
                                                                                                 

THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
Washington, DC 

 
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR FACULTY SENATE  

MEETING HELD ON SEPTEMBER 10, 2010  
IN THE STATE ROOM 

 
 

Present: Provost Lerman, Registrar Amundson and Parliamentarian Charnovitz;  
  Deans Dolling, Feuer, and Goldman; Professors Barnhill, Biles, Boyce,  
  Castleberry, Corry, Dickson, Garcia, Garris, Harrington, Helgert, Hotez,  
  Johnson, Kessman, Klaren, Ku, Lipscomb, McAleavey, Pagel, Parsons,  
  Rehman, Simon, Wilmarth, Wirtz, and Yezer  
 
Absent: President Knapp; Deans Brown, Burke, Guthrie, Lawrence and Scott;    
  Professors Cordes, Costanza, Galston, and Shesser 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER  
 
 The meeting was called to order by Provost and Executive Vice President for 
Academic Affairs Lerman at 2:15 p.m.  Provost Lerman introduced three new Deans:  Dean 
Lynn Goldman of the School of Public Health and Health Sciences, Dean Michael Feuer of 
the Graduate School of Education and Human Development, and Dean Jean Johnson of the 
new School of Nursing.  Provost Lerman also welcomed former Executive Vice President 
for Academic Affairs Donald Lehman who retired from that position June 30, 2010. He has 
returned to the University as Special Adviser to the President.                  
 
IN MEMORIAM 
  
 Professor Castleberry requested and received the consent of the Senate for Professor 
William Briscoe of the Physics Department to read the Memorial Tribute to Barry Louis 
Berman, Professor of Physics.  The Tribute is attached. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
 
 The minutes of the special Senate meeting of May 12, 2010 and the regular meeting 
of May 14, 2010 were approved as distributed. 
 
REMARKS BY CHAIRMAN OF THE GW BOARD OF TRUSTEES W. RUSSELL 
RAMSEY 
 
 As previously announced, Provost Lerman advised that Mr. Ramsey was called out of 
town on business and could not attend the meeting as scheduled. 
 
CHANGE IN THE ORDER OF THE AGENDA 
 
 Professor Castleberry requested and received the consent of the Senate so that 
Michelle E. Wiles, Assistant Vice President of Total Rewards in the Human Resources 
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department, could brief the Senate on upcoming changes to employee benefits during the 
Open Enrollment period.  He explained that this information had not been provided in time 
for the Executive Committee to place the item on the agenda for the Senate meeting, but  
that he had extended the opportunity to brief the Senate so that senators would be informed 
about changes as early as possible so they could report back to faculty members of the 
Schools they represent. 
 
BRIEFING ON MEDICAL BENEFIT CHANGES  
 
 Assistant Vice President  Wiles thanked the Senate for the opportunity to brief it on 
changes to the medical benefit during the open enrollment period.  She distributed 
information on the 2011 Medical Plan, and that information is enclosed. 
 
 AVP Wiles acknowledged that health insurance and medical benefits are some of the 
most important benefits employees receive.   As a health plan sponsor, it is Human 
Resources’ responsibility to the institution to insure that employees receive the best service 
possible.  As part of its fiduciary responsibility, it must also ensure cost efficiency. In order 
to honor those obligations, earlier this year a  request for proposals (RFP) was set up for the 
medical plan and four providers were invited to participate in that process.  Those vendors 
were United Health Care, Cigna, Aetna, and Carefirst.  All four providers were rated on the 
same scale by the same criteria.  Those criteria were: financial, provider network and 
account management, the clinical program, technology capabilities, the ability to service 
GW’s retiree medical population, the plan design and incentive capabilities.  When all of the 
plans were scored on all of the same criteria, the one that came out on top was United 
Health Care (UHC).  The final score for each vendor responding to the RFP can be found 
on page one of the overview portion of the report distributed. 
 
 One question likely to be raised by many people is why Carefirst was not selected.  
Carefirst currently provides GW employees with a PPO product and is the vendor with the 
highest enrollment.  Historically, Carefirst has been the provider of choice in Maryland, the 
District of Columbia and Virginia for quite some time.  This is because they have had the 
highest level of local providers contracted in their network.  Over the last several years, other 
health insurance vendors have moved into the area and have been able to add providers to 
their networks, so they now provide competition to Carefirst. During this same period, 
Carefirst has had some challenges with its administrative abilities and technology.  
 
 In particular, in January, GW was required to move to a new administrative platform 
and was told that enhanced performance would be the result.   Instead, employees 
experienced difficulty in getting their claims processed correctly.  One example of this was 
the application of a pre-existing condition requirement to plans where this was 
inappropriate, resulting in denial of benefits.  AVP Wiles noted that before she joined the 
University in April, all of GW’s retirees were cancelled out of the benefit plan in the 
transition between plan years.  This caused a disruption to these retiree’s benefits and was 
identified by GW staff before Carefirst discovered it.   
 
 GW has also experienced some difficulty getting data from Carefirst so it can 
monitor financial aspects of the medical benefit plan.  One of the things the University 
really wants to engage in this year is the development of Wellness programs.  In order to do 
this it is necessary to be able to look at the plan utilization of GW’s employee population, so 
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that, for example, disease management programs can be developed along with other 
Wellness offerings.  GW has worked diligently with Carefirst in the last year and has tried to 
create a partnership for this, but the effort was not received very well.   
 
 Page three of the report describes the reasons why United Health Care (UHC) was 
selected.  First, UHC has the ability to provide all GW employees and their dependents 
covered by health insurance with a nationwide network of providers, rather than a regional 
one, as currently offered by Cigna.  The report also indicates that through leveraging the 
network discounts available through UHC, Human Resources was able to keep the cost of 
health insurance down and reduce premium increases to well below the market.  AVP Wiles 
noted that UHC also currently offers medical coverage for employees at the Medical Faculty 
Associates and the GW Hospital, so this will allow Human Resources to look at 
opportunities encouraging utilization across the campus with GW’s medical partners.  The 
reduction in administrative expense for Human Resources also means that the savings can 
be transferred to the Innovation Fund, part of the Innovation Task Force initiative. 
 
 AVP Wiles spoke briefly about technology, which was one of the criteria used to 
evaluate vendors.  UHC maintains a website called MyUHC that allows members in the 
plan to view the status of their claims in real time, understand denials and access other 
details about their coverage.  The website allows online access from anywhere.  It is also 
possible for employees who are out of town and have forgotten to carry their medical cards 
with them to go online and print out a temporary card in the event they need to secure 
medical or emergency care.   
 
 In conclusion, AVP Wiles covered several points pertaining to potential provider 
disruption due to the change in medical plans.  This was something that Human Resources 
was very concerned about and took into consideration during the rating/selection process.  
According to the report, 90.6% of providers utilized by GW employees are contracted in- 
network with United Health Care.  As detailed in the report, the other 9.4% of providers will 
be assigned to a customized GWU specific network and available to employees as “in-
network” effective January 1, 2011.  The intent is that employees who are receiving care will 
not have a disruption in their ability to access care with a provider they are already utilizing. 
 
 Discussion followed.  Professor Simon clarified that the Medical Faculty Associates 
do not have UHC, but instead utilizes United Medical Resources.  United Health Care 
provides service in terms of managing the plan, but the real significance of that is that the 
MFA can overrule them at any time on decisions about coverage.  This means the MFA is 
essentially self-insured.  AVP Wiles said that UHC will be the University provider, but GW’s  
plan is also self insured, so the University also has the ability to overrule anything at any 
time.   
 
  In response to questions about when changes would be effective, enrollment, and 
cost, AVP Wiles said the new plans would be available beginning January 1, 2011.  
Employees who are currently enrolled in Cigna and Carefirst plans will be migrated to the 
corresponding UHC plan; however, employees wishing to switch product categories, from a 
PPO or POS to an HMO, for example, will have the ability to do that.  In response to a 
question about how long the custom network would be in effect, AVP Wiles responded that 
this would be done for the first twelve months, and during that time the University will 
pursue bringing those providers into the UHC network.  Then, if there is a lot of utilization, 
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this will be continued in years going forward.  AVP Wiles could not give plan cost details at 
the meeting, but offered to make this information available to Professor Castleberry for 
dissemination.  She did say that under Carefirst, premiums would have increased close to  
10%, but that under UHC the increase would be approximately 4.7%.  
 
 Professor Corry noted that Carefirst and Cigna will no longer be providers, and he 
asked why Cigna was discontinued, as their rating was very close to that of UHC.  AVP 
Wiles responded that the largest piece of this was that the University wanted all of the care 
to be provided by one vendor who could offer national rather than regional networks, as 
Cigna does.  Professor Hotez asked if faculty would be notified of these changes, and AVP 
Wiles responded that they would.  At the close of her remarks, she encouraged faculty to 
reach out to her with questions, and she offered to provide her contact information to the 
Senate Office. 
 
INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTIONS 
 
 No resolutions were introduced. 
 
RESPONSE OF THE ADMINISTRATION TO SENATE RESOLUTIONS FOR THE 
2009-10 SESSION 
 
 Provost Lerman invited questions about the Administration’s Response to Senate 
Resolutions for the 2009-10 Session.  [This material was distributed with the agenda for the 
meeting.]  There were none. 
 
REPORT BY THE CHAIR OF THE JOINT SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE OF 
PROFESSIONAL ETHICS & ACADEMIC FREEDOM AND FISCAL PLANNING & 
BUDGETING COMMITTEES REGARDING NONCOMPLIANCE WITH THE 
FACULTY CODE BY THE SCHOOL OF PUBLIC HEALTH & HEALTH SERVICES 
 
 Professor Edward Cherian briefly reviewed the history of the Joint Subcommittee’s 
formation approximately four years ago.  This was done in response to concerns that the 
School of Public and Health Services (SPHHS) was still out of compliance with the Faculty 
Code, as it had been since the School’s founding.  The Joint Subcommittee undertook the 
task of encouraging SPHHS to comply with the Code.  Several status reports have been 
furnished to the Senate, the last one earlier this year.  In that status report, the Joint 
Subcommittee mentioned that progress has been made toward compliance in the ratio of 
tenured faculty to regular, active-status faculty.  However, concerns remain about  
Appointment Tenure and Promotion (APT) criteria and procedures at the department and 
School level.   
 
 Professor Cherian related that two weeks ago, he met with the new Dean of the 
School, Lynn Goldman, Associate Dean Kathy Hunting, and Assistant Dean Josef Reum, 
who served as Interim Dean of the School before Dean Goldman arrived.  At that meeting, 
he received for the first time a copy of guidelines for faculty appointments, reappointments, 
and tenure in the School dated June, 2010.  He said he was informed these had been 
approved by the Medical Center Faculty Senate Executive Committee.  This was a surprise 
as the Joint Subcommittee had not received a copy of these guidelines.  [Note:  these 
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guidelines were not received or approved by the University Faculty Senate Executive 
Committee.] 
 
 Several days after this meeting, the Joint Subcommittee met and reviewed the 
guidelines, finding several issues of concern.  These will be outlined in a report provided to 
the Faculty Senate Executive Committee very soon.  Professor Cherian informally outlined 
four concerns of the Joint Subcommittee as follows:  the School is still not in compliance 
with Article I.B. 1. of the Faculty Code which sets forth the required percentages of tenured, 
tenure-accruing, and non-tenure-accruing faculty members in departments and Schools.  
Secondly, there are currently some faculty members serving on search committees that 
appear not to have been formed in compliance with the Code.  It also appears that some 
recent appointments of assistant or associate deans have not been made in compliance  with 
Code requirements. 
 
 Thirdly, in terms of the APT guidelines received by the Joint Subcommittee on 
August 27, there are several inconsistencies with the Code.  The Subcommittee will follow 
up with the School about these. 
 
 The fourth and last concern is the disclosure made on August 27 that 9 research staff 
people were converted by the School into regular, active-status positions without the benefit 
of what Professor Cherian called due process.  Five of these individuals were converted to 
non-tenure-track positions, and four were converted into tenure-track positions.  The Joint 
Subcommittee does not know at this point who the individuals are, what criteria were used, 
or the process that was followed; it also does not know how these conversions were 
approved. 
 
 A short discussion followed.  Professor Cherian said his understanding was that at 
GW, there is no process in place for such conversions.  Dr. Lehman was recognized, and 
pointed out that back in the 70’s, former President Elliott imposed a hiring freeze on tenure-
accruing or tenured positions.  As a result a large number of contract faculty members were 
hired.  Faculty members hired during this period were later given an option to decide 
whether they wished to convert from contract status to tenure-accruing positions, and if they 
did, they had to stand and qualify for tenure by the usual process.  Dr. Lehman reminded 
the Senate he had brought this up at the April Senate meeting.  He added that if he 
understood Professor Cherian correctly, a couple of conversions have taken place in the 
SPHHS where research staff that have research-professor titles that sound like regular 
faculty appointments have now been converted into non-tenure-accruing positions. 
 
 Professor Wirtz sought clarification about this process.  He focused on the four 
conversions into tenure-accruing positions, rather than those of research staff with 
professorial titles who were converted into non-tenure-track positions.   He said he 
understood that for the four conversions in question, no search was completed before this 
happened.  Dr. Lehman expressed surprise that research staff positions were converted into 
non-tenure-accruing contract lines. He added, that, to the best of his recollection, he did not 
take action on any of these conversions before he stepped down on June 30, 2010.  In 
addition, he said that he had indicated in his conversations with Interim Dean Reum (about 
the possibility of conversions) that research faculty members eligible for and wishing to 
convert  into tenure-track positions would have to be highly qualified and stand for tenure 
under the normal process. 
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 Professor Wilmarth requested that the Provost work with the Senate Executive 
Committee, Professor Cherian and the Joint Subcommittee, and Dean Goldman of SPHHS 
 In examining this conversion process, and report back to the Faculty Senate.  Provost 
Lerman said he had no first hand information about the process to offer at the moment, but 
that he would look into the matter and report back to the Senate. 
 
 Dean Goldman spoke briefly, saying that the School is committed to bringing itself 
into compliance with the Code.  She added that she knew there was a history in the past of 
promises being made that then were not kept, and said this would not longer occur.  She 
also said she believes there has been a history of differences in the interpretation of the 
Code.   She promised that if she does not agree in the future she would be honest about that, 
but that she would argue the point rather than promise to do something with which the 
School does not agree.   She added that her impression was that the appointments in 
question were appropriate and she pledged to keep an open mind about them and work 
with Provost Lerman to be sure the Committee has all of the information about how the 
appointments were handled.    She also said she understood that the next report of the 
School on Code compliance issues was due December 31, but that if an Interim Report 
would be helpful, that could be provided.  
 
REPORT BY THE CHAIR OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON THE PROPOSED 
SCHOOL OF NURSING CONCERNING THE REPORT OF THE NURSING 
SCHOOL RECEIVED AUGUST 24, 2010 
 
 Professor Cherian presented the report, which is enclosed, on behalf of the Special 
Committee.  He recounted that, on April 13, 2010, the Committee and the Senate received a 
proposal to establish a School of Nursing.  Because of the very short timeline involved with 
Board consideration of the proposal to occur at the May meeting, on May 3rd, the 
Committee responded with a report to the Senate Executive Committee outlining concerns 
about the formation of the School.   A special meeting of the Senate was held on May 12 at 
which the Senate adopted Resolution 10/1.  This Resolution supported the formation of the 
School conditional upon three understandings, as follows: 
 

(a) At least three tenured faculty members who are not academic 
administrative officials shall be appointed to the faculty of the School of 
Nursing by August 31, 2011;  

 
(b) At least 75% of the regular, active-status faculty of the School of Nursing 

would hold tenured or tenure-accruing appointments by August 31, 2014;  
 

(c) By August 31, 2010, the Dean of the School of Nursing would submit a 
supplemental memorandum to the Faculty Senate Special Committee on 
the  School of Nursing, and that memorandum shall address in sufficient 
detail the remaining concerns specified in the Special Committee Report 
dated May 3, 2010.   

 
 Professor Cherian advised that the School of Nursing submitted the supplemental 
memorandum on August 23, 2010 to the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate.  
Additional copies of this supplemental memorandum were made available for those 
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attending the Senate meeting.    Professor Cherian said that he had met with Senior 
Associate Dean Ellen Dawson to informally discuss a dozen issues or questions that were 
raised following receipt of the supplemental information.  The Special Committee met on 
September  6 and identified some issues of significance as well as some ten minor issues to 
which the leadership of the School respond.  Professor Cherian added that he did not think 
these issues would be problems.   
 
 The Special Committee plans to submit a report to the Senate in about a week.  
Professor Cherian highlighted three issues, the first being that the School plans to add 16 
new tenured faculty positions in the next two years.  This is a good development, but it is far 
more than the 3 new tenured faculty positions the School expected to have by August, 2011. 
The Special Committee will seek information about recruiting, the Search Committees, the 
source of funding, and the ratio of tenured faculty in the School for the additional positions 
contemplated.  The second issue is the draft bylaws submitted by the School in its April 13th 
materials.  The Special Committee believes these were drafted hastily and are not in full 
compliance with the Code.  Therefore, they need to be revised.   Lastly, there is the issue of 
the location of some of the faculty and staff of the new School at the Foggy Bottom and 
Ashburn campuses.  That division is still unclear to the Special Committee and is of concern 
because of the cap imposed on the number of residents, including faculty and staff, at the 
Foggy Bottom campus.  Professor Cherian concluded his report by saying that generally 
speaking, the report on the new School is positive. 
 
 Dean Johnson offered a point of clarification, saying that in the original proposal the 
School tried to show projected growth in faculty members over two years.  The School has 
been committed to keeping the number of faculty constant at Foggy Bottom.    The only 
students that will be added will be online students who do not count against the enrollment 
cap.  If additional on-campus students are added, this will occur at the Ashburn campus. 
 
REPORT ON SUMMER ACTIVITY BY THE CHAIR OF THE SPECIAL AD HOC 
COMMITTEE ON  FINANCIAL AND OPERATIONAL PLANNING FOR THE 
SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING COMPLEX 
 
 Professor Hermann Helgert distributed copies of his presentation, which is enclosed.  
He related that the Special Ad Hoc Committee was established two years ago to monitor for 
the Senate the process of developing a concept for a Science and Engineering Complex 
(SEC) on the site of the existing parking garage at 22nd and I Streets, N.W.  This Committee 
served for two years, giving an annual report  in May 2009 and a final report in May, 2010, at 
which point its mandate had run out.  The Senate Executive Committee has indicated that 
it will establish a new SEC Committee with a different charge and it is expected that the 
Committee membership, which has not yet been announced, will be finalized shortly.   
 
 As the  Special Ad Hoc Committee did not exist over the summer, it was not active.  
However, a number of people have been active in other forums relative to the SEC.  As 
Professor Helgert is a member of the SEC Operating Committee, he focused his 
presentation on the work of that group. 
 
 Professor Helgert’s report lists the membership of the SEC Operating Committee on 
page 1.  The Committee consists of representatives of the University Administration, Faculty 
Senate, School of Engineering and Applied Science, Columbian College of Arts and 
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Sciences, the Medical Center, and the Ballinger and Boston Properties firms.  This group 
has been very active over the summer.  It met on a bi-weekly basis with Ballinger Architects  
and Boston Properties representatives.  Committee members  also participated in bi-weekly 
meetings with  Deans, department chairs, and interested faculty to solicit their views on 
how the building should be designed.  A good deal of time was spent negotiating 
compromises between competing requirements for space allocated to the four science 
departments in Columbian College and the five engineering departments in the School of 
Engineering and Applied Science who will ultimately occupy the building. Professor 
Helgert said he thought that within the next two weeks the building design and layout 
would be finalized so that it could be presented for approval to the Board of Trustees at 
their October 2010 meeting. 
 
 Professor Helgert presented information on the construction cost estimate for the 
SEC which was developed by Clark Construction, the Ballinger firm, Hickok Cole, and 
Boston Properties.  The estimate was based on the preliminary design developed by the 
Ballinger firm during Fall, 2009 and spring and summer, 2010.  Total estimated construction 
cost is estimated at  $275 million for net assignable space of 290,000 square feet.  The 
estimate includes a build-out of academic space in lower levels 1 and 2 and upper levels 1 
through 6.  Upper levels 7 and 8 will be constructed as shell space for future build-out. 
 
 Professor Helgert said that the estimate includes site preparation, including that 
which as already taken place, the demolition of the University Parking Garage, construction 
of the exterior and interior of the building as described above, and partial build-out of a 
vivarium for the Medical School.  An allowance of $9 million for furniture and equipment for 
teaching and research labs is included, along with $4 million for customized lab setup.  The 
estimate also includes costs associated with LEEDS certification, Ballinger fees not 
attributable to parking construction, and allowances for contingencies and potential future 
increases in construction costs. 
 
 Professor Helgert’s report also outlines what is not included in the building 
construction cost estimate, i.e., the build-out of levels 7 and 8; 300-400 parking spaces at 
lower levels 3 and 4 of the SEC and other parking garage replacement construction at South 
Hall and Square 54 (these are to funded by a separate capital budget based on parking fees).  
Also excluded are the central utility plant for Ross Hall which will be funded by a separate 
capital budget item; Ballinger fees associated with SEC parking construction, and office 
furniture.  
 
 The SEC funding plan anticipates that of the total of $275 million required, $100 
million will come from fundraising, and $175 million will be financed.  It is contemplated 
that principal and interest on this debt will be covered by a Square 54 payout in excess of $9 
million per year and an expected increase in the level of Indirect Cost Recovery associated 
with research in excess of $9 million per year.  The plan allows for some flexibility in the 
relative amounts of fundraising and debt, as approximately $9.6 million per year would be 
required to finance $150 million in debt, assuming 30 year amortization and a 5% interest 
rate. 
 
 An extended discussion followed.  Professor Yezer inquired about operating, 
depreciation and maintenance costs per square foot for the building.  Professor Helgert 
responded these were not included in the construction and equipment estimate.  Professor 
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Yezer said he thought there is a big difference between outlining what will be spent for 
bricks and mortar, and presenting a business model that will support an investment of this 
type.  He added he thought that faculty members in the Economics Department and the 
Business School might be helpful in formulating a business model which could be used as 
the basis for decision-making about the building.  Professor Helgert agreed that he thought 
this was an important issue. 
 
 Professor Hotez inquired about the Indirect Cost Recovery assumptions in the 
funding plan, which are projected at a little over $9 million per year.  The expectation seems 
to be that an additional $18 million in ICR will be secured from either National Institutes of 
Health R01 or equivalent National Science Foundation grants to produce the desired $9 
million per year.  Professor Helgert said the ICR figure was based on the assumption that 
there will be an additional $30 million per year in research funding that would yield 
approximately $9 million per year at currently prevailing rates.  Professor Hotez said he 
thought receiving between 40 to 60 new NIH and NSF grants or more would be necessary 
to achieve the ICR target.  This is an ambitious plan, and would be exciting if it happens.   
 
 Professor Hotez raised a point which he had brought up before, and that is, if the 
ICR goal is to be achieved, Medical School faculty will have to be in the lead, working with 
engineers, and basic science faculty.  The plan for the building does not include facilities for 
the Medical School, and the discussion concerning compromises about space in the SEC 
has occurred between CCAS and Engineering departments,  with provisions for the Medical 
School excluded.  Consequently, Professor Hotez said he thought that the expectation for 
ICR should at least be reduced.  Professor Helgert said that he thought there would be 
some presence of the Medical School in the SEC, with the vivarium being one example.  He 
said that in his opinion, the Medical School would have to play a major role in reaching the 
desired level of funding.  There has been representation of the Medical School on the 
Operating Committee, but the extent to which it will participate in research in the SEC is 
not yet determined.  Professor Hotez said that he could not stress enough that reaching the 
ICR goal would require addressing this issue, and he thought that should be done. 
 
 Dean Dolling of the School of Engineering and Applied Science said he thought that 
any projection of revenue in the future is always speculative.  A large fraction of typical 
Engineering School ICR funding does not come from NSF or NIH grants; it comes from 
the Department of Defense and all of its agencies.  Dean Dolling said he had just sent a 
communication to the Engineering faculty outlining a plan to add 32 new faculty to SEAS 
by this time next year.  The following year, the School will add another 7 or 8 if it is able to 
do so. [Note:  later in the meeting, Dean Dolling clarified that these 32 new faculty would be 
added over the next four years.]  These 40 new faculty members are expected to bring in 
significant amounts of sponsored research.  The expectation, based on data from 
aspirational schools compiled in U.S. News and World Report, is that average research 
funding should be in the neighborhood of $500,000 per year.  Thus, he said he hoped that 
SEAS funding would triple over the next 3 to 5 years.  Right now the School receives 
approximately $12 million in research funding, so about $40 million is within the realm of 
possibility. 
 
 Provost Lerman said that in his previous position, he had been involved in the 
construction of several buildings similar to the SEC and noted that in his experience every 
financing plan is just that, and what actually happens is almost always different than the 
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plan.  The real question is whether it is realistic and reasonable to assume that these 
numbers are sufficient.  Provost Lerman said he had reviewed the numbers and felt fairly 
comfortable with them.  One virtue of the financing plan laid out for the SEC is that the sum 
of the numbers exceed the $275 million required.  He added that he understood that since 
the plan deals with future projections, people will have different estimates and judgments 
about the likelihood of each of the targets being reached. 
 
 Discussion followed.  Professor Garris asked if it was legal or even proper to fund 
debt service for the SEC by using ICR funds.  For one thing, if the increase in research to 
$30 million per year materializes, there will likely be a need for a tremendous increase in 
research support infrastructure.  This does not seem to be reflected in the funding plan, 
which seems to assume the indirect costs coming from increased research is free money.  
Professor Helgert said he was not in a position to answer that, but agreed with Professor 
Garris that over the years, the Senate has been told that research is a money-losing 
proposition for the University.  The funding plan seems to turn this scene upside down in its 
assumption that ICR funds will pay for part of the building’s construction costs.  He said it 
was possible that with increased research, some economies of scale might be achievable in 
terms of research infrastructure.  Provost Lerman said he thought that a portion of the space 
costs – both building and operating -- for the SEC could potentially be recoverable.  Costs 
associated with portions of the building devoted to teaching space and non-research activity 
would not. 
 
 Professor Barnhill spoke in favor of a more detailed financial plan for the SEC.  He 
said he agreed with Professor Yezer’s observation that a business model should be 
formulated which takes into account operating, depreciation and maintenance costs.  This 
information should be provided before a decision on going forward with the project is made. 
The estimated capital cost of the project should also include all of the incremental costs 
associated with making a decision to undertake the SEC including the cost of new parking 
facilities and the cost of finishing the top two floors.  Information on the number and types 
of sponsored research projects expected, and how many and what types of what types of 
faculty will needed to do this work is needed.  The costs of such faculty and other project 
operating costs are needed.  For example, where are the costs of the discussed 30 to 40 new 
engineering faculty members?  An operating revenue and expense plan for the overall SEC 
project including the anticipated sponsored research projects with some detail is necessary 
so that the Senate can make an informed recommendation on the project.  Overall, he said 
he thought the project has the potential to be a great success and move the University 
forward in the research area, but it also has significant risks that need to be evaluated.  He 
said that previously promised staffing and operating plans needed to make a thorough 
evaluation have not been not been provided and they need to be supplied.   
 
 Professor Wirtz said that he thought the questions raised about the funding plan 
express a very real concern and that is, in one way or another, the SEC will ultimately cause  
all of the Schools to pay a price in terms of their ability to achieve their own academic and 
research goals.  The Senate is on record as saying that there is a need for improved facilities 
and it does wish to move forward.  The problem is that the numbers projected for the SEC 
project  are not even close to reality because they do not fully reflect the financial resources 
that will ultimately need to be devoted to it.  What the Senate is really asking for is complete 
information so that the Schools can assess the project’s impact and modify their own plans 
to accommodate this very important need of the University. 
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 Dean Dolling questioned Professor Wirtz’s assertion that the funding plan was 
unrealistic.  The revenue stream from Square 54 is probably defined to within $100,000, 
amounting to $9.66 million per year and the source is a 50 year lease/income stream.  This 
represents half of the debt service for the construction cost of the SEC.  Professor Wirtz 
pointed out that the source for the other half of the debt service is not certain, and the 
fundraising total is not either.  What is necessary is a reasonable and complete set of 
numbers so that the Schools can assess how this will impact their own objectives. 
 
 Professor Parsons inquired about the 40 new faculty positions to be added to the 
Engineering faculty and the source of funding for these.  Dean Dolling said that many of the 
positions are not new as they will be created by retirements, resignations, and the voluntary 
separation plan that SEAS recently offered.  He said that information on which positions are 
new and which are not could be laid out.  SEAS certainly has every expectation that 
everybody the School hires from now on will be bringing in sponsored research grants. 
 
 Further discussion followed about aspects of indirect recovery cost rates for 
sponsored research and the variables involved. 
 
 Dr. Lehman, responding to Professors Barnhill, Wirtz, and Parsons’ concerns, said 
that he would have no problem looking at a broad financial plan in detail.  He added that he 
thought this is necessary and can be done, and that he would make sure this happens.  At 
the same time, he urged everyone to remember something not included in the SEC 
construction cost estimate -- the Innovation Task Force is working very hard with the 
objective of generating $60 million per year on an ongoing basis at the end of five years.  
These funds will be used to support the academic enterprise.  In addition, construction of 
the SEC will allow the University to make available space on campus that is vacated when 
people move into the new building.  That will allow the University to expand programs 
outside of science and engineering.  He urged everyone to look at the big picture, because 
he said he concluded that the SEC project was feasible and would transform the University 
in science and engineering.  Its benefit to the University community would also allow 
faculty in the School of Business, in Arts and Sciences, and other areas to do work that has 
not been possible up to this point. 
 
 Professor Wilmarth said he was conscious that the October 8th meeting would 
probably be the last Senate meeting before the Board of Trustees’ October meeting where it 
is expected that the Board will vote on final approval of the SEC project.  He requested that 
the Office of the Provost work with the Fiscal Planning and Budgeting Committee and 
provide them the additional information that group has requested so that the Senate would 
have a much more precise sense of all of the costs, including the costs excluded from the 
present estimate,  for the SEC. 
 
 Dean Barratt said that she thought it very important to lay out the costs under 
discussion, but she agreed with Dean Dolling that there are numbers in the estimate that 
cannot be known in advance with certainty.  She urged that everyone look at the opportunity 
cost of not building the SEC and keep this is mind.  Columbian College has very productive 
scientists doing excellent research in limited facilities that are keeping them from reaching 
their potential as scientists.  Faculty coming on board now and in the future also need 
adequate research facilities.  The reputation that GWU has as a comprehensive University 
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that has both liberal arts and professional schools really depends on having  facilities that 
will allow researchers and students to achieve their potential. 
 
 Professor Castleberry advised the Senate that the discussion that had just taken place 
was one the Executive Committee spent the summer talking about.  As the University 
community comes closer to the acceptance that the SEC project will go forward, the 
Executive Committee has decided to separate the two different emphases of the work of the 
original SEC Committee, which will be discontinued.  Financial issues, questions and 
concerns will be considered by the Fiscal Planning and Budgeting Committee.  The 
emphasis on the funding of this building has to be widely understood and considered in the 
context of its ramifications for programs in all of the Schools.  GW is, after all, a University 
composed of all of these units.   
 
 A new Committee, also to be called the SEC Committee, has been formulated by the 
Executive Committee, to be co-chaired by Professor Hermann Helgert and Professor Linda 
Gallo, people who represent two of the three Schools who will utilize the SEC.  It will draw 
upon faculty from all three of the primary schools who will utilize the new building and it 
will address building utilization, lab access, inter-school, or cross-school collaborations, and 
funding opportunities.  That Executive Committee is in the process of staffing that 
Committee which will begin work as soon as possible and make regular reports to the 
Senate. 
 
GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
I. REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 
 Professor Castleberry presented the Report of the Executive Committee, which is 
enclosed.  The Executive Committee report presented to the Academic Affairs Committee 
of the Board of Trustees at its May meeting was distributed at the meeting, and is enclosed. 

 
II. ANNUAL REPORTS OF SENATE STANDING COMMITTEES 
  
 The Annual Report of the Executive Committee for the 2009-10 session was 
distributed at the meeting.  The Report is enclosed. 
 
CHAIR’S REMARKS 
 
 Provost Lerman thanked everyone at the University – colleagues, staff, and students, 
for the incredibly warm welcome he and his wife received upon their arrival at GW.  They 
are presently living at the Mount Vernon campus and settling into the campus community.  
At the same time, Provost Lerman said he has been conducting a listening tour so that he 
can learn as much as possible about the many aspects of the University. 
 
 Provost Lerman noted that the life of an institution is its students and faculty.  He 
said that it has been a pleasure to get to know a number of GW students.  The incoming 
freshman class is an extraordinary and energized group.  By many metrics, this is the most 
selective accepted class of freshmen the University has recruited.  A little over 31% of the 
record number of applicants to GW were admitted, with a yield rate that also reached an all-
time high.  
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 Another great pleasure was the opportunity to hold the first official function at their 
home on W Street, the new faculty orientation.  The new faculty members, approximately 60 
of them, are a fascinating group of scholars and teachers, and they are excited about coming 
to GW.   This year has been a great one for GW in that the University was able to extend 
offers to so many individuals.  Provost Lerman urged everyone to meet not only new faculty 
in their own departments, but in others as well.  The range of disciplines they represent is 
extraordinary and their level of expertise and energy is remarkable. 
 
 Provost Lerman concluded by saying that he and Professor Castleberry have made a 
mutual pledge to each other that they will, as Provost and Senate Executive Committee 
Chair, do whatever they can to make the working relationship between the Senate and the 
University Administration effective and productive.  It is understood that at times there will 
be agreement, and at others there will not.  The intent is to facilitate clear communication 
with the joint objective that each will try to reflect what is best for the University – faculty, 
students, and staff.  When disagreements arise, the intent is to focus on principle and not 
upon personalities, keeping in mind the best interests of the University community.   
 
BRIEF STATEMENTS (AND QUESTIONS) 
 
 Professor Yezer said that in response to the Middle States Accreditation process 
which recommended that more attention be paid to the assessment of student learning, the 
Economics department has become quite serious about this issue.  He said that he was 
pleasantly surprised to find this a worthwhile activity, with interesting results.  He urged 
that departments participate seriously in assessing the fundamental knowledge that 
students have coming into a course, because grading provides only part of the picture of 
student learning.  Professor Boyce echoed Professor Yezer’s comments, saying that the 
Music Department has discovered information through such assessment that will be very 
helpful in improving teaching and reshaping its curriculum.  Provost Lerman said that 
considerable work has been done in Physics in this area, where tools have been developed 
and employed to determine the understanding that students have about fundamental 
concepts, as opposed to simply measuring their performance on problem-solving activities – 
an observation with which  Dr. Lehman agreed.   Professor Castleberry reminded everyone 
that the University has an Assessment Committee composed of representatives from all of 
the Schools, and this is a very active group. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
 There being no further business before the Senate, and upon motion made and 
seconded, the meeting was adjourned at 4:05 p.m.   
  

      Elizabeth A. Amundson  
        Elizabeth A. Amundson 
                                                    Secretary 
 



A TRIBUTE IN MEMORY OF BARRY LOUIS BERMAN 
 Professor of Physics and Columbian Distinguished Professor of the Natural and  

Mathematical Sciences 
 
 It is with deep sorrow that The George Washington University Faculty Senate acknowledges 
the recent death of Barry Louis Berman, Professor of Physics and Columbian Distinguished 
Professor of the Natural and Mathematical Sciences.  Born in Chicago, Illinois, Professor Berman 
received his B.A. degree from Harvard University in 1957 and his M.S. and Ph.D. in 1959 and 
1963, respectively, from the University of Illinois, in experimental nuclear physics.  Professor 
Berman went from Illinois to Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, where he performed 
groundbreaking research that set the standard in such fields as channeling radiation and fundamental 
few-body cross sections.  It was for the Experimental Proof of Channeling Radiation that Professor 
Berman received an award from the Catholic University of America in 1990, and, based on his early 
experimental work at LLNL, was elected Fellow of the American Physical Society in 1970.
 

Professor Berman joined the faculty of the Columbian College of Arts and Sciences as a Full 
Professor in 1985.  In 1988 he received the Distinguished Faculty Award for Excellence in 
Scholarship, and was elected Columbian Distinguished Professor of the Natural and Mathematical 
Sciences in 1998.  He served as chair of the Physics Department from 1993 until 1998, in 2007 and 
from 2009 until his passing. Professor Berman was dedicated to physics, to the Physics Department, 
and to The George Washington University. He was on the job as chair, conducted a research group 
meeting, and was seen working late the Friday before his death.  

 
 During his tenure in the Columbian College, Professor Berman taught several courses at the 
introductory level, where, he would always say, we want to put our best teachers.  His favorite 
course was his Physics of Music course, which emanated from his love of music and the arts: 
Professor Berman was an accomplished musician and played and performed on several wind 
instruments.  He could also recite long poems and lyrics from memory, and could tell you the 
historical events and commemorations of the day.  He was also a prolific scholar, with more than 
244, refereed publications in the leading physics journals and over 430 papers in total.  

 
Professor Berman served for two years as a Faculty Senator.  He chaired the Senate 

Committee on Research, and served on that committee for a total of twelve years between 1988 and 
2002.  Additionally, he chaired the Honors and Academic Convocations Committee from 2002 until 
2005.  

 
During his 25 years as a faculty member, Professor Berman earned the respect of the faculty, 

staff and students of CCAS.  He also earned the highest esteem of many other colleagues 
throughout the University, who recognized the great value of the contributions he made to the 
University through his teaching, scholarship and service.  

 
I ask that this tribute be incorporated in the minutes of the Faculty Senate and that a copy be 

forwarded to Professor Berman’s family with the Senate’s heartfelt appreciation and condolences.   
 
     William J. Briscoe 
     Professor of Physics 
     September 10, 2010 
 

Read into the record of the Faculty Senate meeting held on September 10, 2010  
 



2011 Medical Plan



Overview
As a Health Plan Sponsor, we have a responsibility to the institution and the 

employees to ensure that the benefit programs provide the highest level of quality 
and are managed in a fiscally responsible manner.  In order to honor this 
responsibility an RFP process was initiated for the Medical Plan.  

Four vendors participated and all responses where measured on the same criteria:  
– Financial
– Provider Network
– Account Management
– Clinical Programs
– Technology Capabilities, 
– Retiree Medical
– Plan Design and 
– Incentive Capabilities.

The final score for the vendors responding to the RFP were:
United Healthcare    2.8
CIGNA                      2.7 (Incumbent)
Aetna                        2.5
Carefirst                    1.9 (Incumbent)



Why Not Carefirst?
For many years Carefirst has been the provider of choice in the DC/MD/VA marketplace.  This 
was due to the fact that they had the highest level of providers under contract in the area but 
over the last five years competitive health vendors have increased their networks.  At the 
same time Carefirst has struggled with internal administrative and technology problems.  

Specific to the GWU’s relationship with Carefirst, in the past 12 months.
– In January, we were told that we must move to a new administrative platform but assured 

that we would benefit from enhanced performance. Enhancements were never realized 
but rather has caused increased disruption to the service our participants receive.

– Claims continue to be processed incorrectly – services paid at the wrong amount, paying 
claims for terminated employees, members being denied benefits incorrectly, to name a 
few.

– The administration of our retiree plan can only be described as embarrassing.  Numerous 
members were ‘terminated’ incorrectly 12/31/09 and denied benefits, incorrect cards 
were sent to members and only corrected after GWU staff identified the issue.

– The ability of obtaining data from Carefirst to monitor the financial performance of the 
medical plan is difficult.

– Our attempts to work with Carefirst to improve the service and sustain the relationship 
has not been meet with a spirit of partnership.



Why United Healthcare?

• United Healthcare has the ability to provide our employees with a 
nation-wide network of providers, allowing for employees and 
dependents to access care anywhere in the country.

• With leveraging the Network Discounts available through UHC we 
were able to keep our premium increases well below the market and 
provide funding back to the ITF which is earmarked for 
Faculty/Student purposes

• United Healthcare currently provides medical coverage for the 
employees at MFA  and GWUH.

• One feature of United Healthcare is the ability to access information 
about your claims and coverage from anywhere via their MyUHC 
website.  This includes printing a temporary Benefit ID card if you 
need care and do not have your card available.



Providers Disruption

• Any change in Health Insurance Network causes an initial concern among members 
as to their ability to continue with a provider that they are familiar and comfortable 
with – this is not something which we took lightly in considering this change.

• Currently 90.6% of providers utilized by our employees are in-network with United 
Healthcare.

• The remaining 9.4% of providers will be assigned to a GWU specific network and 
available to employees as ‘in-network’ effective 1/1/2011.  Our intent is that no 
employee have a disruption in their ability to access care with a provider who they are 
already utilizing.
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Through this memo, supplemental information is presented to the University Faculty 
Senate and the University Faculty Senate Special Committee on the Proposed School 
of Nursing, in accordance with Faculty Senate Resolution 10/01.  For convenience, a 
copy of the resolution is provided as Appendix 1.  
 
1.  Plan to recruit tenure and tenure-track faculty 
 
The School of Nursing has developed a plan to recruit tenured and tenure track faculty 
and is committed to achieving the Faculty Code requirement of a 75% tenure and 
tenure track faculty ratio by August 31, 2014.    
 
Currently, 56% of the School of Nursing faculty members are tenure or tenure track.  
There are 16 regular active status faculty members—8 tenure track, 1 tenured, and 7 
regular active status non-tenured or tenure track.  In addition, there are 3 research 
faculty members, 1 visiting faculty member, and 1 clinician educator faculty member.  
All faculty members in the department of nursing education transitioned to the School 
of Nursing.  The 8 nursing faculty members currently in tenure track positions are 
scheduled for tenure review between 2011 and 2014.   
 
The recruitment plan for tenured and tenure track faculty has three components: 
 

• 4 new faculty members are being recruited this year (FY 2011) to meet the 
needs of increased numbers of BSN, MSN and DNP students as projected.  Of 
the four faculty members being recruited, two of the searches have been 
completed with 1 of the new faculty being tenure track and 1 a clinical 
educator.  Every effort is being made to identify two faculty members who are 
tenurable.  Among the applicants are several potential faculty members who 
are currently tenured at other institutions.   

 
• In addition to the 4 new faculty members noted above, the Medical Center has 

committed funds ($1 million) to recruit an additional 4 faculty.  Intensive efforts 
have begun to identify nationally known researchers who would be tenurable 
and who have funded research.  It is anticipated that at least 2 of the 4 
positions will be filled by July 1, 2011.   

 
• Another 8 faculty members will be recruited in FY 2012 based on the addition of 

new programs and the expansion of programs as noted in the proposal.   
 
Thus, a total of sixteen (16) new faculty members will be recruited into the School of 
Nursing in the coming two years.  In addition, as there is faculty turnover, every effort 
will be made to replace non-tenure track faculty with tenure track faculty. Recruitment 
efforts include recruitment through professional meetings, networking to identify 
faculty who are of interest to the School of Nursing based on teaching and research 
expertise, and advertising in print and on the web.  Personal contact will be made with 
faculty of interest.   

Supplemental Information 
Per Faculty Senate Resolution 10/01 

August 23, 2010 
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2.  Faculty Code Compliance 
 
The School of Nursing is committed to Faculty Code compliance.   
 
Draft bylaws for the School of Nursing were developed by nursing faculty members 
and submitted in April 2010 to the University Faculty Senate and the University 
Faculty Senate Special Committee on the Proposed School of Nursing.  The draft 
bylaws are consistent with the Faculty Code.  Upon review by the University Faculty 
Senate, any section deemed to be out of compliance with the Faculty Code will be 
revised to be compliant with the Code.  
 
Prior to the establishment of the School of Nursing on July 1, 2010, the department of 
nursing education exceeded the Faculty Code requirement of a 50% tenure and tenure 
track faculty ratio.   
 
The School of Nursing is committed to meeting the Faculty Code requirement of 
having 75% of the regular active status faculty be tenured or tenure track.  Sixteen 
(16) new faculty members will be recruited into the School of Nursing in the next two 
years.  The recruitment plan focuses on adding faculty who meet tenure requirements 
and is presented on the previous page (See 1.  Plan to recruit tenure and tenure-track 
faculty). 
 
This recruitment of the additional tenured and tenure-track faculty members will 
provide a sufficient number of tenured faculty members to constitute a School of 
Nursing Appointment, Promotions and Tenure Committee (APT) and comply with the 
APT composition, independence, and process requirements; to constitute search 
committees and to comply with search committee composition and process 
requirements for faculty and academic administrator searches; and, to comply with 
curriculum development process requirements. 
 
3.  Standards for student admissions   
 
The standards for student admissions to the various nursing degree programs are 
stated on the School of Nursing website (www.nursing.gwumc.edu).  The nursing 
admissions standards meet the standards of the University, and the standards have 
been approved by the University Academic Affairs Committee and the Board of 
Trustees.  In addition, the nursing student admission standards were reviewed and 
found acceptable by the Collegiate Commission on Nursing Education at the February 
2010 accreditation site visit.   
 
The second degree Bachelor of Science in Nursing (BSN) students are required to have 
a 3.0 from their previous undergraduate degree.  Since these applicants already have 
an undergraduate degree, the SAT is not required.  The overall GPA for the class 
admitted in fall 2009 was 3.03 and for the class admitted for fall 2010 is 3.27. 
 
The Master of Science in Nursing (MSN) programs require a 3.0 GPA for admission 
with the average GPA of the class admitted in fall 2009 being 3.13 and 3.34 for 
incoming students.   
 



 3

Students admitted to the Doctor of Nursing Program (DNP) must have a 3.3 GPA and 
the current class of DNP students have an average GPA of 3.38 and for fall 2010 
admissions it is 3.43.  These students have already completed a Master of Science 
program.   
 
The graduate nursing programs do not require the GRE for admission.  The school 
requires a writing sample that includes goals, a review of work experience, and strong 
recommendations from their current supervisors.  The School of Engineering and 
Applied Science does not require the GRE, nor does the Elliott School of International 
Affairs require the GRE for the Master of International Policy and Practice.    
 
The quality of our current students is strong.  Not only do the entering classes have 
an average GPA higher than required, students finish their programs in a timely way 
and do well on their national certification exams.  The pass rate for our graduates 
from the nurse practitioner program for their nurse practitioner licensure was 100% in 
January 2010. 
 
The School of Nursing will maintain a level of admissions standards that is consistent 
with the high standards of the University and meet the requirements established for 
all schools in the University.  The School of Nursing will not let admissions standards 
decline.   
 
4.  Academic quality of the GW nursing programs, ranking by US News 
     and World Report, and aspirational and competitive schools 
 

A.  Academic quality of the GW nursing programs 
 
As an overall statement addressing the academic quality of the GW nursing programs, 
the Collegiate Commission on Nursing Education (CCNE) accredited in 2006 the first 
degree program developed in nursing (Master of Science in Nursing). The Doctor of 
Nursing Practice was first offered in 2007 and the second degree Bachelor of Science 
in Nursing in 2009.  A self study was completed for all of the programs in November 
2009 and the CCNE conducted a site visit to accredit all of the programs in February 
2010.  The accreditation process is rigorous with every detail of the degree programs 
examined.  The accreditation process reviews the financial sustainability, quality of 
faculty, student admissions, evaluation process, adequacy of support service, 
institutional support, soundness of the curriculum, etc.  The CCNE site visit exit report 
indicated that GW met all of the standards.  The official report will be received in 
October 2010.   
 
In addition, to offer nursing programs in the Commonwealth of Virginia, the Board of 
Nursing must approve the program.  The approval process includes similar criteria as 
the CCNE accreditation and a site visit.  The Board of Nursing reviewed the 
undergraduate program since it is located in Virginia and awarded the program 
preliminary approval.  Final approval can be granted after the first class graduates and 
passes the RN NNCLEX exam.  The CCNE self study report is available for review, as is 
the letter from the Board of Nursing preliminary approval of the undergraduate 
program.  The intensity of the accreditation process by CCNE and the Board of Nursing 
and the positive outcome of each process is a major indicator of the quality of the GW 
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nursing programs, students, support services, physical space, evaluation process, 
faculty, and financial soundness.   
 
Information about the instruction and degree requirements for students are stated on 
the School of Nursing website (www.nursing.gwumc.edu), and information about 
student admissions is provided on page 2 (See 3. Standards for student admissions) 
 
As discussed with the University Faculty Senate Special Committee on the Proposed 
School of Nursing, the School will develop a dashboard of metrics to demonstrate 
continuous improvement.  Dashboard data will include recruitment of tenurable 
faculty, number of research grant applications and awards, research funding awarded, 
endowment and other philanthropic funding received, number of applications received 
for each program, grade point average of matriculated classes, student retention, 
student pass rates on national exams, etc.  Baselines and targets for each data set 
will be defined.  The benchmarks established will be compared with other nursing 
schools as possible, as well as other GW schools.   
 

B.  Ranking by US News and World Report 
 
In 2007, the US News and World Report ranked the GW nursing program 63rd in the 
nation, when the nursing program admitted its first class in 2004 and had not yet 
graduated any students.  This ranking put GW in the top 20% of nursing schools.  GW 
was tied in the rankings with George Mason University, Pace University, University of 
Oklahoma, University of South Carolina, and University of Texas Galveston.  There 
were 250 ranked schools and 111 unranked schools.  Of note, GW was ranked higher 
than many well known schools of nursing.  US News and World Report has not 
conducted a subsequent nursing ranking survey. 
 
A goal for the School of Nursing is to be one of the top 25 programs in the country.  
The rankings are based on a composite of data such as success on certification or 
licensure exams as well as a survey of professionals who are familiar with the schools 
and programs.  In order to be in the top 25, one strategy is to influence the survey of 
professionals.  Important factors to accomplishing this include being known for 
research capacity as well as having national leaders who are visible to the profession.  
Recruiting top level nursing researchers requires having a school of nursing.  Our most 
critical investment in nursing will be in the faculty.  The ability to recruit nationally 
known faculty will be greatly enhanced by having a school.  We have been able to 
recruit excellent faculty to date, but will need to compete with the top schools for the 
top faculty—particularly faculty with a research track record.   
 
In order to influence the data based information, the School will continue to admit 
high quality students who are successful on their national examinations and who value 
the learning experience provided by GW.   
 
GW will be able to reach the top 25 schools with the expansion of research and the 
recruitment of nationally known faculty.  Historically, US News and World Report has 
ranked nursing programs every five years.  In 2007, the GW nursing program ranked 
63rd.  It is expected the next ranking will occur within the next year or two and the 
new School of Nursing expects to move up in the rankings.  Looking out to the 
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following five year report, the School expects to be ranked in the top 40, and in the 
report after that to be ranked in the top 25. 
 
Funded projects of the nursing programs have already contributed to raising the 
reputation of the GW in the professional and academic nursing arenas.  Nearly 7,000 
nurses participated in the GW National Nursing Emergency Preparedness continuing 
education program, and many schools embedded the online modules as required 
coursework.   
 
In January 2010, nursing faculty members were awarded $900,000 to initiate a 
Nursing Alliance for Quality Care.  The Alliance has already and will continue to 
provide high visibility for the GW nursing program.   
 
A $2,000,000 grant from Health Resources and Services Administration (HRSA) was 
awarded to a nursing faculty member in July 2010.  The grant is to develop a Geriatric 
Education Center to educate clinicians of all types to provide better care for our aging 
population.  In addition, GW received another $35,000 grant from HRSA to provide 
scholarships to students in one of the primary care programs.  While these grants are 
new in 2010, the School of Nursing faculty has ongoing funding for 2 other grants 
from HRSA.   
 
The School of Nursing will continue to pursue research and partnership opportunities.  
It is anticipated an assistant/associate dean for research position will be established in 
the School in FY 2012 to strengthen and facilitate expansion of the research portfolio.   
 
These projects and activities effectively increase visibility and strengthen the 
reputation the GW School of Nursing, and GW will become more nationally recognized 
as additional researchers with high impact projects are added to the faculty.   
 
 C.  Aspirational schools 
 
The aspirational nursing schools are Boston College, Duke, Emory, and Vanderbilt.  
These schools all have long histories, having been established between 1905 and 
1947.  Duke and Vanderbilt are both ranked 19th by US News and World Report, and 
Boston College and Emory are both ranked 26th.   Duke has a strong research 
program, which includes NIH-sponsored projects, and offers 18 MSN programs of 
study.  Vanderbilt does not offer an undergraduate program and has limited research, 
however it does operate a nursing practice group and runs several area clinics.  
Boston College offers 11 MSN programs of study and conducts research.  Emory has a 
strong national reputation.  Duke, Emory, and Vanderbilt are all market basket 
schools for GW University.  A chart comparing GW and these four aspirational schools 
is presented in Appendix 2.  
 
 E. Regional competition 
 
Regional competition for the GW nursing programs consists primarily of private 
institutions, including Marymount University, Shenandoah University, Catholic 
University, Georgetown University (which does not have a doctoral program), and 
Howard University (which offers only a Family Nurse Practitioner Master’s program 
and does not have a doctoral program).   
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George Mason University (GMU) is the only primary public university competitor for 
nursing programs in our primary catchment area.  At GMU, programmatic and class 
size reductions are in consideration due to continuing decreases in state funding.  The 
22-year collaborative nurse practitioner program between GW and GMU is slated to 
continue.   
 
Although the University of Maryland (UMD) offers a complement of undergraduate, 
graduate, and doctoral nursing programs, it is not considered a primary competitor as 
it is a state school and outside of our primary catchment area.   
 
In terms of active sponsored projects, the GW School of Nursing has more than twice 
the number of projects than any other nursing school in the region.  GW has 10 
funded projects, GMU has 4, and Georgetown currently has only 1. 
 
A chart comparing GW and the primary regional competitor nursing programs is 
presented in Appendix 3.  
  
 F.  GW competitive advantage 
 
The GW nursing programs have many competitive advantages.  Foremost is the “GW” 
brand of excellence in education.  Rapid response to nursing work force needs is also 
a key competitive advantage.  GW launched the first Doctor of Nursing Practice (DNP) 
program in the region and established the Second Degree Bachelor of Science (BSN) 
program in direct response to workforce and markets needs. 
 
GW is also ahead of the other schools in the region in terms of curricular innovation.  
For example, GW incorporated patient simulations as part of clinical learning and 
testing.  Also, planning is in process for an innovative BSN program based on a recent 
major study by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Education.  The study 
calls for curricular transformation.  Traditional BSN programs are two years of general 
study followed by two years of nursing study and clinical experiences.  The new GW 
program will offer nursing study and clinical experiences in the first year.  This 
program will be collaborative with the Columbian College of Arts and Sciences, and all 
courses will be offered at the VSTC. 
 
Even though GW is relatively new to nursing education in the region, GW has already 
established a sound track record compared to other schools.  We have more active 
grants than any of the other schools as noted above.  
 
Other competitive advantages of the GW nursing programs are the creative program 
development in quality improvement and leadership; the full complement of 
undergraduate, graduate, and doctoral programs; the nursing programs’ growing 
reputation for quality improvement in education, research, and policy; strong regional 
and national partnerships; and an interprofessional approach to program 
development.  The ability to fund new program development as part of the overall 
Medical Center budget has provided the resources for expansion of nursing programs. 
The budget process allows for the creation of new activities.    
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 5.  Financial sustainability 
 
The department of nursing education was financially self sustaining and the new 
School of Nursing will continue to be financially self sustaining.   
 
The FY 2011 budget and the FY 2012-2015 budget projections presented in the School 
proposal were developed with Medical Center Finance and include the costs for 
admissions, student services, fiscal management, instructional design, learning 
systems and support, career development and placement, decanal structure, faculty, 
administrative staff and space at the VSTC campus.  The costs noted above are direct 
costs.  Within the Medical Center, programs must cover both direct and indirect costs.  
 
The contribution margin in FY 2011 is projected to be 26%, and for FY 2012 through 
FY 2015 the contribution margin is respectively 21%, 26%, 26% and 27%.  Rent is 
included in the direct costs.  The contribution margin covers the indirect cost expenses 
projected for the School of Nursing at a rate of 26%.  The primary source of funding 
for the budgets is tuition.  Research activities are managed separately from the 
educational operation funds.    
 
Scholarships are proposed in the amount of $60K in FY 2012 and $100K each 
subsequent year FY 2013–FY 2015.  These scholarship amounts will be increased 
if the School of Nursing exceeds enrollment and revenue projections.  Tuition 
discounts/financial aid will be available for any future campus-based 
undergraduate program. 
 
6.  Location of the School of Nursing 
 
The primary functions of the School of Nursing will be located at Virginia Science and 
Technology Campus (VSTC).  The School of Nursing is the anchor school at VSTC.  
Future programmatic growth will occur at VSTC.  Faculty members who need to be at 
the Foggy Bottom campus remain at that location.   
 
When calculating space needs, the Medical Center allocates circulation space and costs 
in addition to office, classroom and laboratory space to entities in the Medical Center.  
Circulation space includes hallways, stairways, elevator lobbies, restrooms, etc.  In 
the Medical Center, this space and the costs for the space are allocated across the 
three schools.  The space calculation for Foggy Bottom presented in the proposal was 
skewed compared to VSTC due to inclusion of circulation space in the Medical Center 
(Foggy Bottom) space information compared to space at VSTC where circulation space 
is not calculated.   
 
7. Advisory Board 
 
The School of Nursing has an active and independent Advisory Board.  The current 
members of the Advisory Board bring external experienced voices to facilitate the 
work and growth of the academic, research, and philanthropic growth of the GW 
nursing program.  The current members of the Advisory Board are nursing leaders 
involved with defining the future of nursing regionally and nationally.  With the 
establishment of the School, the composition of the Advisory Board is being reviewed 
and will be expanded to meet the needs of the School.  Individuals representing the 
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business community, policy makers and others will be invited to join the Advisory 
Board.  Attention will be paid to having a diverse representation on the board.    
 
8. Partner Clinical Sites for Student Rotations 
 
The School of Nursing has sufficient clinical site rotations to support its instructional 
and business plans. 
 
The GW nursing program has an established partnership with the Inova Health 
System.  As requested, a copy of the Affiliation Agreement is provided in Appendix 5.  
All current BSN students have a clinical placement at an Inova facility.  
 
Also, there are numerous active agreements regionally and nationwide for clinical 
placements of GW nursing students.  Each of these agreements is from a clinical site 
that supports the GW nursing program and includes placements for BSN, MSN, and 
DNP students. 
 
In addition, HCA is building a medical complex in Loudoun and is interested in a 
partnership with the GW School of Nursing.  In order to begin this partnership, HCA 
gave a $23,000 gift to add equipment and develop a virtual hospital within the School 
of Nursing simulation laboratory at VSTC.   
 
9. Duality of Faculty Senate Reporting 
 
The School of Nursing is in compliance with the current reporting structure.  If there is 
a change in the reporting structure as determined by Provost and Executive Vice 
President for Academic Affairs Lerman, the School will comply.  The School affirms its 
participation in shared governance of the University through the University Faculty 
Senate. 
 
 
 
cc: President Knapp 
 Provost Lerman 
 Sr. Vice Provost and VPHA Williams 

















































THE SEC OPERATING COMMITTEE

• MEMBERSHIP

– ADMINISTRATION: ALICIA O’NEIL, JEFFREY LENN, JAYMI PEYTON

– SENATE: HERMANN HELGERT

– SEAS: CAN KORMAN, BHAGIRATH NARAHARI

– CCAS: RANDALL PACKER

– MEDICAL CENTER: VINCENT CHIAPPINELLI, LINDA WERLING

– BALLINGER: CRAIG SPANGLER, BILL GUSTAFSON, STEVE WITTRY

– BOSTON PROPERTIES: DAMONA SMITH-STRAUTMANIS, KEN SIMMONS



ACTIVITIES OF THE SEC OPERATING COMMITTEE DURING THE PERIOD MAY 1 
TO AUGUST 31, 2010

• THE OPERATING COMMITTEE MET ON A BI-WEEKLY BASIS FOR MOST OF 
THE SUMMER WITH BALLINGER ARCHITECTS

• MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE ALSO PARTICIPATED IN BI-WEEKLY 
MEETINGS WITH THE DEANS, CHAIRS AND INTERESTED FACULTY

• THE WORK OF THE OPERATING COMMITTEE CONCENTRATED ON THE 
LAYOUT OF THE BUILDING, INCLUDING ASSIGNMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
SPACE, GENERAL CURRICULUM CLASSROOMS, TEACHING AND RESEARCH 
LABORATORIES, SPECIAL FACILITIES AND COMMON AREAS

• MUCH OF THE WORK INVOLVED REACHING COMPROMISES BETWEEN 
CONFLICTING REQUIREMENTS FOR SPACE ALLOCATED TO 4 SCIENCE 
DEPARTMENTS IN CCCAS AND THE 5 ENGINEERING DEPARTMENTS IN SEAS

• AT PRESENT THE BUILDING DESIGN AND LAYOUT ARE CLOSE TO A FINAL 
VERSION FOR SUBMISSION TO THE BoT IN OCTOBER 2010



THE SEC CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE

• ESTIMATED TOTAL BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST  - $ 275 MILLION 

• DEVELOPED BY PRE-CONSTRUCTION CONSULTANT CLARK 
CONSTRUCTION, IN COOPERATION WITH ARCHITECTS BALLINGER AND 
LOCAL PARTNER HICKOK COLE, AND PROJECT MANAGER BOSTON 
PROPERTIES AS CONSULTANT

• BASED ON THE PRELIMINARY DESIGN DEVELOPED BY BALLINGER DURING 
FALL 2009 AND SPRING AND SUMMER 2010

• ENVISIONS A BUILD-OUT OF ACADEMIC SPACE IN LOWER LEVELS 1 AND 2 
AND UPPER LEVELS 1 THROUGH 6, WITH UPPER LEVELS 7 AND 8 
DESIGNATED SHELL SPACE FOR FUTURE BUILD-OUT

• TOTAL NET ASSIGNABLE SPACE OF 290,000 SQUARE FEET

• THE COST ESTIMATE INCLUDES ALLOWANCES FOR CONTINGENCIES AND 
POTENTIAL FUTURE INCREASES IN CONSTRUCTION COSTS                



THE SEC CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE

• INCLUDED IN ESTIMATED TOTAL BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST 

– SITE PREPARATION

– DEMOLITION OF EXISTING PARKING GARAGE

– CONSTRUCTION OF EXTERIOR AND INTERIOR OF BUILDING AT LOWER 
LEVELS 1 AND 2 AND UPPER LEVELS 1 – 6

– PARTIAL BUILD-OUT OF THE VIVARIUM

– ALLOWANCE OF $9 MILLION FOR FURNITURE, EQUIPMENT FOR 
TEACHING AND RESEARCH LABS

– ALLOWANCE OF $4 MILLION FOR CUSTOMIZED LAB SETUP

– COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH LEEDS CERTIFICATION

– BALLINGER FEES NOT ATTRIBUTABLE TO PARKING CONSTRUCTION



THE SEC CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE

• NOT INCLUDED IN TOTAL BUILDING CONSTRUCTION COST

– BUILD-OUT OF LEVELS 7 AND 8

– SEC PARKING AT LOWER LEVELS 3 AND 4  FOR 300 – 400 SPACES (TO 
BE FUNDED BY SEPARATE CAPITAL BUDGET ALLOCATION FROM 
PARKING FEES)

– OTHER PARKING GARAGE REPLACEMENT CONSTRUCTION (SOUTH 
HALL, SQUARE 54, TO BE FUNDED BY SEPARATE CAPITAL BUDGET 
ALLOCATION FROM PARKING FEES)

– CENTRAL UTILITY PLANT FOR ROSS HALL (TO BE FUNDED BY 
SEPARATE CAPITAL BUDGET ITEM)

– BALLINGER FEES ASSOCIATED WITH SEC PARKING CONSTRUCTION

– OFFICE FURNITURE



THE SEC FUNDING PLAN

• FUNDING

– FUND RAISING                                                    $ 100 MILLION

– DEBT                                                            $ 175 MILLION

• SERVING OF PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST ON DEBT

– SQUARE 54 PAYOUT  IN EXCESS OF $9 MILLION/YEAR       $ 150 MILLION

– EXPECTED INCREASE IN INDIRECT COST RECOVERY
IN EXCESS OF $9 MILLION/YEAR                               $ 150 MILLION

• ASSUMES 30 YEAR AMORTIZATION AND INTEREST AT APPROXIMATELY 5%

– NOTE: $150 MILLION AT 5% FOR 30 YEARS REQUIRES ANNUAL PAYMENTS OF $9.66 MILLION

• SOME FLEXIBILITY IN THE RELATIVE AMOUNTS OF FUND RAISING AND DEBT
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Overall Process

3August 19,  2010

• Programming & Benchmarking: Complete

• Schematic Design: Complete

• Design Development: In Process

• GW Board Approval to Proceed

• PUD Approval

• Construction Documents

• Construction

• Commissioning / Move In 



GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY:   SCIENCE & ENGINEERING COMPLEX 

August 19,  2010

Comprehensive Stakeholder Engagement

• Deans / Chairs Forum
(Departments & Collaborators)

• Faculty Forum

• Sustainability Forum

• Systems Forum

• Operating Committee
(CCAS, SEAS, Faculty Senate,
Ac. Ops, Ops, SOM)

• University Leadership
(Knapp, Lerman, Lehman, Katz, Chalupa)

• SEC Board Committee

• Students
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Project Goals & Design Criteria
GOALS

CAMPUS WIDE IMPACT

Catalytic Effect

COLLABORATIVE / INTERDISCIPLINARY

Faculty & Students

ENGAGED LEARNING PARADIGM

New Direction

MEASURABLE OUTCOMES

Metrics Of Success

50 / 100 YEAR BUILDING

Space & Systems

DESIGN CRITERIA

• Interaction
• No Barriers
• Open Character / “On Display”

• Enhance GW Reputation
• Research Revenue
• Building Performance
• Cost / Delivery

• Integrate Research w/Teaching
• Learning Commons
• Public Outreach

• Site Location:  HUB
• Urban Sustainability
• Enhance Overall Reputation of GW

GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY:   SCIENCE & ENGINEERING COMPLEX | BENCHMARKING & PROGRAMMING

• Flexible to Adapt
• Catalyst for Continued Growth

of Science / Engineering / Research
5
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Key Building Principles

• Building Constructed to Maximize Site Potential

• Building To Include Research/Teaching/Departmental Office Space

• Faculty Offices for Departments with Affiliated Research

• Includes Space for SEAS Dean’s Office

August 19, 2010 6
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Key Building Principles

• Program Will Accommodate 10‐Year Growth Projections for 
Faculty in CCAS/SEAS programs (+20 by 2014; +41 by 2019)

• Growth in Faculty will be Faculty w/ either Funded or 
Fundable Research

• Space Requirements Assume Integration of Increased Number 
of Doctoral/Post‐Doctoral and Graduate Students into 
Research Projects

• Faculty in Medical Center & Other University Collaborators 
Participate in Building Through Centers/Institutes/Thematic 
Research

August 19, 2010 7
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Key Building Principles

• Teaching Will Include Both Non‐Major & Upper Level   
Teaching Labs

• Research and Upper‐Level Teaching Space will be Flexible to 
Transition Between These Two Uses Over Time

• Research Space Will Be Shared and Allocated Based on 
External Funding

• Incubation Space Will Be Available to Faculty in the Building

• Departmental Shared Support Will Be Implemented to Assist 
in Space Efficiency

August 19, 2010 8
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Site Capacity Studies: Lot Definition

Site Area :   56,415 sf

Maximum Lot Coverage: 90%
90% of 56,415 sf = 50,774 sf

18
’‐4

”

20’‐3”.

31’‐0”

50,774 SF
@ 90% Coverage
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Building Area

Estimated GSF Range                                          480,000 sf
Estimated Building Efficiency: 60%

Estimated NASF:                                                290,000 SF

Plus Parking (Number of Spaces TBD)
(Estimated 300 ‐400 Spaces on 4 Levels )       

Site Capacity Studies: Estimated Building Area  

10
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Space Summary: 290,000 SF

Planning
April 2010
(NSF)

Schematics
Current
(NSF)

Research
140,500

+ 25,500 Cores

166,000

137,900
+ 28,100 Cores

166,000

Teaching 70,500 74,600

Dean / Offices 26,900 23,800

Commons 13,100 11,800

Support 13,800 13,800

Total 290,000 NSF 290,000 NSF

Research

Support
Commons
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High Impact Core Facilities: Currently in Schematic Program

12

“Core” Size
Recommended

Location

* VIVARIUM
(Research)

7,500 DGSF LL2

HIGH‐BAY
(70% Research)

High Bay: 6,100 SF 
Machine / Electrical 
Shops: 3300 SF

LL1
(3 Stories)

* NANO –
CLEAN  ROOM
(60% Research)

Class 100: 1,000 SF
Class 1000 +: 4,000 SF 

5,000 Total SF
LL2

* IMAGING
(Research)

3,000 SF LL2

* GREENHOUSE
(66% Research)

Indoor: 3,200 SF
Outdoor: 2,000 SF Floor 8 West

* Could be Shelled 28,100  NSF Total
August 19, 2010
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Section Comparison: Planning Phase vs. Schematic Phase

13

Planning Phase
April 2010

Schematic Phase
Current
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Public Domain: Ground Floor

14

Science / Engineering in Sight

Natural Light / Visual Connections Between Floors 

RetailResource Center

Resource 
Center
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Open 
Environme

nt

Flexible Lab EnvironmentsIntegrated Class Lab

Teaching / Research Floor Plate: Typical
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Teaching / Research Environment: Concepts

Natural Light in Lab 
Environments

Seminar Rooms / 
Interaction Areas

Office Front Translucency 16
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Teaching / Research Environment: Concepts

Open Environment

Draws: Pantries / Copy / Interaction Areas / Communicating StairsFlexible Lab Environments

Integrated Class Lab

17
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Lower Levels 2 & 1

18

LL2 LL1
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Ground Level &  Level 2

19

1 2

Resource 
Center
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Levels 3 & 4

20

3 4
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Levels 5 & 6

21

5 6
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Levels 7 & 8: Shelled

22

7 8

Potential 
Greenhouse

ShellShell
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Munson

JBKO

Fulbright

22n
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23rd Street I Street

H Street

Academic 
Center

Gellman

Amb. 
Care

Ross

Hillel

GW Hospital

Square
54

Madison

Duques

Amsterdam

Tompkins

Exterior View Looking Northwest

August 19, 2010



        
 

ANNUAL REPORT 
of 

THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 
2009-2010 SESSION 

 
            During the 2009-2010 session the Executive Committee established the agenda for eight 
regular meetings of the Faculty Senate. 
 
            The Faculty Senate considered five resolutions.  Two were adopted without emendation, three 
were adopted as amended.  One resolution was recommitted to committee and subsequently adopted 
as amended.  The administration’s response to the resolutions is attached to this report.  The 
resolutions are briefly summarized below. 
 
FACULTY SENATE RESOLUTIONS 
 
  “A Resolution to Amend the George Washington University Equal Employment Opportunity   
  Policy to Include ‘Gender Identity or Expression’” 
 
            Presented by the Joint Committee of Faculty and Students, the resolution provides for 
inclusion of “gender identity or expression” in the University’s non-discrimination policies.  
This inclusion is consistent with the D.C. Human Rights Act. 
 
             The resolution was accepted by the administration and referred to the Office of General 
Counsel for implementation.  (Resolution 09/1 is attached). 
 
  “A Resolution Recommending Modification of the Unified Budget Model” 
 
              Introduced by the Faculty Senate’s Committee on Fiscal Planning and Budgeting, the 
resolution addresses the allocation of tuition revenues in the case of students with majors in one 
School, who subsequently declare a major in a second School. 
 
              At present, full tuition is allocated to the School in which the student originally declared 
his/her major.  The resolution provides that in such situations, tuition revenue be divided equally 
between the two Schools. 

 
                After its passage in the Senate, the resolution was transmitted to the Council of Deans, 
which did not support the proposed change.  (Resolution 09/2 is attached) 
 
  “A Resolution to Amend the Faculty Code With Respect to the Participation of Research 
   Faculty in Certain Governance Matters in the School of Public Health and Health Services” 
 
                Prepared by the Committee on Professional Ethics and Academic Freedom, the resolution 
was approved, as amended, by the Faculty Senate.  It addresses two main issues with respect to the 
provisions of the Faculty Code. 
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                 -The first is that the exercise of certain governance rights is reserved for regular active 
                   active-status faculty, as defined by the Faculty Code.  These include the adoption of 
                   written procedures for the governance of a School; the appointment, promotion, and 
                   tenuring of faculty; the appointment of academic administrative officers; and the 
                   development of curriculum and academic programs. 
 
                 -The second is the Faculty Code requirement that the proportion of regular active- 
                   status faculty in non-tenure-accruing appointments not exceed 25% of a School 
                   and that 50% of a department’s regular active-status faculty be either tenured or 
                   tenure-accruing. 
 
                The resolution then addresses the matter of the School of Public Health and Health 
Services with respect to the issue of governance.  It points to the fact that the SPHHS has a  
large number of research faculty in one-year appointments who do not hold regular active- 
status appointments but participate in Faculty Code-specified governance matters because of 
the SPHHS’ interpretation of a footnote on page 18 of the Faculty Code.  The footnote was 
added in the mid-1970's and clearly not intended to apply to the SPHHS, which was established 
in 1997.  Specifically, it provides for the clinical and research Medical School faculty to participate 
in governance in view of the fact that they have a key role in medical education with its emphasis on 
practice-based instruction. 
 
                 In its resolving clauses the resolution provides the following in response to the two main 
points, i.e., participation in specified governance matters by non regular active-status faculty in the 
SPHHS and Faculty Code requirements regarding the ratio of tenured to non-tenured or tenure-
accruing faculty.  It calls for the following: 
 
                  -Change to the Faculty Code in Article I.B.1: by replacing “The foregoing shall not 
                    apply to the Medical Center faculty who are stationed at affiliated institutions” with 
                    “The foregoing shall not apply to the faculty of the School of Medicine and Health 
                     Sciences who are stationed at affiliated institutions.” 
 
                    -Change to the Faculty Code footnote on page 18; by amending it to read: “In the 
                      governance of the School of Medicine and Health Sciences, all faculty of that 
                      School who are eligible for membership in the Medical Center Faculty Assembly 
                      shall be eligible to participate whenever the term ‘regular’ faculty appears in this 
                      document.” 
 
                     -Compliance of the SPHHS with respect to developing governance procedures that  
                       will bring it into compliance with Parts A-D of the Faculty Code,which includes 
                       achieving the mandated ratio of tenured and tenure-accruing faculty to non-tenure 
                       accruing faculty. 
 
              Because Resolution 09/3 calls for changes to the Faculty Code it required action by the 
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Board of Trustees.  It approved the Resolution at the meeting of May 14, 2010.  (The Board of 
Trustee’s Decision Memorandum and Resolution 09/3 are attached). 
 
  “A Resolution on the Proposal for a New School of Nursing” 
 
               This resolution was presented with a report by the Special Committee on the Proposed 
School of Nursing.  Appointed by the Executive Committee and chaired by Professor Edward 
Cherian, the Committee was asked to review the proposal to establish a School of Nursing and 
to provide their response and recommendations to the Faculty Senate. 
 
               In the resolution the Committee advised the Senate that the proposal, received on  
February 26, did not have sufficient supporting information that would enable the Special 
Committee to make an informed recommendation.  Further, the resolution requests that the Special 
Committee be provided with information that includes a strategic and financial plan. 
 
                The resolution further recommends that no further action be taken regarding approval until 
the Senate has had the opportunity to consider the comprehensive plan and provide sound, well-
informed recommendations to the Administration and the Board of Trustees. 
 
                 The resolution was approved by the Faculty Senate.1

                                                 
1Subsequent to the action of the Faculty Senate, the Special Committee was provided 

with additional materials by Senior Associate Dean  Jean Johnson.  Further discussions and work 
on the proposal followed.  A resolution supporting the proposal was approved at the May 12 
special  meeting of the 2010-2011 session of the Faculty Senate. 

                   
  “ A Resolution of Appreciation” 
 
     This resolution of appreciation for Lilien F. Robinson was approved by the Faculty Senate at its 
April meeting.  The administration concurred with this resolution.   (Resolution 09/4 is attached) 
 
REPORTS 
 
               The Executive Committee arranged for the presentation of fifteen reports to the Faculty 
Senate.  These included the annual report of the College of Professional Studies (Dean Kathleen 
Burke), report on changes to the University Retirement plans (Ms. Jennifer Lopez), report on 
Administrative Salaries (Professor Murli Gupta), report on University Research (Vice President  Leo 
Chalupa), update on Budget and Finance (Professor Joseph Cordes), update on the Benchmarking 
and Programming Planning Process for the Proposed Science and Engineering Complex (Ballinger 
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Architects), update on the University Budget (Professor Joseph Cordes), report on the Status of 
Women Faculty and Faculty of Color (Executive Vice President Lehman), and report on Core 
Indicators of Academic Excellence (Executive Vice President Lehman). 
 
                 In addition, the Executive Committee continued a process it instituted during the 2001-
2002 session of presentation of School status reports by the Deans.  Accordingly, the Senate 
received reports from the School of Medicine and Health Sciences ( Dean James Scott) and the 
School of Engineering and Applied Science (Dean David S. Dolling). 
 
PERSONNEL MATTERS 
 
Grievances 
 
                  Three grievances were in process during the 2009-2010 session, two in Columbian 
College of Arts and Sciences and one in the Elliott School of International Affairs. 
 
                  One case in Columbian College was settled through mediation.  The second case was 
dismissed by the Hearing Committee and, in accordance with the Faculty Code, reviewed by the 
Dispute Resolution Committee which affirmed the decision of the Hearing Committee.  The 
grievance in the Elliott School of International Affairs was settled through mediation. 
 
                    During the 2009-2010 session the Faculty Senate considered and dealt with matters 
central to the success of the faculty role in governance at the University.  The Executive Committee 
is grateful to Faculty Senate members and the many colleagues throughout the University for their 
hard work, dedication, and support.  The Committee is most appreciative of the time and effort 
extended by President Knapp and Executive Vice President Lehman on the challenging issues of this 
session.  The Executive Committee extends very special thanks to Sue Campbell for her 
conscientious, effective, and cheerful assistance in the work of the Faculty Senate. 
 
                                                                                    Respectfully submitted, 
                                 
                                                                                    Lilien F. Robinson, Chair 
Members of the Executive Committee: 
Brian L. Biles 
Michael  D. Corry 
Robert J. Harrington 
Peter F. Klaren 
Scott B. Pagel 
Gary L. Simon 
Philip W. Wirtz  



 -1- 

 
 
                                      REPORT OF THE FACULTY SENATE 
 
                                                          April 23, 2010 
 
 
               The Faculty Senate has met three times since the February 11, 2010 meeting of the 
Academic Affairs Committee of the Board of Trustees. 
 
               On behalf of the Faculty Senate, I offer the following report. 
 
 
ACTION ITEMS 
                 
               The Faculty Senate considered and approved three resolutions.  They have been 
transmitted to the Administration. 
 
 
     A Resolution to Amend the Faculty Code With Respect to the Participation of Research 
Faculty in Certain Governance Matters in the School of Public Health and Health Services 
 
              Prepared by the Committee on Professional Ethics and Academic Freedom, the 
resolution was approved at the March 12 Faculty Senate meeting.  It addresses two main issues 
with respect to the provisions of the Faculty Code.  
 
                -The first is that the exercise of certain governance rights is reserved for regular 
                  active-status faculty, as defined by the Faculty Code. These include the adoption of  
                  written procedures for the governance of a school; the appointment, promotion, and 
                  tenuring of faculty; the appointment of academic administrative officers; and the 
                  development of curriculum and academic programs. 
 
                -The second  is the Faculty Code requirement that the proportion of regular active- 
                  status faculty in non-tenure accruing appointments not exceed 25% of a school 
                  and that 50% of a department’s regular active-status faculty be either tenured 
                  or tenure-accruing. 
               
             The resolution then addresses the matter of the School of Public Health and Health            
and Health Services with respect to the issue of governance. It points to the fact that the SPHHS 
has a large number of research faculty in one-year appointments who do not hold regular active- 
status appointments but participate in Faculty Code specified governance matters because of the 
SPHHS’ interpretation of a footnote on page 18 of the Faculty Code. The footnote was added in 
the mid-1970's and clearly not intended to apply to the SPHHS which was established in 1997.  
Specifically, it provides for the clinical and research Medical faculty to participate in governance 



in view of the fact that they have a key role in medical education with its emphasis on practice-
based instruction. 
 
            In its resolving clauses the resolution provides the following  in response to the two main 
points, i.e., participation in specified governance matters by non regular active-status faculty in 
the SPHHS and  Faculty Code requirements regarding the ratio of tenured to non-tenured or 
tenure-accruing faculty.  It calls for the following: 
 
              -Change to the Faculty Code in Article I.B.1: by replacing “The foregoing shall not  
               apply to the Medical Center faculty who are stationed at affiliated institutions” with 
               “The foregoing shall not apply to the faculty of the School of Medicine and Health 
               Sciences who are stationed at affiliated institutions.” 
 
               -Change to the Faculty Code footnote on page 18; by amending it to read: “In the 
                governance of the School of Medicine and Health Sciences, all faculty of that  
                School who are eligible for membership in the Medical Center Faculty Assembly shall  
                be eligible to participate whenever the term ‘regular’ faculty appears in this                                    
     document.” 
 
               -Compliance of the SPHHS with respect to  developing governance procedures that 
                will bring it into compliance with Parts A-D of the Faculty Code, which includes                            
     achieving the mandated ratio of tenured and tenure-accruing faculty to non-tenure-                           
     accruing faculty. 
 
(Enclosure: Resolution 09/3 and Report) 
 
    A Resolution on the Proposal for a New School of Nursing    
 
             This resolution was presented with a report by a Special Committee on the Proposed 
School of Nursing.  Appointed by the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate, the 
Committee was asked to review the proposal to establish a School of Nursing and to provide 
their response and recommendations to the Faculty Senate. 
 
            In the resolution the Committee advised the Senate that the proposal, received on 
February 26, did not have sufficient supporting information that would enable the Special 
Committee to make an informed recommendation.   Further, the resolution requests that the 
Special Committee be provided with information that includes a strategic and financial plan for 
the formation and implementation of the proposed plan. 
 
           The resolution further recommends that no further action be taken regarding approval 
until the Senate has had the opportunity to consider the comprehensive plan and provide sound,  
well-informed recommendations to the Administration and the Board of Trustees. 
 
            The resolution was approved by the Faculty Senate.  Subsequent to the April meeting of 
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the Faculty Senate the Special Committee has been provided with additional materials by Dr. 
Jean Johnson, Senior Associate Dean of the Health Sciences program.  The Special Committee 
(Professors Brian Biles, Gary Simon, Arthur Wilmarth, Philip Wirtz, and Edward Cherian, 
Chair) has continued its discussions with Dr. Johnson. 
 
(Enclosure: Resolution 09/5 and Report) 
 
 
    A Resolution of Appreciation 
 
             This resolution of appreciation for Professor Lilien F. Robinson was passed by the 
Faculty Senate at its April meeting.           
                    
(Enclosure: Resolution 09/4)  
               
 
PERSONNEL MATTERS 
 
            The grievance in the Elliott School of International Affairs has been settled through 
mediation.  No other grievances remain. 
 
 
REPORTS          
         
 The following reports were received by the Faculty Senate. 
 
 
          -Update on the Benchmarking and Programming Planning Process for the Proposed  
            Science and Engineering Complex 
             
             The Senate was provided with a comprehensive presentation by representatives of the 
             Ballinger Architectural team on the first stage of the planning process for the  
             construction of a complex that would accommodate the diverse teaching and research 
             requirements across fields. 
 
         -Update on the University Budget 
 
             Presented by Professor Joseph Cordes, Chair, Fiscal Planning and Budgeting Committee, 
             the report provides information on the fiscal year 2010 budget, projected enrollments, 
             development of the fiscal year 2011 budget, endowment budget support, faculty/staff 
             salary increases, construction costs and financing of the Science and Engineering  
             Complex. 
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         -Report on the Status of Women Faculty and Faculty of Color  
 
           The report was provided by Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs Lehman. 
           It addressed the changes in the number of faculty of color and women faculty between  
           2007-2008 and 2009-2010. Since 2007-2008 the number of women faculty has increased 
           by 14.9% and the number of faculty of color by 22.7%. 
 
 
       -Report on Core Indicators of Academic Excellence 
 
           Also a report by Executive Vice President Lehman, it presented data and analysis 
           on faculty counts, faculty characteristics, faculty teaching, faculty external research 
           support, faculty achievements, and student enrollment trends. 
 
 
On a personal note, having worked with the members of the Board of Trustees over a period of 
fifteen years, please allow me to express my appreciation for your support, courtesy and 
helpfulness. 
 
 
 
                                                                            Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
                                                                            Lilien F. Robinson, Chair 
                                                                            Executive Committee 
                                                                            Faculty Senate 
             
 
Enclosures 



REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
10 September 2010 

Michael S. Castleberry, Chair  
 
 

ACTIONS OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 
Reports 
 
 As reported at the May 14th Senate meeting, the Executive Committee has decided to 
form a new SEC Committee under the leadership of Professor Hermann Helgert and 
Professor Linda Gallo, to address issues of building utilization, access to labs, and other 
faculty concerns.   
 
 On August 26, the Executive Committee received a letter from Provost Lerman and 
Executive Vice President and Treasurer Katz concerning a cost estimate for the proposed 
Science and Engineering Complex.  Accompanying that letter was a report from the 
Ballinger firm concerning recent work on the project.  This material was immediately 
provided to Professor Cordes, Chair of the Fiscal Planning and Budgeting Committee, for 
the Committee’s consideration.  The letter and report is available for distribution today and 
will be included with the meeting minutes.  
 
 On August 24, the Executive Committee received a supplemental report provided for 
in Resolution 10/1 concerning the School of Nursing.  The report has been forwarded to 
Professor Edward Cherian for discussion and evaluation by the Special Committee on the 
Proposed School of Nursing.  That report is available for distribution today and will be 
included with the meeting minutes.   
  
Faculty Senate Committee Assignments 
 
 The Executive Committee forwarded Committee materials and assignments to 
Senate Committee Chairs this week, and thanks in advance those faculty members who 
have agreed to serve as Chairs and Committee members.  
 
PERSONNEL MATTERS 
 
Grievances 
 
 There are presently no grievances pending.  
 
Nonconcurrences 
 
 As reported at the Senate’s meeting on May 14th, the Executive Committee received a 
nonconcurrence with a faculty tenure and promotion recommendation originating in the 
School of  Engineering and Applied Science.  The Executive Committee reviewed the 
matter and recommended that the Dean withdraw his nonconcurrence with the faculty 
recommendation in the case. 
 



 The Dean did not withdraw his nonconcurrence and the Department elected to 
forward the matter to President Knapp.  The President decided to extend the tenure clock 
for the faculty member and  ake a determination in one year.  
 
Report of the Faculty Senate to the Academic Affairs Committee of the Board of Trustees 
 
 The report presented at the May meeting of the Academic Affairs Committee by 
Professor Lilien Robinson is being distributed today and will form part of the minutes. 
 
CHANGE IN THE DATE OF THE FACULTY ASSEMBLY 
 
 Please note that due to scheduling difficulties, the Faculty Assembly will take place 
from 2 to 5 p.m. on Tuesday, October 5, rather than on October 6, as previously scheduled.  
A reception will follow the Assembly.  The agenda for this meeting will be distributed in 
mid-September.  Please mark your calendars to reflect this change. 
 
NEXT MEETING of THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 
 The next meeting of the Executive Committee is scheduled for Friday, September 24.  
Any resolutions, reports, or matters you wish to have the Executive Committee address 
should be forwarded to the Senate Office prior to that meeting.   
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