EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Minutes
Monday, July 13, 2026
1:30-3:30 p.m.
Main 106

Open Session (1:30-2:00 p.m.)
Attendance: Ruthann Mowry, Cherie Weible, Javonda Pelman, Sarah Park, Janelle Sander, Damian Behymer, Shareese Rucker, Elena Negruta, Chad Lewis, Kyle McCafferty, Heather Murphy, Falkor Conroy, Cait Coker, Stu Turner, Eric Kurt

1. Dean’s Update
a. Reorg open session
i. Good feedback was received at the July 7th open reorganization session. Dean Stewart is synthesizing the information received and will also be meeting with individuals who sent in expansive comments separately.
b. Budget
i. Dean Stewart and Susan Breakenridge met with LCP to discuss salary scenarios for AP and open range civil service employees.
ii. They aim to get the budget materials finalized and uploaded by the preliminary deadline on Wednesday, July 15th. 
iii. The Library is currently working without a MOU for the PGA program. The terms for this year and future years are being discussed. 

EC / Letter Signatories - Suggestions for Improving Governance and Trust (2:00-2:30 p.m.)
Attendance: Amy Fry, Cait Coker, Wendy Shelburne, Cherie Weible, Mary Schlembach, Kelli Trei, Caroline Szylowicz, Heidi Imker, Dan Tracy, Ayla Kenfield

1. Discussion
a. Confidentiality and transparency
i. The letter highlights the need for increased transparency and involvement of faculty in shared governance. 
ii. The confidentiality policy for EC is old and should be revisited. 
iii. A balance needs to be struck between the need for confidentiality and transparency. EC members are elected to represent their colleagues, but not all discussion is appropriate for the larger Library audience.  
b. Minutes, reports, and additional documentation
i. There is a desire for EC minutes to show a synopsis of substantive conversations, as well as the results of votes. EC serves in an advisory role to the dean, and the minutes should clearly reflect what advice and/or feedback is given. More explicit reflection of discussion in the minutes could also encourage more discussion at faculty meetings. 
ii. Task force and working group reports should be readily available, even if the groups are not charged by EC. 
iii. The transparency of communication and documentation should be front-loaded. Periodic reminders of the types of information shared and where to locate it would be helpful. 
iv. The need for a quicker turnaround of posting minutes and agendas has been confirmed. There is a new administrative process to share calls for agenda items, agendas, and minutes through the libperm listserv. EC has also begun to conclude meetings with intentional check-ins about action items, including the sharing of information. 
c. EC practices
i. Agreement that onboarding for new EC members as a broader group activity would be valuable. 
ii. EC has not voted much since Dean Stewart’s arrival; a shift to this approach could be beneficial for some topics. 
d. Faculty meetings 
i. Agreement that a move to more in-person faculty meetings, with more content could allow for more substantive conversations.
ii. Online meetings allowed for increased participation, as it better accommodates travel; because these meetings have been open to APs, online supports participation by AP colleagues who are 100% remote. 
iii. The ability to participate online via chat is beneficial to giving people a voice and allowing for easy clarification of points, but it has also been a source of consternation due to side conversations and distractions. More moderation will be needed for chat participation. EC prefers an approach utilizing Q&A, rather than open chat, to strike a better balance.
e. Shared governance 
i. The adhoc group is not doing any work that relates to the bylaws. It is a Phase 0 group and is not making any decisions. Its purpose is to bring employees into preparatory conversations. 
ii. The group was discussed in EC starting last September, with the charge also coming through EC. 
iii. It would be helpful for the group to report at faculty meetings and allow for questions.
iv. There were some suggestions that EC should have chosen the chair for this group, and there might have been benefits to having an NEVP vote for membership.
v. There is a desire for the bylaws to better represent both faculty and staff. There are not as many mechanisms built for staff to participate. 



Closed session (2:30-3:30 p.m.)
Attendance: Claire Stewart, Nancy O’Brien, MJ Han, Jenny Maddox Abbott, Mara Thacker, Paula Carns, Sarah Williams, Mary Laskowski, Megan Sapp-Nelson, Sara Benson, Hannah Williams (recording)

1. Approve minutes: June 22, 2026 
a. Nancy O’Brien moved to approve the minutes, as amended by Dean Stewart. Paula Carns seconded. The amended minutes were approved.
2. Suggestions for Improving Governance and Trust Letter discussion
a. Some of the concerns raised in the letter have already been addressed, such as the backlog for posting meeting minutes.
b. A concerted effort should be made to revive the sharing of group reports and soliciting feedback from the whole Library prior to EC discussions.
c. Creating operating procedures and detailed documentation for officer positions and report sharing would be beneficial.
d. Creating a tracking document for various groups, to include who they were charged/sponsored by, group status, next steps, and status of the report, would be beneficial and the administrative team has already started this work.
e. Minutes could include more formal processes, such as recording votes for numbers where appropriate to the topic, as well as clear signposts that a discussion happened, the discussion endpoint, and what opinions/advice were given.
f. There are varying interpretations on administration vs. shared governance. It would be helpful to solidify a shared understanding to clear up any misunderstandings. 
g. Someone from the Provost’s Office will be asked to visit with the Library once we begin a formal shared governance refresh. 
3. Faculty salaries
a. The system has directed a 2% raise pool
b. Utilizing the total scores from the faculty evaluation would allow for more granularity and preserve FRC areas of evaluation, but the total scores are not weighted by percentage of librarianship, research, and service, which the overall score approach does reflect.
c. All present support the suggested raise pool. There is slight preference to use the evaluation overall score instead of total score.
4. Reorg feedback and next steps
a. The small group conversations Dean Stewart, Mary Laskowski, and Tom Teper have been having with individuals potentially impacted by unit boundary changes are adding a lot of nuances.
b. Mary and Tom are working on position descriptions for unit heads, and the first drafts are located in the EC Box folder. 
c. Mary is also working on a sequencing transition plan, which will be discussed in EC. It needs to allow room for flexibility, and the people who are doing the work need to be directly involved in finalizing it. 
5. Faculty Meetings
a. Update on options for future faculty meetings and processes and personnel involved in setting meeting agendas from other bylaws
b. Agenda committee composition
i. Adding dean
1. There is support for adding Dean Stewart in a non-voting ex officio role. The dean chairs faculty meetings, which is ex officio as well. 
2. If the role would be a voting one, there is the potential for faculty to have the perception that the dean could unduly limit what items end up on meeting agendas. 
ii. Revisions to charge
1. Nancy O’Brien moved to add the dean to the Faculty Meeting Agenda Committee as ex officio. Megan Sapp-Nelson amended the motion to state the role of the dean holds an ex officio position on the Faculty Meeting Agenda Committee. Sara Benson moved to approve as amended, and Mara Thacker seconded. The vote was 9 in favor and 0 against. 
iii. Passages covering the development of agenda for faculty meeting from other colleges 
1. In the majority of colleges, the dean and EC are responsible for setting the agenda. 
2. Faculy meetings are intended for faculty to hear items of critical importance from college leadership.
6. EEO officer and search liaison 
a. Item bumped to the next meeting.
7. Recent changes to iSchools at peer institutions
a. Item bumped to a future meeting.
8. Committee membership
a. Item will be discussed at special scheduled meeting.
9. Diversity Statement revision
a. Item bumped to the next meeting.
10. Wrap Up
a. Action Items
