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At its meeting on Thursday, October 25, 2007, the Fortieth Senate of the Academic Council 
heard reports. 
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SenD#6023 
 

MINUTES OF THE FORTIETH SENATE 
OF THE ACADEMIC COUNCIL 

October 25, 2007 
 
 

I . Call to Order  
The Chair, Professor Eamonn Callan, called the Senate to order at 3:18 PM. In 
attendance were 29 voting members and 8 ex officio members. 

I I . Approval of Minutes Ð (SenD#6014) 
The minutes of the October 11, 2007 meeting of Senate XL were approved. 

I I I . Action Calendar 
There were no items on the Action Calendar. 

IV. Standing Reports 

A. Memorial Resolution 

Gavin Langmuir (1924-2005) SenD#6016 
Chair Callan invited Professor George Brown to present a memorial statement in 
honor of his colleague, Gavin I. Langmuir, Professor Emeritus of History. 
 
Professor Brown read the following abbreviated resolution. The full resolution is 
published in the Stanford Report. 
 
ÒGavin I. Langmuir, since 1994, emeritus Professor of history here at Stanford, died 
on the 10th of July, 2005 at the age of 81. 
 
He was well-known for his wide ranging work on the legal and institutional history 
of France, in the High Middle Ages, and especially for his path-breaking studies on 
Jewish-Christian relations in medieval France and England, including his prize 
winning book, History, Religion and Antisemitism. 
 
He was also a teacher of renown. Several of his students have themselves made a 
considerable mark as professional historians, and have, in public memorials, 
acknowledged their deep appreciation for the kindness their magister showed them 
in graduate school and throughout their careers. 
 
Mr. Chair, I have the honor on behalf of a committee consisting of Philippe Buc, 
Paul Seaver and myself to lay before you a resolution in memory of Professor Gavin 
I. Langmuir, emeritus Professor of History in the School of Humanities and 
Sciences.Ó 
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All present stood in silent tribute. 
 
Chair Callan expressed appreciation on behalf of the Senate to Professor Brown and 
committee members, Professors Philippe Buc and Paul Seaver. 
 

B. Steer ing Committee 
Chair Callan again invited Senators to submit subjects for the Senate to consider for 
its agenda. He called attention to forthcoming items on the Senate agenda. On 
November 8, 2007, the Senate is to consider the criteria employed by the Hoover 
Institution for its various appointments. Dr. John Raisian, Hoover Director, has 
accepted the Senate's invitation to attend the meeting and review the criteria. The 
Senate Steering Committee will meet with him at its regular meeting prior to the 
Senate meeting to discuss the format of the presentation. 
 
Also to be considered at the same meeting is a proposal for revisions to the Student 
Judicial Charter which requires Senate approval before moving forward to the 
President for his consideration. 
 
Prior to the regular session on November 8, the Senate Steering Committee will 
meet at 2:15 pm in Administrative Session on behalf of the Senate, to receive four 
annual reports and hear recommendations on three Interdisciplinary Programs. All 
senators are welcome to attend. 
 
On November 29, 2007, the final fall quarter meeting, the Senate will receive the 
first report from the Vice Provost on Graduate Education, Patricia Gumport. 
 
Following adjournment of the regular session, November 29, 2007, at approximately 
4:30 pm, Senators and ex officio members will reconvene in executive session. 
 
There were no questions for the Steering Committee. 
 

C. Committee on Committees 
The Chair invited the Chair of the Committee on Committees (CoC), Professor 
Gordon Chang, to report the activities of the CoC. 
 
Professor Chang reported that at its first meeting, October 12, three tasks were 
completed by the CoC: 
 

1. At the request of President Hennessy, the CoC recommended faculty who 
might serve on the President's Task Force to consider issues related to 
increasing the number of students admitted to Stanford. 

 
2. At the request of the Judicial Affairs Office, the CoC recommended faculty 

who might serve on the Judicial Board and the Judicial Panels. 
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3. The CoC nominated faculty to be appointed to the Committee on Review of 
Undergraduate Majors (C-RUM) to replace members on sabbatical. 

 
Chair Callan expressed his appreciation to Professor Chang and the members of the 
CoC. 
 

D. PresidentÕs and ProvostÕs Report 
President John Hennessey thanked the CoC for its recommendations and stated that 
Ramon Sald’var, Hoagland Family Professor in the School of Humanities and 
Sciences, and James E. Canales, member of the Board of Trustees, will co-chair the 
Task Force. 
 
There were no questions. The Chair thanked the president. 
 
Provost John Etchemendy did not have anything to report. 
 
Chair Callan invited questions for the Provost. 
 
Professor Hank Greely noted the recent announcement about open enrollment and 
expressed the hope that the benefits office will carefully monitor responses from the 
faculty and staff to make sure they remember to make those important benefit 
decisions. 
 
In thanking Professor Greely, the provost reiterated the importance of all faculty and 
staff to open the Web site and complete their enrollment for benefits promptly. 
 

V. Other Reports 

A. Annual Report: Committee on Graduate Studies (C-GS) (SenD#5992) 
Chair Callan welcomed fellow Senator, Professor Philip Lavori, to present the 2006-
2007 annual report of C-GS and called attention to the C-GS report appended to the 
agenda which he assumed the Senators had read. 
 
Professor Lavori highlighted the following items in his report: He called attention to 
the superior contribution made by one of the student members of C-GS, Ms. Kristin 
Torres. 
 
ÒIt's not unexpected that we have smart students nor even ones with sound 
judgment, but to find these two traits in combination with conscientious attendance 
and preparation is noteworthy.Ó 
 
Professor Lavori stated that C-GS is in the midst of a discussion about the variety of 
ways in which orals committees are constituted and operated across the university 
and will report its findings to the Senate in the near future. 
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Finally, Professor Lavori invited Senators to convey issues and questions to him to 
place on the C-GS agenda. 
 
There were no questions. Chair Callan asked Vice Provost Patricia Gumport if she 
had any comment. Vice Provost Gumport said she had nothing to add except that 
she appreciated Professor LavoriÕs distinguished leadership. Chair Callan echoed her 
appreciation to Professor Lavori and his committee. 
 

B. Report on the Coalition of Intercollegiate Athletics (COIA) (SenD#6010) 
Chair Callan welcomed Professor Wasow, who is StanfordÕs representative to the 
Coalition of Intercollegiate Athletics (COIA).  He noted that in attendance was 
Robert (Bob) Bowlsby, Director of Stanford University Athletics & Physical 
Education. 
 
Excerpts of Professor WasowÕs report follow: 
 
ÒThe Coalition of Intercollegiate Athletics was founded in 2002. It was a grass-roots 
faculty organization that started up in a few Division 1A football schools. The 
immediate cause that got one faculty senate chairman angry enough to call another 
faculty senate chairman was when a PAC 10 football game was moved to the middle 
of finals week to accommodate television without any faculty consultation. The 
chairs of the faculty senates [at the two institutions involved] contacted the leaders 
of faculty senates at other Division 1A football schools [to say that] faculty ought to 
be more involved in governance of athletics at our institutions. An initial group was 
formed. 
 
ÒIn 2003, invitations were sent to all Division 1A faculty senate chairsÉS tanford 
voted to join the coalition and endorse a document called ÒFramework for 
Intercollegiate Athletics Reform. ÒAll documents COIA has produced are on the 
Web siteÉJ ust Google COIA and you will find it.Ó 
 
The provost appointed Professor Wasow as StanfordÕs representative to COIA. In 
the four years since, COIA has met three times, most recently, last May, at Stanford. 
 
COIA drafted and publicized three policy papers: ÒCampus athletics governance, the 
faculty roleÓ (2004); ÒAcademic integrity in intercollegiate athleticsÓ (2005); and 
ÒFraming the future. Reforming intercollegiate athleticsÓ (2006). All made specific 
policy proposals for changes at the national level Ñ  that is, proposals to the 
National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Ñ  about what the athletic 
conferences should be doing, and best practices for individual campuses. 
 
There were 28 specific proposals in the paper produced at the meeting last May, 
which are included in the handouts. 
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Professor Wasow continued, ÒThe COIA leadership Ñ  in particular, the chairs of 
COIA Ñ  have interacted extensively with the NCAA leadership and tried to inject 
more of a faculty voice in governance of athletics. 
 
ÒAt least at the very top of the NCAAÉt he [COIA leaders] have had a welcoming, 
receptive ear. Myles Brand, who is the president of the NCAA, actually came to our 
meeting last May and spoke. And a number of COIA representatives are meeting 
with him, December 1st, in Indianapolis. 
 
ÒThey have also interacted with the Knight commission [the Knight Commission on 
Intercollegiate Athletics, formed in 1989], another national body concerned with 
intercollegiate athletics, Division 1A faculty representatives and the National 
Association of Academic Advisors for Athletics. 
 
Professor Wasow evaluated the effectiveness of COIA. ÒThe bad news is that no 
NCAA legislation to date bears the stamp of COIA's influenceÉhow ever, I think we 
have had an effect Éon  injecting a faculty voice into national discussions on college 
athleticsÉ We are optimistic that some of the May proposals will be adopted. 
 
ÒThe current co-chairs of COIA, Nathan Tublitz of the University of Oregon and 
Virginia Shepherd of Vanderbilt, get a lot [of invitations] to national meetings to 
discuss college athletics and they are often interviewed by the press. 
 
ÒI was getting quite skeptical myself about whether we were tilting at windmills 
until Myles Brand's talk here last May, who stated that he could not effect 
meaningful change in college athletics without the support of the faculty.Ó 
 
Professor Wasow closed by commenting on Stanford vis-ˆ -vis COIA. 
 
ÒWe are an outlierÉ There's no other Division 1A football school that is so 
academically demanding of its athletesÉM ost of the problems other COIA 
representatives worry about don't exist here...In a sense, our participation may be a 
kind of a model for what is possible within Division 1A athletics. 
 
ÒBut that said, we don't have the level of faculty oversight of athletics recommended 
in the COIA documents. I'll just mention two things recommended in that May 
white paper that we don't do. 
 
ÒFirst, faculty governance bodies should regularly review data about enrollment 
patterns and athletesÕ grades and compare them to general enrollment and grades. 
We don't do that. 
 
ÒSecond, there should be oversight by faculty senates of athleticsÉW e have the 
Committee on Athletics, Physical Education and Education (CAPER); [it is not a 
faculty senate committee] itÕs actually a presidential committee, I believe. In the 
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times I have been a member of the Senate, there's never been a report from 
CAPER.Ó 
 
Professor Wasow invited Bob Bowlsby to comment. He noted that Director 
Bowlsby was an early supporter of COIA when he was Director of Athletics at the 
University of Iowa and he attended the COIA meeting in May. 
 
Director Bowlsby agreed that Professor WasowÕs characterization of Myles BrandÕs 
perspective was right on target and thought it more than a little symbolic that the 
May meeting was held on the Stanford campus. 
 
Director Bowlsby continued, ÒI would actually give COIA a bit more credit for 
defining and shaping and guiding the dialogue than TomÉI  think some things that 
are currently being done with what's called the Ôacademic progress rateÕÑ which is a 
fairly complex system of holding institutions accountable for who they bring to 
campus, how they do while they are there and whether they leave with their 
degreeÑ was largely an outcropping from discussions by COIA group. 
 
ÒI think one of the things that has been learnedÉi s that incremental progress is 
better than no progress at allÉ The most recent white paper represents more of a 
centrist approachÉa nd probably will have a measurable effect on change in 
intercollegiate athletics. [Some of the early] proposals were nonstarters, given the 
context. 
 
ÒSo I think much has been learned over the four years. I appreciate the comments 
about our program. There are always ways to get better, but I think we are a model 
in intercollegiate athletics as we are in other areas on our campus.Ó 
 
Chair Callan thanked Professor Wasow and Director Bowlsby. There ensued a 
spirited discussion, excerpts of which follow. 
 
Professor Buc: ÒJust a question of information.  How many schools have actually 
joined? Have we contacted everybody?Ó 
 
Professor Wasow replied that out of 115 or 116 Division 1A schools, 56 have joined 
COIA. COIA has no formal powers, only the power of persuasion and influence. 
After discussing whether to disband, COIA decided to continue in the hope that 
some of its May recommendations may be implemented. 
 
Provost Etchemendy pointed out that CAPER is an interesting committee in that 
some of what it does is very clearly on the academic side but much of what it does is 
not academic. He suggested an easy way to tie the committee closer to the Senate 
would be to have the Chair of CAPER be an ex officio member of the Committee on 
Undergraduate Standards and Policies (C-USP), and ask the Chair of CAPER to 
give an annual report to the C-USP on issues that are relevant to undergraduate 
standards and policies, and other academic issues. Significant matters would feed 
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into the Senate in the natural way. The provost concluded, ÒIn that way we can 
maintain CAPER as a presidential committee, where it sits appropriately for a 
certain proportion of what it does, but it will also have a tie to the Senate.Ó 
 
Professor Gilbert Chu said to Professor Wasow: ÒYou brought up two items that 
Stanford does not follow in terms of recommendations from COIA. I thought the 
implication was you thought those items might potentially be a good idea. [Professor 
Wasow agreed.] ÒI am wonderingÉshould we be considering whether those are 
good ideas for Stanford?Ó 
 
Chair Callan offered a clarification: ÒThere was discussion about this [connecting 
CAPER to C-USP] at the Senate Steering Committee. The consensus was that there 
should be some discussion by C-USP, the committee responsible for the academic 
quality of our undergraduate programs. What the Provost suggested would be an 
alternative way to implement what COIA recommends. Then a recommendation 
[from C-USP] could go to the Committee on Committees, and then be forwarded to 
the Senate... Right now, we don't have enough information or time to discuss the 
merits and demerits of this proposal and C-USP seems to be the place where that 
deliberation should take place.Ó 
 
Professor Wasow agreed that that suggestion was consistent with one of his 
recommendations about CAPER. His other recommendation called for faculty 
monitoring of academic performance and registration patterns among athletes 
compared to those of the student population as a whole. 
 
Director Bowlsby observed that the responsibility of the faculty athletic 
representative (FAR) [of CAPER] ÒÉi s to make sure that we are doing things that 
are altogether consistent with every policy and procedure on campusÉA nd just for 
reference and context sake, our graduation rates this year were exactly equal to those 
of the undergraduate student population. Our grade points are within O.11 of the 
general student body GPA quality points.Ó 
 
Professor Wasow commented that many faculty would be interested in knowing 
whether, for example, there are certain majors that disproportionately draw athletes. 
 
Professor Robert Simoni noted, ÒMy previous comment about tilting at windmills 
was not directed at Tom Wasow or at COIA. It was directed at the enormous barriers 
to change at the institutionÑ the NCAAÑ where monies and conferences so 
dominate the landscape that the thought of change is just very difficultÉI t's not to 
say the effort shouldn't be made. But even for me, a person with a sort of 
pathological kind of optimism, it's hard to see where, in fact, it can go. ButÉi t is an 
opportunity for us to look inward. We are a fine example, it's true...but in our role as 
a model, which may be the most powerful [thing] that we can do, [perhaps it can be] 
enhanced still further.Ó 
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Professor Simoni continued, Ò[A review of athletics] was done once by the planning 
and policy board, an arm of the Senate. I was on the PPB that year, Professor David 
Kennedy chaired it, and we collected all the information you suggestedÑ admissions 
criteria, GPAÕs, majors, academic progress, etc. and, as John Etchemendy 
characterized it at our Steering Committee meeting, the news was that there was no 
news. It just meshed with the entire population. That was a long time ago. And I 
think it's certainly time that that be done again, and maybe be done periodically.Ó 
 
ÒI confess as an aside I am always amused that when athletic fortunes wax or wane, 
the target is the admissions process. And I think quite unjustly.Ó 
 
Professor Wasow commented, ÒLast year, at about this time, when our football team 
was winless, there was a column in the SJ Mercury news that said that the best thing 
that could happen to Stanford's football program would be to have a winless year 
this year because then that would finally convince the university that it had to stretch 
its admissions standards more for the football playersÉ. And that kind of attitude is 
what we're up against.Ó 
 
Professor Simoni commented, ÒI was hoping you Ñ or maybe Bob Bowlsby Ñ  
could tell us some of the things that are pending at the NCAAÉone of the other big 
problems about college athletics is that it is exceedingly expensive, driven not 
entirely but [in part] by 85 football scholarships, which strikes me as 
preposterousÉI s there any effort to reduce the number of football scholarships?Ó 
 
Director Bowlsby responded, ÒFirst of all Ét here isn't any sport that's had more 
reductions in scholarships over the years than football. [The number] was unlimited 
at one time, then it decreased to 120, then 105, then 95 and now itÕs down to 85. 
And there is some advocacy for going lower. Football is not a contact sport, it's a 
collision sport and we have a lot of bumps and bruises by this time of the yearÑ and 
a lot of other teams do as well. So reasonable people can disagree on the exact 
[number] but there's a need for the bodiesÉU nlike professional ranks, we don't go 
out and hire free agents once we begin to have people injured. 
 
ÒThe process I mentioned earlier is a multi-faceted one that is tied to what's called 
the Ôacademic progress rateÕ (APR) [which is] a four-year rolling index based on a 
thousand possible points with a 925 cut-off score that is based upon the number of 
people that come in the front door, how they do, and whether they go out the back 
door with their degree. 
 
ÒThis is just the third year of keeping track of that index, and so it's not a full cycle 
yet. But there are several institutions that have already begun to lose scholarships in 
certain sports. Subsequent to the loss of scholarships, there will be restrictions on 
playing and practice seasons, restrictions on recruiting, and restrictions on access to 
some of the distributable NCAA monies from the various tournaments. In its final 
stage, [the APR] can actually affect an institution's assignment to a division 
[including] being dismissed from Division 1. 
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ÒIt's a process that's intended to have some teeth. And it's one that I am toldÑ
although these numbers haven't been banded around very muchÑ that as high as 45 
percent of basketball programs in this country at the Division 1 level may fall below 
the cut line once the four-year data are in place. If that happens, you will hear an 
outcry that this APR is discriminatory and that it does a whole lot of things that it 
wasn't ever intended to do. But what it does doÑ and what it was intended to doÑ is 
to hold people's feet to the fire and hold institutions accountable for the satisfactory 
progress of their athletes. 
 
ÒFor institutions like Stanford that have done an extraordinary job over a long period 
of time, [the APR] doesn't constitute any change at all. But for those institutions that 
are the worst of the worst, it will show up very quickly. And it already has begun to 
in some of the contemporaneous penalties. 
 
ÒSo I see it as a very positive trend. In fact, I have been asked to write an Op-Ed 
piece for the Dallas Morning News on this topic and it will probably come out 
sometime in the next few weeks.Ó 
 
President Hennessy commented that the progress by the NCAA is at a pace that one 
would describe as ÒglacialÓÉT he bylaws of the NCAA make a small number of 
schools able to resist change. ÒThe positive thing is that many of the early 
recommendations of COIA particularly, and the recommendations of the Knight 
commission, slowly seep in, although not perhaps in the form they were originally 
viewedÑ they were weakened. 
 
ÒThe APR is the best thing that has happened in a long time. And Bob's [Bowlsby] 
interpretation is right. There are a lot of schools [affected]. In fact, more than half 
the NCAA schools have at least one team that's currently below the APR standard 
cut-off of 925. Stanford, as you might guess, is not one of them. Most of our fellow 
Pac 10 institutions have at least one school on that list. 
 
ÒI think it is in Stanford's interestÑ and the interest of collegiate athletics as a 
wholeÑ to try to reverse what has been a gradual slide, driven by the large amounts 
of money in which intercollegiate athletics has become involvedÉI t is a high-stakes 
economic involvement for many institutions. As a result, corners are cut in lots of 
places. 
 
ÒOne of the things I think COIA could do is help inform the faculty. In general, 
faculty members at most institutions are not aware of the graduation rate of their 
athletes. I have had arguments with colleagues at a school up the Bay about what 
their football graduation rate isÑ they deny their football graduation rate is the 
published rateÉ.  Since COIA is a faculty-based organization, it could play a 
significant role in getting internal mechanisms to operate to encourage reform and 
standards to be upheld. So we thank you [Professor Wasow and COIA] for the good 
work.Ó 
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Professor David Stevenson commented that athletics is a part of education and vice 
versa, particularly at this institution, and the Senate obviously has a lot to do with 
education. He thought the idea of hearing from CAPER regularly was a reasonable 
suggestion. It also would improve further the model Stanford represents to other 
schools about athletic programs. He wondered if a motion was required. 
 
Provost Etchemendy pointed out that the Senate has a rule that it can't vote on 
motions that haven't been referred to one of its committees. He thought the sense of 
the Senate is that the appropriate committee consider this recommendation and then 
come back to the Senate with a motion recommendingÑ or not recommendingÑ that 
solution. He suggested that the Committee on Committees is the right body to 
consider what is in effect a structural change to one of its committees, that is, adding 
an ex officio member. The CoC could consult with C-USP to see if it would be 
willing to accept the representative from CAPER.  
 
Chair Callan and Professor Chang, Chair of the CoC, chorused that the idea was a 
good one. Chair Callan hoped there would not be any objections. 
 
However, Professor Chu voiced his hope that Dr. Stevenson's recommendation 
would embrace all of the recommendations of COIA, not just the specific ones that 
were mentioned. Professor Wasow replied that he selected those few 
recommendations of COIA that differed from StanfordÕs current practice. He 
pointed out that there are some recommendations that seem irrelevant, for example, 
those having to do with special admissions. He didnÕt think Stanford had them. 
 
President Hennessy agreed: ÒWe don't have them. Does everybody know that it's the 
practice at some institutions not to require athletes to go through a regular 
admissions process?Ó 
 
Chair Callan exhibited his skill at bringing two different proposals into harmony by 
suggesting that COIAÕs entire set of recommendations could be examined by  
C-USP, because many of them do impinge on the charge of that committee. 
 
Professor Chang asked Professor Wasow to clarify what he meant by saying that 
Stanford was an Òextreme outlierÓ in COIA, among Division 1A schools. He thought 
that was intended to be a positive comment. Professor Wasow assured him that it 
was. 
 
That opened the door for some congratulatory comments: 
 
President Hennessy: ÒStanfordÕs recent football graduation rate was 93 percent. Our 
next closest competitor in the PAC 10 was in the 50Õs.Ó 
 
Director Bowlsby: ÒSlightly over 50.Ó 
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President Hennessy: ÒCal's graduation rate was 53 percent.Ó 
 
Director Bowlsby: ÒUp from 44.Ó 
 
President Hennessy: ÒBut Ét he basketball graduation rate is below 50 percent for 
most PAC 10 institutions. And the PAC 10 is one of the better conferences in 
NCAA athletics.Ó 
 
Professor Wasow observed that Stanford is an outlier in another wayÑ in 
maintaining high admission standards for its applicant athletes: ÒVirtually all other 
Division 1A schools stretch their admission standards for recruited athletes much 
more than we do.Ó 
 
Director Bowlsby noted that Professor Emeritus Jerry Porras is a member of the 
Knight Commission. He would be another resource on campus available to the 
Senators. 
 
Chair Callan reiterated his appreciation to Professor Wasow and Director Bowlsby. 
 

VI . New Business 
There was no new business. 

VI I . Adjournment 
A motion by Professor Simoni to adjourn was seconded and passed. 
 
Accordingly, the Senate adjourned at 4:12 PM. 

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Rex L. Jamison, M.D. 
Academic Secretary to the University 
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October 25, 2007 
Meeting of Senate XL 

RECORD OF ATTENDANCE 
 

 Name Unit 

A Admati, Anat, Graduate School of Business 01 
P Anderson, Lanier, Philosophy 08 
P Applebaum, Mark, Music 08 
P Arvin, Ann, Vice Provost & Dean of Research ex officio 
P Bailey, Diane, Management Science and Engrg 04 
A Baker, Keith, History 07 
A Bambos, Nicholas, Management Science and Engrg 04 
A Barres, Ben, Neurobiology 12 
P Beach, David, Mechanical Engineering 04 
A Beasley, Malcolm, Applied Physics 06 
A Bendor, Jonathan, Graduate School of Business 01 
P Bent, Stacey, Chemical Engineering 04 
A Berek, Jonathan, Obstetrics & Gynecology 13 
P Berger, Jonathan, Music 08 
P Berman, Russell, Comparative Literature 08 
A Block, Steven, Applied Physics 06 
A Boardman, Gregory, Vice Provost for Student Affairs ex officio 
A Boothroyd, John, Microbiology and Immunology 12 
A Boxer, Linda, Medicine 13 
P Boyd, Stephen, Electrical Engineering 04 
P Brandeau, Margaret, Management Science and Engrg 04 
A Bravman, John, Vice Provost for Undergraduate Education ex officio 
P Buc, Philippe, History 07 
P Burchat, Patricia, Physics 06 
P Burke, David, SLAC 10 
P Cabrera, Blas, Physics 06 
P Callan, Eamonn, Education 03 
A Camarillo, Albert, History 07 
A Carstensen, Laura, Psychology 07 
P Chang, Gordon, History 07 
P Chu, Gilbert, Medicine - Oncology 13 
A Cook, Karen, Sociology 07 
P Dutton, Robert, Electrical Engineering 04 
P Eckert, Penelope, Linguistics 08 
P Elam, Harry, Drama 08 
P Etchemendy, John, Provost ex officio 

 Name Unit 

A Fernald, Russell, Biology 06 
P Fire, Andrew, Pathology 12 
A Garcia-Molina, Hector, Computer Science 04 
A Gordon, Deborah, Biology 06 
P Greely, Hank, Law 09 
A Greif, Avner, Economics 07 
P Gumport, Patricia, Vice Provost for Graduate Education ex officio 
A Harris, Jerry, Geophysics 02 
P Hennessy, John, President of the University ex officio 
P Horowitz, Mark, Electrical Engineering 04 
P Jamison, Rex, Academic Secretary to the University ex officio 
P Johnstone, Iain, HRP - Biostatics 06 
A Joss, Robert, Dean of the Graduate School of Business ex officio 
A Keller, Michael, University Librarian & Dir. of Acad. Info. ex officio 
A Klausner, Michael, Law 09 
A Koseff, Jeffrey, Civil & Environmental Engrg 04 
A Kramer, Larry, Dean of the Law School ex officio 
P Landy, Joshua, French and Italian 08 
P Lavori, Philip, HRP - Biostatics 13 
P Markus, Hazel, Psychology 07 
A Matson, Pamela, Dean of the School Earth Sciences ex officio 
A Meyerson, Debra, Education 03 
A Pfleiderer, Paul, Graduate School of Business 01 
A Pizzo, Philip, Dean of the School of Medicine ex officio 
P Plummer, James, Dean of the School of Engineering ex officio 
P Saller, Richard, Dean of the School of Humanities & Sciences ex officio 
P Satz, Debra, Philosophy 08 
A Shoham, Yoav, Computer Science 04 
P Simoni, Robert, Biology 06 
A Spiegel, David, Psychiatry 13 
A Stedman, Stephen, FSI-CISAC 11 
P Stevenson, David, Pediatrics 13 
P Stipek, Deborah, Dean of the School of Education ex officio 
A Zoback, Mark, Geophysics 02 

 

 
Present on Invitation or  by Request: 
George Brown, Dan DeYoung, Tom Wasow, Bob Bowlsby, 
Jennifer Mason 

Present on Standing I nvitation: 
Thomas Black, Kathleen Sullivan, Adam Beberg, Eugene 
Nho, Carlee Brown, Lindi Press, Sheri Sheppard 
 
 
Outside Press: 
 

 


