
Senate Executive Committee Meeting with Provost Kersh, 5/15/2017 

 

Present: Jay Ford, Jane Albrecht, Wilson Parker, Sarah Raynor, Stew Carter, Claudia Kairoff, 

Rogan Kersh 

 

 Provost Kersh began the discussion by stating that the first meeting of the new COI 

policy committee in August would be organizational. President Hatch would most likely attend 

and give the committee its charge. Mark Knudson will be invited / appointed to attend; the new 

committee will nominate a Senate member, probably Stew, to participate. 

 

 The Provost (hereafter designated RK) stated that nobody can recall a Senate 

recommendation answered by an administrative proclamation. The administration has assured 

critics that the Senate has done important work, raising issues of freedom of speech and freedom 

from outside interference, even though in the administration’s opinion neither of these principles 

have been violated. If evidence arises that such influence has been exerted, the administration 

will take action. The administration is not going to say an outright “no” to the Senate resolution. 

 

 RK stated that we have principles that mark boundaries of what outside donors can do on 

this campus. The intention to interfere (as recorded at a Koch meeting with potential donors) 

does not equal actual interference. The administration and the Senate have therefore agreed to 

disagree on this issue. 

 

 RK added that it is hard to see where, so far, inappropriate influence is being expressed. 

The funding has not been used that way. He assured the Senators that the administration will stay 

vigilant. 

 

 RK acknowledged that we have been “relaxed” about the way we establish and monitor 

centers and institutes on campus; we will now be more careful. 

 



 Questioned by Jay about the status of the one-year review of the EI, RK said that at the 

end of the planning grant year, there is a template for review of each institute. Bruce King and 

[in the future?] the chair of RAC produce an informal report and make a recommendation to RK. 

They consider the institute’s progress in securing funding, its planning goals, and outcomes of 

the year’s activities. 

 

 Asked about the secrecy associated with EI funding, namely, the Koch Foundation’s wish 

to keep its name off all promotions, web site, etc., RK stated that he knows of no such stipulation 

here. Sarah replied that there are such stipulations at other universities. Jay added that a source in 

the Business School told CAFR of such a stipulation. 

 

 Regarding opposition of the Senate request to view the gift agreement, RK replied that he 

would love to let us see it, but it is standard in gift agreements that both parties must agree to 

such disclosure. He was in fact allowed to review the agreement and did not see anything in it 

that is troubling. There has been no statement by the Kochs that we cannot see the agreement; 

RK in fact thought that they would allow us to see it, but now doubts that they will, in light of 

the controversy surrounding the resolution. His experience has been that they demur as a 

delaying tactic, and now he doubts they will ever agree. 

 

 RK confirmed that the gift agreement names JO as the EI director. The gift agreement 

states that the money can be withdrawn at any time, but it does not say that JO has to be the 

director for the duration of the 5-year gift agreement. RK added that the Kochs know we appoint 

all such directors for 3-year terms. 

 

 Wilson asked whether the COI or the Gift Acceptance Committee would best be charged 

with developing principles? RK thinks the COI committee should develop principles to govern 

the Gift Acceptance Committee. Wilson asked whether the principles should be developed by a 

subcommittee of the Trustees? His point is that the principles should be developed by those in a 

position to prevent future administrators from violating them. RK explained that currently the 

Gift Acceptance Committee is a standing committee composed of himself, the University 

Counsel, Hof Milam, and Mark Peterson. The committee works out gift agreements well in 



advance; they can take years to develop. If the gift is for a purpose we disapprove, its purpose 

must be changed before we accept the gift. RK added that scholarships and gifts with no strings 

attached are not reviewed by the Gift Acceptance Committee. 

 

 Wilson stated that it would be nice if the Provost wrote a letter to the Senate confirming 

that the Gift Agreement Committee abides by AAUP guidelines. RK replied that he will explore 

that with the COI committee. 

 

 Asked how the Koch money would be used, RK explained that each year’s proposed uses 

are specified as “may be used for,” but not specified as at other Koch-funded institutions. Does 

the EI have a five-year plan? RK said that the five-year plan is actually a year-by-year plan that 

may or not be carried out. For example, the plan for EI in its first year was to support a tenure-

track position in the Business School, which did not result in a successful search. They will try 

again next year. All the Centers and Institutes are submitting next year’s plans now, and the year-

by-year plans are the most important. 

 

 The EI will apply for funding to the Kochs for its proposed plan for 2017-18. Most 

Institutes apply for an amount beyond the maximum in hopes of receiving the maximum for their 

proposed plans. RK feels WFU is unlikely to receive the full $4.2 million maximum possible 

from the combined Koch-Wright funds, because we spent less than anticipated this year, and so 

may get less for next year. The process is much more flexible than we imagine. 

 

 Regarding the Business School hire, RK explained that the Koch money will help fund 

the position for three years. It is not the case that WFU might be “stuck” funding the position if 

the Kochs withdraw their money. The Business School wanted to hire a new tenure-track 

professor and accepted the help of the Koch money for the first three years; RK thought we 

would be crazy not to use some of the Koch money to help with the hire.  

 

 RK stated that EI is seeking more funding sources, in a touch environment for them. 

 



 Jay asked about the lack of transparency when RAC reviewed JO’s proposal. Koch was 

not mentioned as the probably donor, yet we know that JO had been talking with them about his 

project for over a year. RK said that the proposal, when reviewed by the RAC, needed to stand 

on its own merits and not on the fact that it might receive extensive funding. In any case, the 

RAC was in fact aware of the Koch funding possibility; our informant or informants were 

disingenuous. However, neither RAC nor RK realized the money would come so quickly; 

usually, an Institute requires a planning year, at least, before a source can be secured. 

 

 Sarah asked if it will be bad for the Business School tenure-track hire when he or she 

comes up for tenure and is known to have had the Koch support? RK said there should be no 

such effect. 

 

 Jay mentioned that when Business requested the proposed new hire, it was envisioned 

that Business 105 would require at least an additional professor, but this is no longer needed. He 

added that even so, the envisioned need demonstrates a connection between the EI and Business 

105. Faculty suspicions of that connection were therefore not groundless. 

 

 After a few minutes of additional conversation, the meeting was adjourned. The 

Executive Committee decided to edit these minutes and use them to construct a brief letter to RK 

confirming the substance of our conversation.  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 



 

 


