuing to work, and you’re engaging the schools and colleges on 
their, in their activities on diversity. I think most of our schools and colleges now have a chief 
diversity officer, the titles vary somewhat from school to school and the council, especially the 
larger colleges, have a council, and CREED will be working through this information very, very 
diligently. So, we’re very aware of the issues that were brought forward in this independent 
report. Okay, yes? 
 
Alberto Martinez, Professor, History 
Thank you, President Fenves. Alberto Martinez, Department of History. I wanted to enter this 
into the record of Faculty Council. Eight days ago, as some of you may know, the editors of the 
Austin-American Statesman urgently complained about what they call “the woeful 
underrepresentation of Hispanic faculty at UT Austin,” the lack of equal pay for Hispanic faculty 
and what they call “stunningly low number of Hispanic deans and department chairs.” Statesman 
called upon UT to make clear in both words and deeds that there will be equal pay and 
employment opportunities for Hispanic faculty. As principle spokesman for UT, will you make a 
public statement in writing about the importance of equity for Hispanic faculty in particular?  
 
Greg Fenves, President 
We will certainly work on that. As I said, we have been addressing equity issues, a long history 
of equity issues at this university, and we are committed to doing that for Latinx faculty.  
 
Alberto Martinez, Professor, History 
Thank you. 
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[34:20] 
 
Greg Fenves, President 
Okay. Well, you have some—there was a question submitted. So, I’m—are you trying to get me 
out of here? Okay, so, there was a question submitted related to food waste and composting. And 
so you can read the question here. I’ll try to be brief in my response. Although Austin has gone 
to separating materials to separate out compost and materials, just the nature of our waste 
treatment as a University is quite different than residents. We estimate about forty percent of our 
landfill and recycling is compostable material, so it is pretty significant, but it’s not uniformly 
distributed across the campus. Housing and dining, which is the largest source of compostable 
waste, has been composting for many years, diverting hundreds of tons a year. But they’re 
primarily from the kitchens and the food preparation areas. Unions has been moving towards 
composting, but because of the nature of the food service there with vendors it’s a little bit 
different than housing and dining. But they know that the current signage and packaging and 
procedures are pretty inconsistent and are working on making that clearer. Athletics shifted their 
vendors to compostable and recyclable materials and sports venues many years ago. At a typical 
football game, they’re composting about 5,300 pounds of food and diverting—I mean they’re 
recycling, using 5,300 pounds of food to go to non-profits in Austin for people in need and 
diverting fifty tons of composting martials every home football game. And similar things but not 
quite those numbers at other sporting events. So, it is something we’re taking seriously, but it is 
done through, the function is quite different then in terms of sorting waste at your individual 
home. I hope that addresses the question. Thank you. 
 
Audience: applause 
 
[36:47] 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Okay, I’ll try to keep my comments really brief. President Fenves covered a lot of ground. It was 
excellent. To update you, there’s the Higher-Ed Coordinating Board is drafting policies to 
implement Senate Bill 212 on the reporting requirements that we’re facing, and the penalties go 
into effect on January first. So, the Higher-Ed Coordinating Board released a draft of the 
implementation policies on November first. We’re in the thirty-day comment period. Ms. 
Adriana Alicea Rodriguez, our Title IX Coordinator, is coordinating a committee for this which 
includes students, staff, faculty, and administrators to review these policies. If you have concerns 
yourselves, I would direct them directly to Ms. Alicea Rodriguez. Reporting misconduct: so, as 
President Fenves said, we are seeing more reporting both in student violations of interpersonal 
conduct policies and faculty—and reporting of faculty/staff violations. The President announced 
last week the University will hire three new full-time investigators for the Office of Inclusion 
and Equity to investigate faculty and staff violations. On the meeting that Provost McInnis 
mentioned, a couple of things to add to that. The meeting was pretty, very productive on 
November first. Some of the things that came out of that is to be clear that if faculty members or 
allegations of criminal misconduct, the University refers those matters to the UT Police 
Department. The President is very clear that he will terminate, he will proceed or initiate 
termination proceedings against faculty members who are proven to be a threat in the classroom. 
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Provost McInnis also mentioned that since 2018, eleven faculty members have proven to be in 
violation of the University’s sexual misconduct policies, resulting in two terminations of tenured 
faculty, three non-renewals of non-tenure-track faculty, and sanctions on the remaining six.  
 
For graduate student compensation, there’s been a lot of student protest, and activity, and 
motions, I think from Graduate Assembly—Graduate Student Assembly, and Graduate 
Assembly has talked about this quite a bit. I met with the organizers of Underpaid at UT, and 
when I met with them I was brought up the fact that we passed a resolution in 2010 in February 
nine years ago on supporting a living wage for TAs, RAs, and AIs from Faculty Council. Last 
May our executive committees for Faculty Council and Graduate Assembly issued a joint 
statement encouraging chairs, deans, the Provost, and other upper administrators to move 
expeditiously to a solution that allows graduate students to focus on their work and not financial 
worries. The College of Pharmacy has a minimum graduate TA/RA salary that exceeds a living 
wage. Engineering will be there next year, and I think the College of Natural Sciences is there as 
well. My own department in Engineering is paying above a living wage.  
 
Workday, that was a big issue a couple months ago. It still is an issue with spring appointments 
happening and fall appointments not too far away, so CFO Darrell Bazzell and Associate Vice 
President Dana Chapman have produced a document outlining the improvements for Workday 
for both spring and for fall. And they are going to implement mass hiring, which means allowing 
multiple people to be appointed at one time on one form which the current system does not allow 
and the old system did. 
 
I conclude here with some remarks on diversity, equity, and inclusion. I heard President Fenves’s 
remarks. We have always a long way to go at the University and we make progress as we go. In 
the handouts today I included a handout from our council for LGBTQ access, equity, and 
inclusion, about events that happened seventy-five years ago this month. This involved 
discrimination against LGBTQ folks in our community and the subsequent firing of President 
Homer Rainey by the UT Board of Regents, so it’s an interesting piece of history to be aware of. 
As you heard, there is very well—very long and well-researched Hispanic Equity Report, and I 
attended the CREED meeting on Friday where Professor Alberto Martinez reviewed that 
document, and we’re going to meet with folks from that committee that drafted the document on 
Friday as part of our executive committee meeting. So, I encourage you to read that Hispanic 
Equity Report if you haven’t already done so. Next up is the report from our chair elect, 
Professor Anthony Brown. 
 
[41:32] 
 
Anthony Brown, Faculty Council Chair Elect and Professor, Curriculum and Instruction 
Anthony Brown, chair elect, Curriculum and Instruction. I’m going to give a couple points 
related to some context for today’s vote related to my role as chair for the task force, I’m sorry, 
for the Committee for Undergraduate Curriculum Changes, and then I’ll give you a little bit of 
context to what I’m doing with the task force. First, the Faculty Council reviews, we propose a 
faculty proposal or a proposal from a college based on four criteria. The first is a proposal which 
C-3 cannot come to a consensus. The second is creating a new degree program, and proposals 
requiring provost approval. And lastly proposals requiring UT System or the coordinating board 
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approval, so those are the four conditions. So, we brought the vote for the McCombs School of 
Business proposal to the Faculty Council for the first one which is we were not able to come up 
with a consensus. We, the committee had an opportunity to hear arguments to support and 
against the proposal from members of the McCombs School of Business and from the College of 
Liberal Arts, and we concluded that we just didn’t have enough information to make a 
conclusive or decision on the proposal, so we brought it, the C-3 committee decided to refer the 
proposal to Faculty Council for discussion and vote. So, I know that decision will be made today. 
Also, in regards to the task force, we’ve decided to create two subcommittees that will target 
specific areas related to trauma-informed pedagogy and the difficult dialogues. That will give 
focused attention to members of that task force that have expertise in those areas. We will 
convene, and we’re trying to convene at different periods related to those subcommittees and 
then as a whole task force with the idea of coming up with a kind of a creative way in which to 
convey the information rather than it just sitting in a document that we eventually will have to 
present in the spring of next year. I think that’s it. 
 
[43:55] 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Okay, so our first report from our General Faculty, colleges, schools, and committees would be a 
new definition, a University-wide definition of plagiarism. If I can call Professor Sharon Horner. 
This comes from one of our faculty standing committees, C-11 on research policy. 
 
Sharon Horner, Professor and Associate Dean for Research, Nursing; Chair, Research 
Policy Committee 
Okay. Good morning. Or afternoon. So, the Research Policy Committee charge included the 
need—okay—the need to discuss the lack of an official University definition of plagiarism. 
That’s the task we had, and it seems that we don’t have an official definition which has 
contributed to some difficulties in enforcement. It’s not that there aren’t definitions out there. It’s 
just they aren’t official. So, the committee worked all last year and just into the beginning of this 
year. I would like to thank the committee. This is the committee we have. I have identified 
people who went off last year who were on it for the full year and our new people coming on. I 
would like to thank and recognize Dr. Noel-Busch Armendariz because she truly led this thing 
last year.  
 
And the definition. Is this plagiarism? “Occurs when a person represents another’s material as 
their own work without proper attribution.” We did come up with footnotes about what other 
materials are, a footnote for what proper attribution was, and we had this point in here that came 
back. This definition in its life course was vetted by many, many offices and people, and one of 
the concerns that came back was when a student used their own graded work for another class 
and what do we do about that. And so that’s one of the bullet points in there. These footnotes are 
written as just tight paragraphs. I’ve just divided them up for ease in finding the pieces.  
 
Enforcement. Enforcement is by the Office of the Vice President for Research if it’s research and 
misconduct, but the dean of students is responsible for administering it in terms of student 
conduct and academic integrity, because that question came up. It’s to be widely applied across 
faculty, students, staff, in education, training, and mentoring. We did put in our references, 
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because this definition is very similar to definitions on other sites, and we did not want to be 
accused of plagiarizing the definition on plagiarism. There, a question did come up about this 
thing about collaborations and plagiarism and using work that you were part of the team that 
created it, and so this is the University stance on this, that yes, it’s very difficult to parse out who 
owns what in a collaboration. And if the collaboration was done, it’s seen as joint ownership and 
more a matter of not plagiarism but clarification and so forth. And that would be the University’s 
term. Okay. That’s it. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Do we have any questions? Professor Sadun. 
 
Lorenzo Sadun, Professor, Mathematics 
Hi. Lorenzo Sadun, Mathematics. I’m just a little confused by the definition. That is plagiarism 
is presenting somebody’s work as your own without proper attribution, what would presenting 
somebody else’s work as your own with proper attribution mean? 
 
Sharon Horner, Professor and Associate Dean for Research, Nursing; Chair, Research 
Policy Committee 
With proper attribution? 
 
Lorenzo Sadun, Professor, Mathematics 
Yes, what would it mean to present somebody else’s work as your own with proper attribution. 
That sounds like a contradiction in terms. 
 
Sharon Horner, Professor and Associate Dean for Research, Nursing; Chair, Research 
Policy Committee 
This is, if you were going to present another’s work, what it’s talking about is not giving 
attribution. 
 
Lorenzo Sadun, Professor, Mathematics 
Right, no, clearly if you don’t give attribution, that’s bad. If you present somebody else’s work 
as your own, that’s bad. But if you present somebody else’s work as your own, by definition, you 
haven’t given proper attribution. Making it a definition that says “plagiarism is doing this and 
this” when “this” necessarily includes “this” just feels like an awkward definition.  
 
Sharon Horner, Professor and Associate Dean for Research, Nursing; Chair, Research 
Policy Committee 
Okay. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Professor Sadun, I think it’s just, this is just a definition that can be used later in other policies, 
so that kind of clarification can be done in another situation or context, I suppose, right? This is 
just a definition and nothing more. It’s not a policy. It’s a starting point. Okay. 
 
D. Lynn Rew, Professor, Nursing 
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Hi. I’m Lynn Rew from Nursing, as you know. What about the fact that some people or some 
places, some organization, consider proper attribution, say for example the APA format whereas 
some others don’t consider that. They consider something else, and sometimes those methods of 
proper attribution are different. And they are different from what the student services office and 
the dean of students offices holds as a definition of plagiarism. That puts the faculty in a 
precarious position. Did you all address that?  
 
Sharon Horner, Professor and Associate Dean for Research, Nursing; Chair, Research 
Policy Committee 
What we were to do was come up with a definition for the University as the official definition, 
and then the application of that is by those offices. In terms of proper attribution, we have in here 
that there’s a great deal of variety in terms of the discipline and cites for what you’re doing. It’s 
just you must enable people to know what pieces you’re using from other sources. 
 
D. Lynn Rew, Professor, Nursing 
Okay, so what should we do when our school holds a certain type as the regular one that would 
be used in that school and the student violates it and then you get it all the way up to the Office 
of the Dean of Students and they say “oh, that’s not the University’s position.” 
 
Sharon Horner, Professor and Associate Dean for Research, Nursing; Chair, Research 
Policy Committee 
Right. Well, the University doesn’t have a definition right now. That’s why we’re proposing this, 
and therefore then it goes out and is communicated to the faculty, the departments, and so forth. 
Whether faculty choose to, well. In terms of how faculty choose to use a definition once it’s an 
official one is probably their matter of academic freedom. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Professor, I think you’re referring to a policy. Again, this is just a definition, and then there’ll be 
policies developed to handle, I think, the issues you’re referring to. 
 
D. Lynn Rew, Professor, Nursing 
Well, I think that same definition was used by the dean of students before you established your 
policy. 
 
Sharon Horner, Professor and Associate Dean for Research, Nursing; Chair, Research 
Policy Committee 
Something similar to that, yes. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Okay. So this is coming from a committee, so we don’t need a second. We do have another 
question. I’m sorry, I missed it. I’m sorry, Marc. Professor Bizer, I’m sorry. 
 
Marc Bizer, Professor, French and Italian 
Marc Bizer, French and Italian. Not to quibble, I just have a question why you used the word 
represents. Why would you settle on that rather than uses, appropriates, incorporates. Because 
represents seems to imply—sometimes plagiarism occurs sort of passively or unknowingly and it 
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doesn’t involve a whole a lot. It could be a paraphrase, you know, that is not attributed. 
Represents. I’m just curious because this is a short, pithy definition, which is nice, but you must 
have given some thought to the verb that you’re using. 
 
Sharon Horner, Professor and Associate Dean for Research, Nursing; Chair, Research 
Policy Committee 
I don’t have an answer for that. 
 
Marc Bizer, Professor, French and Italian 
Oh, okay. Well, would you consider… 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
I think this has been through a year and a half of evaluation including, so I… 
 
Sharon Horner, Professor and Associate Dean for Research, Nursing; Chair, Research 
Policy Committee 
Yes, it’s gone through not just our committee, but many offices have looked at it. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Okay, so I suppose if you feel really strongly represents is not appropriate, then we can vote it 
down and come back, but I’d say let’s see if we can move down, move ahead with a vote. Okay, 
so can I, then let’s call for a vote. Okay, so all in favor of this proposed definition as on the 
screen, say “aye.” 
 
A number of people in audience: aye 
 
All opposed? 
 
Three people in audience: nay 
 
We have one, two, three. Okay. Did I get all three? I heard three. Alright. Any abstentions? 
Okay, so I think that’s carried. Your definition is carried, but please note there is some 
dissatisfaction I guess over the verb and also context opposed to the college and school. But just 
to note that, just for, when policies get drafted. Thank you very much. Thank you, Professor 
Horner. 
 
Sharon Horner, Professor and Associate Dean for Research, Nursing; Chair, Research 
Policy Committee 
Okay. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Next up is presentation on core curriculum lists. Thank you, Debbie. So, this is for the General 
Information Catalog for 2020-2021 and also for change to the School of Undergraduate Studies 
chapter in the Undergraduate Catalog for next cycle, 2020-2022, by Professor Lorenzo Sadun. 
You’re welcome to come up. 
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[53:53] 
 
Lorenzo Sadun, Professor, Mathematics 
Thanks. I’ll take off my curmudgeon’s hat and put on my worker bee’s hat. There are—there is 
this long list of changes to the core, and they really are of two types. One is that there’s a number 
of courses that applied to be added to the core, and those were largely uncontroversial. There 
were a few of them that when we were at the—at UGSAC and the Education Policy Committee 
that we wanted more information that they weren’t written exactly very clearly or each portion of 
the core has a precise definition, and we said “yeah, that’s a good course, but does it really fit 
into that core—fit into that box?” But in the end almost none of them were at all controversial, 
and I think that all of the votes were approved either unanimously or almost unanimously at 
UGSAC [Undergraduate Students Advisory Committee]. And those were all pretty 
straightforward. 
 
The thing that’s not quite so straightforward is a change to the core requirement for natural 
science and technology. That, what had been the requirement is that students needed to take three 
courses of which two had to be paired in a particular subject and the third had to be different. 
And David Vanden Bount who was the, who’s the Associate Dean in Natural Sciences for 
Undergraduate Instruction, I’m not sure exactly what the title is, but, you know, he sort of raised 
that at a meeting and said “why do we have this?” And the response was “heck if I know. You’re 
the guys who came up with it.” So he went back to Natural Science and asked around and said, 
“why do we have this rule?” And nobody could give any reason for having that rule, that 
apparently it’s been on the books since 1955, and that it got amended at some point to allow 
technology to serve as a third thing. And in practice, it just doesn’t work. That the idea is that 
you’re supposed to have two paired courses, but while the courses that are designed for majors 
are often paired, the courses that are designed for non-majors are usually one-offs. And so there 
isn’t a natural pairing. And so you have to figure out, well does this paring work? Does this 
pairing work? And all of the advisors hate the rule because it’s incredibly hard to implement and 
just doesn’t do what it’s supposed to. You know, pretty much everybody agrees that the idea of 
working towards both depth and breadth is a good idea, but the consensus was it wasn’t 
functioning.  
 
Another effect of this was the technology that at some later date, 70s maybe, they said, “hey, we 
should allow some technology courses because technology’s important. We should know how to 
use computers and stuff.” But because the technology had to fit with these pairs, the set of 
technology courses that have entered the core is negligible. So, in practice, that isn’t working 
either. So, the solution we think is basically scrap this particular two plus one rule and just say 
you have to take three courses and, by the way, one of them can be from this technology list. 
And, basically, that, there isn’t a whole lot of downside. Now, part of the rule is also saying that 
you can’t have all three courses in the same area, and there was a little bit of discussion about, 
you know, are we losing that as well with this change? And the consensus was that we’re not 
because in most of the departments there really aren’t three courses aimed at non-majors that you 
could reasonably take together. So, you can’t overload on one subject anyway unless you’re 
majoring in that subject, and if you’re majoring in anything in Natural Science, you’ve got to 
take other sciences anyway. So, in practice, you can’t put all three in the same place, wasn’t 
doing anything, the role, the idea that you have to take at least two in one place wasn’t working 
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because the pairings just were a mess and the consensus, and this was unanimous in both 
UGSAC and EPC [Educational Policy Committee], was just get rid of the rule. It’s obsolete. 
With that I’ll take questions. Any questions. Or sit down, that would be nice, too. I get to sit 
down? 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Almost. Are there any discussion for this? So generalizing, you’re just making it more flexible 
for students. It’s still nine credit hours where they have more flexibility. 
 
Lorenzo Sadun, Professor, Mathematics 
Yes, they still have nine hours. It’s in, of which at least six have to be science and the remaining 
is either, the remaining three is either science or technology. So, that doesn’t change. 
 
Brent Iverson, Dean of Undergraduate Studies 
Brent Iverson, Dean of Undergraduate Studies. I just want to emphasize again that there’s two 
aspects of this that both seem positive. One is to give students more flexibility on what they 
choose to provide as well as giving departments more opportunities to provide new courses that 
don’t have to fit in to this old structure. And it also does allow us to think more broadly about 
technology and how that might be infused into the curriculum without creating any new 
requirements. It just allows that to happen naturally.  
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
I do have one motion to make which is on the—do you have the list, I guess, on slides or are 
you? 
 
Lorenzo Sadun, Professor, Mathematics 
I believe there is. Here. If you can get…Yes. The big old document. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
So, in discussions with my department and also with Dean Iverson and Ms. Morgan, so we, from 
our department would like to add honors version of something that’s already here which is 
Electrical Engineering 302H, which is the honors version of EE 302. There are three precedents 
already on the list of this: Chemistry 301 and 301H, Chemistry 302/ 302H, and Human 
Development Family. This isn’t science and technology. Part two, right here. You got it. And the 
third one is Human Development and Family Sciences 304 and 304H. And since I am the chair, I 
don’t know. Charlotte, what’s the…Oh, I’m sorry. That’s a different question. To amend, right. 
So, we are—go ahead Professor, Dean Iverson, go ahead. 
 
Brent Iverson, Dean of Undergraduate Studies 
I’m just going to try to bail you out there and say that I’d like to propose an amendment that adds 
Electrical Engineering 302H to make up for an oversight where it was left off inadvertently. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Thank you. You’re very good. Okay, so it’s an amendment. Needs a vote. So, all in favor of the 
amendment, say “aye.” 
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Audience: aye 
 
Negative? Anyone opposing? Any abstentions? Okay, very good. 
 
Now we have to vote on the overall. Oh, to add—okay.  
 
Charlotte Canning, Past Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Theatre and Dance  
Charlotte Canning, Theatre and Dance. So, if I understand the motion that is this document 
represents it’s the title of the document is changes to—could we go to the top of it—yes. Update 
to the core curriculum course list and the general, etcetera, as it says on the slide, and that the 
most substantial change is the one around the nine hours of science and technology. Is that 
correct? I ask as a regular person voter. 
 
Lorenzo Sadun, Professor, Mathematics 
That is completely correct. These are the changes to the core list and there are a bunch of 
individual classes that have been added, each of which sort of sailed through committee with, 
you know, occasionally with, you know, going back for some clarification but after the 
clarification sailing through the committee, and then there’s the bigger policy change about the 
science and technology courses. 
 
Charlotte Canning, Past Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Theatre and Dance  
And I believe, again, Charlotte Canning, Theatre and Dance, I believe Brian, you circulated this 
in advance of our meeting today. So, I would imagine that unless anyone has questions because 
they’ve already studied this intently as we all know, that people are already pretty certain in their 
minds about how they’d like to vote. So I’d imagine that unless there’s any more discussion 
about the big picture we could move to a vote. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Sounds great. 
 
Charlotte Canning, Past Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Theatre and Dance  
And remember, I’m also the fake secretary of Faculty Council, so hat’s my advice. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Thank you, Professor Canning. Okay. Alright, so then let’s, hearing no other objections, alright. 
So let’s vote on this. All in favor say “aye.” 
 
Audience: aye 
 
Any opposed? Abstentions? Alright, motion’s carried for the changes to the undergrad catalog 
and for the General Information Catalog. Okay, so next up is what Professor Anthony Brown 
was referring to on, this is new business, proposed changes to the International Business major in 
McCombs School of Business. Professor Eric Hirst will present. 
 
[1:04:03] 
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D. Eric Hirst, Senior Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, McCombs School of Business; 
Professor, Department of Accounting 
Alright, well, good afternoon. I’m looking forward to speaking with you about this. I trust it’s 
not controversial. There’s four things that we would like to speak about: the current status of our 
IB [International Business] major at the McCombs School, the process we went through to 
change that major or to propose changes, the issue at hand, and next steps.  
 
So, the—let me just—alright, the IB major was previously in our Department of Marketing, and 
it had very, very low enrollment for many years. To give you some sort of sense of where that 
enrollment is and for the impact of any decisions that take place here today, we have about 4,800 
undergraduate students of which we have graduated 11.8 with an IB International Business major 
over the last five years. So, the group that was responsible for the International Business moved 
to a new department that we’ve got, the Department of Business, Government, and Society, and 
the BGS faculty led a review of the IB major with an eye towards enhancing it.  
 
What we did was we—they reviewed enrollments. They discussed the program with students. 
They discussed the major with our BBA career services group. The developed some proposals to 
revamp, to increase student interest, and to meet employer needs. In other words, they were 
looking at sort of two ends of the market. What would students like? What would they value? 
And what does the marketplace in the job market value? And they discussed this with the, in 
terms of governance, with the BBA programs committee, which is the group that looks at 
curriculum in our BBA program. They incorporated feedback. The McCombs faculty as a whole 
voted for, sought—the approval was sought and gained by the faculty as a whole.  
 
So here’s just a quick look at some of the catalog changes. There are—we’ve retained the same 
number of hours. We’ve shifted them around into different buckets. The main piece that is, oh, 
and here’s a set of electives. So, there’s sort of a rich set of electives. We’re adding new courses 
to those electives. The issue at hand is that one of the changes that took place, because you 
probably didn’t, you know, sort of fully take on the changes in those previous couple of slides, 
was that the language requirement and the area studies requirement were dropped in favor of 
some additional new courses and some free electives for students. So, the College of Liberal Arts 
weighed in at the Undergraduate Curriculum Changes Committee to hear pros and cons, and now 
the matter has come to the Faculty Council.  
 
So, if I could summarize what we’ve got here: we’ve got a very, very low-producing major. 
Again, we’re looking at less than 12 people on average, so there are very, very little—it’s just a 
small major. An international experience remains a part. It’s a required portion of the major. We 
have a little snippet that came to me of the—we have ten business majors. International Business 
is the least sought-after by companies. In fact, no companies over the last years—three years—
have posted jobs specifically for International Business majors. We would like to change that. 
We would like to revamp the program in order to have offerings that meet the marketplace for 
both students and for employers, and sort of going back to there’s less than twelve people in total 
who are majors over the last five years each year. It seems like there’s a relatively low impact. 
So, next steps. We’re at that top bullet, discussion. Our recommendation is that the changes are 
approved, that we recognize the process and the governance that went through all the various 
committees and the faculty vote at McCombs. We will continue, as we do with all our majors, to 
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monitor the success that attracting students and their employment outcomes, and we’ll revisit the 
need for language and area studies in light of what we learn from both student demand and the 
opportunity in the job market.  
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Professor Hirst, just in preparation for comments, could you go back a couple slides where you 
have the credit hours shifting? And I think that’s going to be—that’s the one, I think, that’s going 
to focus some discussion. 
 
Marc Bizer, Professor, French and Italian 
Hi. Marc Bizer, French and Italian, again. Actually, we, a number of people do find the proposal 
rather controversial, and I’m not just speaking on my behalf. I’m speaking on behalf of the chair 
of Middle Eastern studies, Na’ama Pat-El, Alexandra Wettlaufer of French and Italian and Plan 
II, and also Karen Grumberg, also from Middle Eastern Studies.  
 
We’ve looked through the reasons for eliminating the foreign language requirement as outlined 
in the document. Now, the first one was, “English has become the default language for business 
around the world.” Okay, so that may be true, but there was a 2019 study by the American 
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages which commissioned a survey of 1,200 US 
employers. And the report states that there’s an urgent and growing demand for language skills 
in the workplace. Of the 1,200 businesses surveyed, nine-tenths indicated that they rely on 
employees with language skills other than English. Now, what were the divisions of those 
companies that wanted employees with language skills other than English? Customer service, 
sales, marketing, management, and IT. 53% of them reported increased demand for employees 
with language skills other than English. Only 7% reported less demand. So, that for—that’s our 
response to the first cause, or first justification. 
 
Number two: it says, the document states, “most IB students have traditionally studied Spanish, 
though most jobs in the global market place are in east Asia, south Asia, and Europe.” Is that an 
argument against studying languages? And, according to the very same survey, Spanish actually 
is one of the most demanded languages. 
 
Number three: students, it says, another cause for removing the language requirement is 
“students satisfy language requirements outside UT in non-rigorous courses.” Is that a reason for 
removing the language requirement? Surely that has something to do with advising and the 
requirements of the program itself. 
 
Okay, now there’s another—if we adopt the big picture here, there’s something also, there’s 
something else that needs to be brought to the attention of the Faculty Council. That is that 
foreign language education is slowly being weakened across the University. Colleges are 
reducing their language requirements to almost nothing, the College of Fine Arts and 
Communication, for example, with very few consequences. At the same time, this is a university 
that claims that it is, it has an international mission and it announces global initiatives. So, if 
UT’s mission includes changing the world and if the world extends beyond the borders of Texas 
and beyond the borders of the United States, then our graduates need to understand the world. 
And so, I think, and the people whom I’ve consulted about this think that this is a terrible idea. 
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Maria Wade, Associate Professor, Anthropology 
Maria Wade, Anthropology. I just want to know what the C-3 arguments were against? That’s 
why they did not reach a consensus. Can you explain that? 
 
Anthony Brown, Faculty Council Chair Elect and Professor, Curriculum and Instruction 
Anthony Brown, Chair Elect and also Chair of this committee.  We heard both sides. One side 
was arguing for the arguments that were raised today in the School of Business around low 
enrollments in International Business therefore making the change, saying the market was 
demanding these particular changes. However, the College of Liberal Arts presented different 
data points as the one that we just heard today that was competing. The committee felt that there 
were two sides, there were more, almost, different ideologies, different beliefs, different data 
related to it, and because we couldn’t come up to a conclusion based on both the findings, we 
found it necessary to be brought forward to the Faculty Council.  
 
D. Eric Hirst, Senior Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, McCombs School of Business; 
Professor, Department of Accounting 
I’m not going to go into my life story, but I will start in 1966 when I went to kindergarten. 
Alright. So, I went to kindergarten as the child of English-speaking parents in an English-
speaking home in the province of Quebec in Montreal where I grew up, and as it turns out 
kindergarten was all in French. Who’d have known, right? I was just a little English-speaking 
kid. I was part of a grand experiment that Wallace Lambert and his colleagues at McGill 
University were running on educating students in immersive second language. Over my 
education I’ve learning the importance of being multilingual, bilingual, multilingual, how that 
impacts one’s perspective on culture, on how that allows one to conduct business, to conduct—
just to be a good citizen of the world, and so on. So, I am empathetic to the value of learning 
languages, area studies, and so on.  
 
What we’ve got at McCombs, though, is not about my view. This proposal is not about my view 
about languages. It’s about our, my colleagues’ perspective on how we can take an International 
Business major that is failing—It’s failing to attract employers. It’s failing to attract students—
and give it a—and it includes all these credit hours related to languages and area studies—and 
see if we can do a better job, see if we can do a job that allows it to flourish. We will get some 
data on student interest in this new option, on employer interest with this new option, and if 
indeed some of the results of the survey, which was very thoughtfully shared with us, and I 
appreciate that, do impact the employers that our students interact with, then we will be happy to 
make changes.  
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Okay, so given the amount of discussion, what we’re going to do, we’ll keep discussing, but 
we’re going to pass out closed ballots because this one’s pretty—seems controversial enough. 
So, if you could raise your hand if you’re a voting member, and the seven students are voting 
members. Camron, you’re a voting member. So—we can pass that out. 
 
D. Eric Hirst, Senior Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, McCombs School of Business; 
Professor, Department of Accounting 
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Brian, I respect the committee’s work. I find it a little troubling that something that’s gone 
through as many steps in a college our—we find ourselves here with a major with less than 
twelve people having a controversial vote.  
 
[1:16:05] 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
I’m sorry, Professor—I think she was ahead. I’m sorry. 
 
Gwen Stovall, Assistant Professor of Practice, College of Natural Sciences 
Thank you. Hi. I’m Gwen Stovall. I represent the Texas Institute for Discovery Education in 
Science, and I just wanted to—let me just ask a quick question about the study abroad 
requirement. Has a concern about access been raised for students that have maybe less financial 
support or even undocumented or international students?  
 
D. Eric Hirst, Senior Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, McCombs School of Business; 
Professor, Department of Accounting 
Yes. That’s been, that’s been discussed. It’s something that we—I would be speaking out of turn 
to say what specific points, but I can tell you that we talk about access all the time at the business 
school. And it’s an issue we take, we take seriously, so. We want, Kristie if you know of some 
more specific? 
 
Kristie Loescher, Senior Lecturer, Management 
Just to address that, Kristie Loescher, the management department, and I write rec letters all the 
time for students studying abroad for not just this program but for other programs in McCombs. 
And there are a number of scholarships that they’re eligible for that I’ve written in support of, so 
I know that there’s programs for them to get help to pay for it.  
 
D. Eric Hirst, Senior Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, McCombs School of Business; 
Professor, Department of Accounting 
Thank you. 
 
Elissa Steglich, Clinical Professor, School of Law 
Elissa Steglich with the School of Law. So, I think that comment was echoed by two others since 
we both had similar concerns, and particularly the diversity in immigration status that students 
have which is not remedied by a scholarship. So, you would basically be closing the door to a 
particular major based on immigration status that I think is of moral concern as well as 
potentially legal concern. I’d also suggest that, and maybe my timeline is off a little bit, once the 
major was taken out of marketing into a different division, has that had an opportunity to test 
out? Because otherwise I’d question, maybe this is just a dying degree. If, from your position, 
I’m hearing that there is no demand, I assume that other students are successfully majoring and 
accepting other majors and getting employment opportunities, so it’s not a problem that people 
are stuck un-hired because of the major they’ve pursued. You’re just trying to revitalize a major, 
but maybe it’s passed. I don’t know. 
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D. Eric Hirst, Senior Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, McCombs School of Business; 
Professor, Department of Accounting 
I think that’s an open question. What we’re got is, so essentially what happened with the transfer 
of the major from marketing into business, government, society is a small number of faculty 
moved from one department to another and they brought their courses along. We will continue to 
have international business courses at the business school. That is not really something we 
anticipate changing. The question is how can we have a major that’s more successful. That’s the 
only question that I think that we have got on our minds.  
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
I just want to ask the commenters to be brief. I don’t know who was next. I’ve lost track. I’m 
sorry. 
 
Phillip Barrish, Professor, English 
Phillip Barrish, Department of English. Yes, this is a very brief question. I understand that the 
business school feels that this is a failing major. They only have ten people a year. But what I 
didn’t hear is what kind of data leads to the conclusion that the major is failing because it has a 
foreign language requirement? Is that something you’re hearing from employers? Maybe 
students are saying “we don’t want to take foreign languages,” but I don’t know if that should be 
dispositive.  
 
D. Eric Hirst, Senior Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, McCombs School of Business; 
Professor, Department of Accounting 
Understood. I think what we’re trying to do is use the credit hours that were taken up by the 
foreign language and the area studies to put in some more function-specific courses to allow 
students to have a different set of skills that would be more attractive to employers. That’s not to 
say that language wouldn’t be attractive to employers, and it’s not to say that with the electives 
that are in this major that are available that students couldn’t or shouldn’t take area studies 
courses or language courses. And our advisors should be encouraging them given the data, right, 
that there could be value. But we’re trying—this is the option that we’re going with. Just to 
speak about immigration status very, very quickly: we faced the same thing in some of our 
graduate programs that have a required international experience. And what we’ve, with some of 
our students who have visa issues, and we’ve found workarounds that can allow them to have a 
global experience without having to leave the country for those small number of students.  
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Okay. 
 
Steven Ding, Senate of College Councils Academic Policy Committee 
Hi. Steven Ding representing the Senate of College Councils Academic Policy Committee. So 
I’m at the McCombs School of Business. One of my peers is one of the ten, I guess, International 
Business students in the program, and just trying to echo some of the comments that have been 
made and what she and some of her peers in the program experience. So, a lot of them do, in 
fact, appreciate the foreign language requirement. They feel it is very valuable for them in the 
workplace, however, like you mentioned, one of the big, the kind of flaw you see in the program 
as it stands right now is a lack to take more business elective courses. And they feel that 
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especially the area studies requirement is a barrier for someone to take some of those upper-
division business electives that are more, that look more valuable to companies and recruiters 
when they look at hiring people. However, they do feel that the language requirement is 
beneficial for them especially, especially as they’re going abroad and one as—something in the 
data had mentioned it’s a valuable thing that a lot of recruiters are looking at. So, depending on 
the vote today or moving forward if it is approved, if there’s a way to, you said, two years data 
will be reassessed and will have to kind of look at that requirement moving forward because it is 
addressing need of some international business majors are facing now. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Alright, thank you very much. That’s a good place to end. Oh, so you can fold the ballot and 
hand it to either Dr. Sloan or Ms. Roberts. And please every voting member get a ballot to begin 
with. Okay, so please go ahead and submit your ballots, and they’ll tally that.  
 
D. Eric Hirst, Senior Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, McCombs School of Business; 
Professor, Department of Accounting 
Thank you. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Thank you, Professor Hirst. And make sure you vote. Okay, next speakers are Dr. Lorraine 
Harricombe and Dean Michelle Addington for the UT Libraries. Thank you. 
 
[1:23:10] 
 
Michelle Addington, Dean of the School of Architecture 
Bonjour, guten abend, buon pomeriggio, and buenos tardes, just to continue on from the previous 
discussion. I’m Michelle Addington. I’m Dean of the School of Architecture. I’m here to speak 
today with Lorraine Haricombe, who’s vice president, vice provost, and director of UT Libraries, 
and I’m going to kick it off for you all. We were given a charge exactly a year ago to form a task 
force to deal with the future of the UT Libraries, and you can see the charge that we received 
from the Provost in these three statements up there. As Lorraine and I began to parse out exactly 
how we’re going to move forward with this, one of the things that was really key to us was 
getting a clear, comprehensive, and collective picture of just how the University here sees its 
library. We knew how each individual element might see it. I certainly knew how my school saw 
it. We’d heard from any individuals how they saw the library in their particular area. We knew 
how libraries, we’d seen many reports from the libraries about how they were viewing things and 
what they thought of as some of the issues we were dealing with, but we didn’t know that we had 
a complete and comprehensive picture of what collectively we thought and we considered the 
UT Libraries to do. So, that was a key part of how we started.  
 
We began in that way, and where we ended up was actually sort of not only sort of a determining 
from that collective picture some of the key things that we wanted to do but also to try to develop 
the road map so it’s a discussion that continues on, a discussion that’s basically enduring in 
moving forward and understanding that will continue to develop and things will continue to 
change on this. As many of you know, libraries have undergone a sea change in many elements 
but most importantly having to do with the changes that are taking place in digital scholarship 
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over the last several years that have had a major impact on so many of our faculty. So, getting 
this complete picture moving forward, we organized with the steering committee, and I’m going 
to show you the names in just a moment, organized with the steering committee and had three 
subcommittees. And basically the subcommittees were taking different slices through the way 
that we viewed the libraries, the collection subcommittee dealing with the physical content that 
we have in the libraries, digital scholarship dealing with the new methods by which scholarship 
is produced, archived, and delivered, and then library spaces which is fundamentally dealing 
with the infrastructure and facilities of the library. So, we thought with these three different 
subcommittees, three very different slices through what would be a collective viewpoint and 
picture of the libraries. On our steering committee, we are very fortunate to have as a consultant 
Ann Kenney who was a librarian, the primary librarian at Cornell. I have got to point out in the 
back Doug Barnett who, deputy to the vice provost on this, unbelievable resource in coordinating 
all of the different activities that we had there, and three absolutely amazing co-chairs of each of 
the committees, and I’m going to show them with their committee coming up.  
 
The collections subcommittee: Jen Ebbeler was the chair of it. You can see here the various 
members that we had on this. And something I want you to understand about the way that we 
worked with the chairs in developing these subcommittees is that we wanted expertise 
throughout on this. We weren’t necessarily looking for a representative, you know, to see this as 
a representative panel. We were more looking for people who could bring expertise to bear on 
this, and I’ll talk a little bit about representation in just a moment. But Jen was our collection 
subcommittee chair. She also worked quite a bit with C-7 on this. Looking at the digital 
scholarship subcommittee, Unmil Karadkar was from the School of Information was the chair of 
this. We unfortunately lost Unmil to another university while this was going on and really have 
to give a shout-out to all the members of this subcommittee for continuing to do the work and 
assembling the report for us. And then the library spaces subcommittee chaired by Claus Rilke 
from integrative biology on this.  
 
So, if I can look real quickly at the timeline of our task force work, this is where representation 
comes into play. So, as we’re moving through this with our three different subcommittees and 
our steering committee, we wanted to make sure that throughout this process we had a variety of 
different methods and different modes to fully engage the complete campus community. It went 
from large town halls to open subcommittee meetings to panel discussions and to a variety of 
different means to communicate on this. So, we again, if we think about the idea if the three 
subcommittees were certain kind of slices through understanding the libraries, the way we set up 
both the expertise and the representation was another, like, kind of dense matrix of making sure 
that we had multiple voices, multiple viewpoints, all the way through the process. One of the 
commitments we made to every member who participated on this is that every word would be 
published and every word would be available to them. And it indeed is, and if you go to the 
website to see the task force, task report, it indeed is.  
 
This was part of the shared vision that came forward on this. I think one of the key things that we 
recognized in doing this is that the reality is is that libraries are not a service. Instead, they’re 
actually the heart of the University. They’re the complete core of how we might think about how 
we organize, how we structure, I’ve been thinking about, more or less, as an informational 
infrastructure for the University as the place that as we talk about interdisciplinary work it is the 
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place of interdisciplinary work. And so, instead of thinking about it as sort of facilitating 
scholarship, it’s really going to be the core or the hub for scholarship. We were really excited as 
we started to realize how many different constituents and how many different members who 
were involved in this began to see it as kind of a glue that held the University together. I’m going 
to turn it over to Lorraine, and she’s going to talk about some of the specific recommendations.  
 
[1:30:35] 
 
Lorraine Haricombe, Vice Provost and Director, UT Libraries 
Good afternoon. Thank you for being here. It’s been a joy and a pleasure to work with Michelle 
and with the whole task force over the last year. The report ate our summers, our summer, but 
I’m so glad that it’s over and that there’s a better understanding on this campus of what UT 
Libraries is about. One of the recurring themes was to me and especially faculty members who 
showed up at meetings who came away fully with a better understanding of what we are doing in 
the Libraries, that we are so much more than the millions of books that we have gathered over a 
long, long period of time here.  
 
So, the things that you see here are framed by the visions, shared vision that Michelle just talked 
about here, and just to elaborate a little bit here on the core what that means. We know that 
books are the backbone of libraries, but, as I said, in a networked environment, the infrastructure 
has become core as well. So, we want to both evolve and sustain the core in its broader sense of 
the word. It’s not just the collections and the content, but it’s the services, the expertise we need 
to sustain the core here at UT Libraries. The second one has to do with spaces, and many of you 
may remember just last year the issue around space. It is very clear that library space is a deep, 
deeply held value here on campus, and we want to make sure that the spaces we offer provide 
access to every, single person who sets foot on the campus whether it’s our own community or 
whether it’s the community around us who are considered Austinites or Texans for that matter.  
 
The third one is one that I just mentioned a few minutes ago and that is to make sure the 
infrastructure we need to enable innovative scholarship is in place at UT Libraries, and that has 
to do with a digital platform to catalyze such teaching and scholarship as well. And the fourth 
one has to do as throughout this process, to me at least, it was very evident that for us to be the 
catalyst and to be the core that we need to be at a large research library, we cannot do it alone. 
Unless we leverage those partnerships with others on campus, we will always be seen as the 
service over there versus the partner that we need to be, and that’s what I meant, that’s what we 
meant with leveraging the partnerships to really align and anchor with the University’s mission 
in teaching, research, and student learning as well. So, those four themes then became the 
framework for the recommendations, and if you came in we had a sheet with recommendations, 
ten of them, on the table, and I won’t go through all the words on this slide.  
 
It’s a little dense, but I’d like to highlight here and thank Provost McInnis with the University 
leadership who, two weeks ago, or whenever that was, at the UBC meeting decided to infuse and 
to respond to number one here, and that is to make sure that University Libraries receive the 
funding necessary to be able to meet the inflationary cost of our IRB budget, IRB being 
information resources budget. So, thank you to Provost McInnis and University leadership for 
providing not 27 million dollars, as some of them told me, it’s 2.7 million dollars. There is a 
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decimal point there. The second one, also very important, emerged very quickly and as a high 
priority after the University of California system in February announced that they were walking 
away from Elsevier. Elsevier is the major publisher, you may have read about this. So, we all 
walked away with a little Berkeley envy, and we all want to emulate what Berkeley’s doing. This 
is a recommendation for the UT faculty in particular to take note around conversations that we 
lag behind others in the country around open, sustainable scholarship. It’s, in my view, one of the 
most important conversations and one that, I hope, will be embraced very quickly to launch a 
faculty task force and to begin this work since our own contract with Elsevier ends December 
2021. We are very hopeful to have this conversation going between now and then.  
 
The third one has to do with library staff shortages. Over the last decade or more, we’ve seen a 
decline in the number of staff in the library at the time when we are also expanding the new work 
that libraries are doing. This represents a very high priority also for us and hope that there will be 
careful response to that particular recommendation as well. The second set has to do with the 
digital platform, and those three here have to do with, so how do we take this to the next level? 
For libraries to be recognized as a key stakeholder, it’s important that we be at the right tables or 
we’ll end up on the menu. And the first one here speaks very directly to the role of not me but 
the position that I’m in to be at the right tables when decisions are made. Number two here 
speaks to the opportunity to form partnerships especially with the VPR’s [vice provost of 
research] office as well as with the iSchool, a very natural ally to us and already we’ve seen great 
success in work that we’ve done together. And the third one here have to do with, so what do we 
need to move and to evolve and to expand our platform, and it is a recommendation for a central 
scholarship center, digital scholarship center, where faculty across various disciplines will have 
an opportunity to come in and work with expertise, librarians, tools, equipment, etc. and be 
proposed that that be in the library. 
 
This one has to do with spaces. The space subcommittee had a process for us. Their deliverable 
had to do with a process of engagement of the UT campus, and we embraced that and will follow 
the process as described to make sure that when spaces in the library are being considered for 
repurposing that we at least have now a process to do so. And the last two have to do with 
stepping up for the University in terms of its digital asset management, but the Libraries is well 
positioned and well equipped to do this work. The second one here have to do with elevating UT 
Libraries. Within the current campaign, there is a silent phase of the capital campaign, and given 
that UT Libraries serves every school, college, every department, every student, every faculty, 
every staff member here, we felt that it was important that it also so be elevated as part of the 
campaign. As you know, we don’t have alums that we can turn to. We serve everybody, and 
everybody uses the library to graduate, but we don’t graduate anybody in the library. And this is 
just a request to make sure that we are much higher elevated as a key component in this 
campaign. And I’ll call Michelle up, and so we’ll take questions.  
 
[1:39:07] 
 
Steven Kachelmeier, Professor, Accounting; Chair, Faculty Advisory Committee on 
Budgets 
Thank you. Steven Kachelmeier, professor in McCombs School of Business, Department of 
Accounting. I’m also chair of committee A-2, the Faculty Advisory Committee on Budgets for 
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this year. Let me preface my comment by saying I wholeheartedly support and appreciate the 
word of the task force and definitely support UT Libraries, so please don’t take any of my 
comment as being critical of the Libraries or of these wonderful initiatives that you’ve outlined. 
 
That being said, I have a question, a comment more directed to process. Like many of us, I read 
with considerable interest the Provost’s email from last week indicating that the University 
Budget Council recently voted to add 2.7 million in recurring funding to the UT Libraries 
budget. As was accurately pointed out, the UBC or University Budget Council is a committee of 
senior leadership. There is one faculty representative on it. I chair a committee with the 
ostensible charge to serve in advisory capacity to the President and the Provost on budgetary 
initiatives and to make appropriate recommendations. So, one would think that the Faculty 
Advisory Committee on Budgets would also have a seat at that table and would be consulted 
with in the vetting process for initiatives of this nature. And again, I hasten to add that I would be 
wholeheartedly supportive at least personally, but it was still, it would be nice to have been part 
of that process. So, my respectful request to the Provost and to the President, who had to leave, is 
for future initiatives, not just this one but for future initiatives that come down the pike, would 
the Provost’s office be willing to consult with the Faculty Advisory Committee on Budgets so 
that we might actually be able to provide advice on budgets for initiatives of this nature in 
addition to the University Budget Council?  
 
Maurie McInnis, Executive Vice-President and Provost 
Thank you for your question. Maurie McInnis, Provost. Yeah. Yes. I mean, I have no objection 
to that. I know that we are still working out—there was a committee that was dormant for many 
years. I didn’t even, when I became Provost no one told me that committee even existed. So, it’s 
a relatively new conversation.  
 
Steven Kachelmeier, Professor, Accounting; Chair, Faculty Advisory Committee on 
Budgets 
Therein lies my point. 
 
Maurie McInnis, Executive Vice-President and Provost 
Yeah. Where we’re trying to figure out how that would work, and we also often have time 
pressures and figuring out what a schedule looks like that aligns the work of that committee with 
the Presidential University Budget Council committee. That’s still work we need to do together, 
but I’m very open to the conversations.  
 
Steven Kachelmeier, Professor, Accounting; Chair, Faculty Advisory Committee on 
Budgets 
Thank you. 
 
Sarah Sweitzer, Associate Professor of Instruction, Nutritional Sciences; Chair, University 
of Texas Libraries Committee 
Sarah Sweitzer, Nutritional Sciences. I’m the chair of the C-7 committee, and I wanted to offer 
just a brief statement of support for recommendation number two from the C-7 committee. The 
Faculty Council Standing Committee on University of Texas Libraries, C-7, strongly supports 
the creation of a faculty-led task force to critically examine and evaluate the impact and 
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University-wide support for strategies to develop sustainable and open-access scholarship at UT. 
We recommend that the scope of the task force include issues of policy, infrastructure, and 
resources, advocacy, and awareness. Our committee stands ready to provide a representative to 
serve on this task force, and we suggest that graduate students and librarians be included as well. 
 
Lorraine Haricombe, Vice Provost and Director, UT Libraries 
Thank you. 
 
Andrea Gore, Professor, Pharmacy 
Andrea Gore, Pharmacy. I also want to thank you for everything that you’re doing. I’m a huge 
library rat, and so I want to offer a comment from the perspective of somebody who really values 
the library but also has some concerns about a couple of directions and to make sure that faculty 
are really engaged from all of the different disciplines in making some big decisions, especially 
with regard to things like Elsevier because I understand all of the issues about the Elsevier 
situation in California. I’m a little nervous about hearing that UT, it sounds like, might be 
considering either not renewing or maybe renegotiating the contract with Elsevier, but I will let 
you talk in just a second. But just to point out that we’re really, whether we agree with Elsevier 
or not, I’m not a big fan of Elsevier, but in my discipline probably more than fifty percent of the 
journals that we publish in that are recognized by our peers that are very important for our 
scholarship and for our research and where we need kind of instantaneous access when we’re 
working on our grant proposals and we need to cite these papers. I do have some concern about 
whether that access will diminish. 
 
Lorraine Haricombe, Vice Provost and Director, UT Libraries 
Glad to—thank you for your question and for your comments. No decision has been made. I 
think the statement that you just heard from C-7 is a step in the direction to engage the faculty on 
campus. This needs to be led by faculty, clearly, and that was the recommendation in number 
two is to establish a faculty task force hopefully with the blessing of both the Provost and 
Faculty Council, to get moving in that direction so that we can take a look at all the issues 
surrounding this. This is not a new issue for libraries, and UC system is not the first system. 
Whole countries have taken decisions and made decisions around Elsevier, and Elsevier’s not the 
only one, either. I’m just mentioning Elsevier because that’s the one that seems to have come up 
most often, but the process that we just described here through that statement is intended to do 
exactly that, is to engage faculty, and students, and staff. 
 
Michelle Addington, Dean of the School of Architecture 
And the other thing that we’re thinking very much about this is one of the reasons why we sort of 
saw the completion of a task force report was actually the start, you know, of the process to 
actually start resolving some of these issues or laying a roadmap for these issues. We also have 
to, as those of us who represent disciplines, understand what is the lingua franca of our different 
disciplines? What are the primary sources and venues for publication within that? We can’t 
operate on one end of it without having a very clear picture of what’s going on on the other end. 
So, that all has to be part of these conversations going forward. While I can’t guarantee that no 
immediate move is going to be made on one direction or another, we know we’ve got a couple of 
years of intense discussion about this before the contract comes up. 
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Tanya Clement, Associate Professor, English 
Hi, I’m Tanya Clement. I’m in the English department. I wanted to say I’m really excited about 
these recommendations, particularly recommendation number three about having, dealing with 
the shortage of staff in the libraries. I work in a field called digital humanities which is very 
interdisciplinary, and the library is our lab. The library is our infrastructure in the humanities. It 
is not a service, and having colleagues that we can work with is essential to that kind of work in 
part because when you’re in the humanities when you’re in your department, sometimes lot of 
humanity’s faculty are not trained to do the kind of interdisciplinary work that one needs to do in 
order to work with information systems, information professionals, cultural heritage objects as 
pieces of information and data, and we need our colleagues in the library especially at UT in the 
College of Liberal Arts, so thank you. 
 
Lorraine Haricombe, Vice Provost and Director, UT Libraries 
Thank you, Tanya. 
 
Brian Evans, Faculty Council Chair and Professor, Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Thank you very much. Thank you. And we’ll keep, we’ll have you back next semester, I think, at 
some time to talk about things. And next meeting we’ll vote and talk about the resolution on the 
task force in particular. So, we were running around because we had a little parliamentary issue 
to resolve. So, the vote was fifteen against, fourteen four, and one abstain, with one hanging 
chad, so, on the back of the thing. On the back of the hanging chad was the word “pro,” so if you 
count that as for, it’s fifteen against, fifteen for, one abstain, the motion does not carry even if 
you count the hanging chad in favor of the motion. So, the motion for the McCombs school did 
not pass, so we’re going to have to figure out what to do next. I know we’re way over time. 
We’ve set records in, I think, lateness, and I know Rachelle Hernandez, I know…what would 
you like to do? We’ve already bumped her once, so would you, for those? Okay. Okay. Thank 
you very much. You’ll be first up in new business on December 9. Thanks very much. Motion to 
adjourn. Give me a second, please. Do we need? Can we just vote? Thank you. All in favor of 
adjourning, yay? Aye? 
 
Audience: aye 
 
Any objections? Abstentions? Good. 
 
Faculty Council meeting ended at 4:06 PM. 
 


