NAPS Board Meeting Minutes
May 23, 2012
Holiday Inn Mart Plaza (Chicago)

Attendees: Dennis Trout (Pres), Ken Steinhauserd$)P Brian Matz (Sec-Treas), Virginia
Burrus (Immed. Past Pres.), Luke Dysinger (MatLgntly Mayer (MatL), Carrie Schroeder
(MatL), Geoffrey Dunn (MatL), David Brakke (JECS .EKyle Smith (MatL-GradStudent).
Absent: Christopher Beeley (PMS Ed.)

Trout called the meeting to order at 2:07.

Report of Summit Meetings, Inc. D. Trout welcanB. Cowen and C. Cowen of
Summit Meetings to present on the status of théecence.

A.

Registration down at this point, but it is exmetto rise with walk-ins. 313
registrants now (compared to 357 in 2010). 179%egelar members; 134 are
students. Same number of exhibitors as before.ré¢&agy’'s note: At the
Thursday Board meeting, we were given an updata &/l that this year’s
registrations will now probably meet or exceed @@L0 number due to
heavier-than-expected walk-in registrations on $tday].

Estimated financial contribution from NAPS ftig year’'s meeting is >$20k.
Audio-visual increased by $3,700.

Exhibitor income up, but sponsorship incomehgligdown. U of KY agreed
to co-sponsor Thursday night reception (in conjumctwith honor of L.
Swift).

More advertising sales this year than last year.

V. Burrus asks if percentage of student regis¢rés the same as prior year. C.
Cowen responds yes. V. Burrus also asked if ie¢hnically possible to link
our member database with the proposal databaseusBsuggests this would
make it easier to screen paper proposals for meshigestatus. The answer is
no. But, D. Cowen said a review of all proposalsifembership status would
be done manually this year and would be billecegular support services rate
(currently ~ $30/hr).

Review/Approval of the 2011 Board Meeting Miest

A.
B.

No discussion.
L. Dysinger moved to accept the Minutes. G. Deaoonded. All approved.

Officer Reports

A.

Secretary-Treasurer

1. Financial report
B. Matz reviews the financial report of the sociétym FY 2011. [A
copy of the financial report is on file in the Setary-Treasurer's
office]. B. Matz points out membership income wasvd in 2011, and
this was likely due to members not renewing dutimg Oxford year.
Indications from recent membership reports sugtfestmembership
income number will rebound a bit in 2012. Also mvabethy is the ever-
increasing revenue from JECS profit, which also mse&is becoming
an ever-increasing percentage of our income stré&amally, B. Matz
informed the Board he transferred $60k from chegkminvestments



during 2011. This was possible because of so fgyemrses in 2011 due
to no annual meeting.

C. Schroeder asks about the viability of our fres with
respect to the relying so heavily on the journal.Mg&atz pointed out
that, indeed, institutional print subscriptionsthe journal have fallen
(slightly) over the past several years. But, thet fdoe JECS profit
continues to rise suggests we are experiencing tranv electronic
subscriptions through Project MUSE. Discussion agsbnBoard
members continues over whether or not we oughtetocéncerned
about this. The sense is no.

L. Dysinger asks about the possibility of havinglime
collections of papers presented at the meetingSdBroeder suggests
leveraging something like academic.edu for infracttire for that type
of thing. L. Dysinger suggested it could be dondlenNAPS website.
V. Burrus says this issue is separate from jourauad] so it should be
considered separately at a later time. D. Trouetathe discussion for
later.

2. Secretary report

B. Matz briefly reviewed the membership health loé¢ society. The
numbers are found at the bottom of the financigbre Membership
numbers are mostly rebounding from last year, whiels anticipated
since many had dropped membership last year dtiim@xford year.
JECS subscription numbers were also discussedtulimtal numbers
continue to decline for print subscriptions. B. klahentions he will
look into before next year's Board meeting what @@ numbers for
electronic subscriptions. The suspicion is prirtissuiptions are being
replaced with electronic subscriptions. Finally, Blatz proposes
raising membership dues. This has not been donewédr over a
decade, and it would help offset some increasets msning from use
of A/V at the annual meeting.

K. Steinhauser agrees it is better to raise duaduglly over
time than to have a large one-time bump to cover-éwcreasing
expenses. Discussion ensues among Board of racueg for all
members or just for regular members. B. Matz mdeecktain student
and retired member fees at $25 and raise regularbmefees to $60,
which is an increase of $10. Since we have aboitr&qular members,
this should generate about $5k in extra incomeghvhvould, in fact,
offset the increase in A/V costs.

3. W. Mayer moved to accept the Secretary-Treas@eort, including
the proposal to raise regular member dues by $1866 D. Trout
seconded. All approved.

B. Immediate Past President Report (V. Burrus)

[Secretary’s note: although the Immediate Pastid®esis not, technically, an Officer
of the Society, the report was included at thisipmi the meeting to accommodate the
main, scheduled topic for discussion at this Baagagting, which is about how to use
Society’s investment funds to support graduate estteland other members of the
society. This report is directly related to thigiative.]

Grad Student Paper Prize



The main duty of the Immediate Past Presidentghgt year was to organize the Grad
Student Paper Prize Committee and to assist ireweng submitted papers for the
prize. V. Burrus reports there were twenty-two sigsions from a range of schools
(17 — all in U.S.) Most came in on the due datelfitsvhich was April 10. V. Burrus
reports that one slightly troubling statistic isthwenty were from men and only two
from women.

Reports the process this year was the Past Pn¢ésidavenes a committee to
review papers. V. Burrus elected to ask the twolkatvho rotated off last year,
which were Beth Digeser and Jeff Bingham. V. Bursagl that, since the way the
Nominations Committee does its work in selectinglMathis is a good way to ensure
there is balance on the paper prize committee.

V. Burrus reports members of the committee did mextessarily agree on the
first-round cut. There was much back-and-forth asston about how properly to rank
the papers. In any case, five winners were seleMada Doerfler, Courtney Friesen,
Jason Linn, Benjamin Wayman, and Ryan Woods. V.riuread aloud also their
paper titles on this year's program.

V. Burrus raises the question what to do whemdesit submits whose director
is one of the committee members. V. Burrus saidagthed her students not to submit
for this award because of her role, but she questow that decision. K.Smith asks if
it is possible to do this blind to authors. V. Bigrsaid she would like that, but she
would be disappointed if it turned out the winnessre all or mostly from the same
institution. B. Matz asked if it was possible tovhatwo layers of review: one on
quality of paper as it is; another on diversity siderations. D. Trout asks if we can
have categories of papers and so ensure a cedainde. V. Burrus said this is a good
suggestion for next year's committee. V. Burru®asknowledged that there was a
desire to give some extra push for some papersntohe prize to ensure diversity.

V. Burrus said papers varied tremendously in len@he suggests that next
year's committee specify they submit at “confererergth.” The longer papers
submitted this past year did better in the comipetibecause they could more richly
develop the argument, but this was probably ndtadntfair to those who interpreted
the paper prize competition description as alreeolyference length. About 2,500
words is proposed for next year. Bottom line: tbenmittee should see only what the
grad students plan to present at the annual meigel§

V. Burrus said she had hoped this prize competitimuld be a mentoring
opportunity. Only one paper ended up being onelaat totally inappropriate for the
competition and for the conference, anyway. Anothiee was really inaccurate. In
retrospect, V. Burrus now says she does not se@#ha mentoring opportunity. There
is just too much work to do with some of the papersd that this really should be
done by those students’ directors.

Finally, V. Burrus reports the other two committeembers also recommend
that we reiterate the criteria by which the comeatwill judge submissions. The
biggest problem with the papers was the contexatidin of their arguments with
respect to existing, scholarly discussions.

K. Smith asks what was the due date for the paperSteinhauser replied it
was April 10. D. Trout asked if the time frame -etdue date of Apr 10 — was
sufficient. V. Burrus says that it would be hardagk grad students to turn it in earlier.
This led to a discussion about whether or not itdsessary to announce prizes at the
business meeting, or if it could be announced atimlater, or if it would be better to
announce the winners in advance and so highlightimning papers on the printed
program. In any case, would an earlier deadline dater announcement alleviate



some time pressures for everyone? V. Burrus sagst gshe prefers the business
meeting announcement because it's when we do alipfannouncements. She also
reports that most of the papers were not half-bakbdy really had been worked over
in a seminar or some other class earlier in thattiss. Then, V. Burrus proposes that,
if we set the deadline earlier, we probably shdighlight the winning papers in the

program while still also announcing the winners giving them their prize awards at

the business meeting. Everyone agrees this is & paposal.

The question now turns to what that earlier déteukl be. K.Smith thinks
students, if they want to compete, should be ablget the paper done by whatever
date is set. So, a February date, e.g., would eatllthat bad. D. Trout proposes Mar
15. V. Burrus says April 1 would be enough time.

B. Matz asks if five awards is a good number. \rrBs says more would be
nice, but five was appropriate.

D. Trout summarizes the discussion: V. Burrus nemends we continue the
process. The committee is Past President and twtd.sMeotating off. Date of
submission moves to Apr 1. Submissions should EO®,words and a full
bibliography. Call for submissions would includetalls about criteria for reviewing
the paper. V. Burrus adds also that we can lodkture years about whether or not to
have categories for papers. V. Burrus asks whatdesided on how to handle
submissions by students whose directors are ordhenittee. Discussion revolved
around just how problematic this really would béneTcommittee member could
simply recuse himself/herself in such a circumstanc

V. Burrus also asked about the anonymity of theewe committee. B. Matz
ensured the letters to the winners say the papargpcome from the Board.

C. Schroeder moves to approve the proposal fromBwtrus. K. Smith
seconded. All approved. C. Schroeder also movedhaek V. Burrus and other
members of the committee. All agreed.

Break is taken from 3:25 until 3:32. D. Brakke @8 during this break.

C. President

1. Report of the Task Force. [A printed reporthe Task Force is on file
in the Secretary’s office].
D.T. reviews the report. He acknowledges NAPS has leen
negligent in doing some of the things other soegetlso do, and so we
do help grad students in some ways now. He thentp@veryone to
the list of topics for discussion on page two o tieport. W. Mayer
congratulates the task force members for their workreparing the
report.

V. Burrus asks if we should add to this discussiaitlian’s
request for money to help offset the Oxford conieee B. Matz says
that is a separate issue, and so we should congidezparately.
Discussion now turns to several, proposed initesiv

(1) Best First Book prize. W. Mayer likes this. Bteinhauser
asks if this is for first book after dissertationrevised dissertation. D.
Brakke, V. Burrus and D. Trout say “first book” nmatter what it was
beforehand. W. Mayer asks if we also have a dssent grant, could
the person who wins that also win the book awatér?a Board
discussion leans towards accepting this as a geruassibility, and
that it would be okay.



(2) Dissertation grant —Discussion for a whilealees around
what the award will require of the grad studenpeeslly with respect
to what are acceptable budget items for the req@es$chroeder asks
what is an acceptable budget item for this requéstDunn says we
need to decide what the award is really about,thisdwould help us
know what budget items we need to include. V. Bairsays the
proposed, $5k is a good amount such that every gfadent in their
last year_will apply. D. Trout says the award netessarily only for
students in last year. Maybe one award each yeandbr a last year
student; the other award could be for a studerdingestartup funds to
investigate a topic more in depth.

INTERJECTION: W. Mayer says it should be addea itite
formal details of the prizes announcement thahtimaber of prizes and
amount of awards is subject to annual review byBbard. This is to
ensure the Board is not committed to funding indedfly every
initiative. All agree.

(3) Back to First Book prize — discussion retutnsliscussing
item (1) and discussion revolves around how we iaedbe books for
review and what exactly is required for the revievéublishers will
be asked to send reviewers each one copy. Also,dftem should we
do this — every year? Every other year? B. Matz d@ske really want
to do this, or if this really is a meaningful suppfor junior faculty.
Better to support junior faculty in ways that futieir research while
working on a book, not just an award after book pisblished.
Discussion continues with the value of the book rawaoth for the
author, for his/her employment/tenure prospectd, fanthe press that
published the book. Decision is to keep the boo#&rdvand to consider
as a separate initiative the funding of junior factesearch.

Discussion then revolves around how all of thil ke done. K.
Steinhauser says we need a Prize Committee, likeNtbminating
Committee with rotating membership. The committeeuld then
decide awards for all of our categories.

(4) Research support grants — Board segues frook paze
discussion to research support grants discussiorBrkke proposes
the book award be given bi-annually and that a¢aesh support” fund
be created and awarded annually. That pool witt sth$3k per year,
and would allow people to apply for up to $1k. Dission revolves
around how much time after Ph.D. someone may dpplsnoney from
the research fund. 5 years? 7 years? Decisionav&syfears.

G. Dunn suggests have a Paper Prize Committeeafiaenthe
process and then, if in their judgment it is neaggsshe various vetting
of proposals could be done by multiple committéesBurrus says we
are a bit further down the road than that. We dlydsave developed
the program; the task force at this point could jugte down further
details about the mechanics of the process. W. Maggs the Task
Force report indicates a two-year phase-in, andtkis would be good
for thoughtfully laying the groundwork for this. \Burrus says the
Nominating Committee should be responsible for fidgng the
members of this Paper Prize Committee.



The Task Force will now continue for 12 more mantio
prepare the mechanics of the whole process and brjproposal to the
Board in 2013.

(5) Grad student caucus at annual meeting — Cro8dkr now
asks if we still need to talk about the grad stideaucus idea
mentioned in the Task Force report. K. Smith reggdme had added in
this proposal based on what other societies doalsie proposes that
this caucus elect a member to the Board rather hiaare the Student
Rep chosen by the Nom Cmte. V. Burrus said we had to create a
space in past meetings for students to organize Ithit the Board had
run into several logistical issues. C. Schroedgs,saith or without the
formal space, grad students find each other aratectbeir own mutual
support. K. Smith reports there’s no channel fardehts even to
communicate to him their concerns. A caucus couoldhét. V. Burrus
proposes an email distribution list of students.

D. Brakke says we should announce the nominestéolent rep
at the Friday morning grad student breakfast. Maaild allow for
feedback to the new student rep. Discussion redo&reund whether
or not this spoils the surprise of announcing thespn’s name at the
business meeting. D. Trout says the NAPS Consiiiugind By-Laws
stipulate we are supposed to announce the namesnahees at least
three weeks before the meeting. So, we’re notvietig our own rules
with current practice for any of the elected posi§, let alone the
student rep. So, if we follow that rule, it wouldtnin fact, be spoiling
a surprise to announce the name of the nominedeatgtad stud
breakfast. K. Steinhauser says this has never dere as long as he
has attended meetings. V. Burrus agrees. D. Troes gn to point out
that, since nominations can still be made from floer during the
business meeting, we really cannot announce theneenat the Friday
grad student breakfast because everyone has aaigioiminate others
for that position at the later business meetingSKiith says he should
be at the breakfast and then he can report whaehes from students
at that, or at another meeting time during the eanice, to the next
Student Rep and to the Board. Discussion thenmmaesi on whether or
not we can create another space on the schedustuidents to have a
business meeting. Everyone agrees the Thu 5-6pmdiat will work
best.

V. Burrus concludes the discussion saying thatginnow seven
years attending Board meetings, she has seen &disdrease in grad
student support, and anything we do more will yeabntinue to
strengthen that important part of the society.

Maintain Wednesday Board meeting?

D. Trout asks if we want to continue the Wednesalffdgrnoon Board
meeting idea? C. Schroeder asks if we really hanehnto discuss to
make this kind of additional meeting permanent.Bdakke and V.
Burrus both say that it is difficult to get throutife agenda every year.
The Wednesday Board meeting is essential, as deesed by how
much got done today. Also, D. Brakke noted thaticesiwe have no
employees, the Board really has to deliberate @xary decision.
Discussion then continues about whether or nokettebto formalize



the process of meeting for a longer time on Thws@a Brakke says
we should discuss this tomorrow after seeing how theeting
tomorrow goes. Decision is made to retain the Wesdag Board
meeting for 2013.

Meeting is adjourned at 5:07pm.



NAPS Board Meeting Minutes

May 24, 2012

Holiday Inn Mart Plaza (Chicago)

Attendees: Dennis Trout (Pres), Ken Steinhauserd$)P Brian Matz (Sec-Treas), Virginia
Burrus (Immed. Past Pres.), Luke Dysinger (Matlari@ Schroeder (MatL), Wendy Mayer
(MatL), Geoffrey Dunn (MatL), Kyle Smith (MatL-Gr&tudent), David Brakke (JECS Ed.),
Christopher Beeley (PMS Ed.), and William Harml@dem Cmte Chair).

Trout called the meeting to order at 9:02.

l. Officer Reports (continued from yesterday’s Bbareeting)
A. Vice President

1.
2.

Distributes a printed report [on file in the Bxary’s office].

He reviewed the registration numbers discustgdsierday’s meeting.
He then reviewed the deadlines followed the paat.yde asked if the
Board wanted to keep it the same for next yearS€hroeder asked
how things went with the pre-arranged session.t&inSauser points to
his report, page 2, in which he outlined the oseeshe had with them
and a proposed solution. The Board members agrébdhis proposed
change. V. Burrus asked if there were any problesitis pre-arranged
session proposals where they included members oeninstitution.
K. Steinhauser said no.

Membership check on the system. Board wantSWeto have a box
on the proposal submission form that requests tABSNmember ID
and a link to the JHU Press website for those whaat know their
number or need to register.

Space problems at the meeting. K. Steinhausireased the problem
for this year by having a room split into two. Urifmately, it means
the room is still pretty small — no more than 3@me. He reports one
more room could be split, and so next year's VAdaald up to seven
more sessions if you split this additional room.wdwger, if you put
A/V in the room, you would get even 12 less peapl¢he room. So,
space is getting tighter and tighter. That is tte@mpoint.

D.T. asked if anyone is doing two papers. Kirtbi@user reports none.
There are some doing a paper and a workshop, bpersons doing
more than one paper.

C. Schroeder wants to acknowledge Ken’s workhisand praise him
for trying to accept as many papers as possibleusec this helps
people get funding from their institutions for aiténg the meeting. C.
Schroeder adds she and Geoff and Ken were conceitraa space,
and so they were being even more critical of paperghe end, though,
there was only one paper rejected. C. Beeley weadiérejecting only
one makes the conference any less rigorous. Knigtaser responded
that each paper is only 20 minutes. The audienoceldhbe tolerant
even of a bad paper for 20 minutes. He thinks weulshlet the
presenters even of bad papers have their opporttmitearn from
mistakes. V. Burrus also noted that she was unawfaa@y year in the



past several years in which any more than two r@etipaper proposals
were rejected.

A/V equipment costs. Demand for this outstrippeitially budgeted
supply. So, Ken, in consultation with D. Trout a®dMatz had agreed
to raise the number of rooms with A/V. But, he npvwposes we
budget for five or six rooms with A/V next year. V&eal Board
members expressed how much of an outlier NAPS lguing so little
A/V usage by presenters. This will only grow. K. iBmoffers to
investigate lower expenses for hiring a local cactr to bring in A/V
equipment for next year's meeting. V. Burrus sagsneed to do a bit
of two approaches: ask presenters if they readsd to use A/V for
their paper, and we should be ready to pay for nro@ms. K.
Steinhauser says we should probably not try tospirespeople not to
use A/V. It seems we would just be fighting theviteble trend going
on in the wider culture. K. Steinhauser consulteithwSMI's
representatives to find out about the funding issuigh respect to A/V
to determine whether or not it makes sense to ragistration fees. A
printed report of A/V costs was given to the Bodod file in the
Secretary’s office]. A/V costs this year are $8,48%s projected we'll
spend at least $2-4k more next year. Proposalrizise registration fee
$10 to cover this difference. With 325 attendelis, would be close to
covering that. K. Steinhauser also said that, sineeagreed to raise
member dues by $10, this may be a non-issue. Sé&¥eaad members
added that we should make members aware of thecAsts. Maybe
just the information of costs would encourage samédecide they do
not really need A/V. K. Steinhauser now withdraws proposal to
raise registration fee and see what happens wéthdties increase and
whether or not any increased A/V costs for next ardre years are
covered by that.

K. Steinhauser congratulates D. Trout, B. M&@anmit Meetings, and
his research assistant at SLU for all their supponputting together
this year’s program.

B. Return to President’s Report — additional items

1.

2.

3.

Reminds Board that the matter of Gillian Clarkisading request will
be discussed under our New Business.

Reports he was invited, as NAPS’ Presidentpéak at a conference in
Jerusalem on the state of patristic studies iniNarherica.

Necrology: asks for names of anyone that Boagdhbers know? Just
one added to D. Trout's known list of names.

Il. Committee Reports
A. Nominating Committee (Bill Harmless)

1.

2.

Bill Harmless reports that many names camegint iafter Oxford Conf
and then right after the two emails B.M. sent tarrhership.

On Apr 1, he organized all the submissions arthtever C.V.

information he could find online and forwarded themthe Blake and
Catherine on the cmte. Then, they vetted the palpoble also reports
they worked through some criteria for different ifjoss. Catherine
wanted someone for VP who had “standing” among roitademics.
Bill wanted someone who had published at leastcarse major book.
Also, the person needed to be an active membéeddciety.



Criteria for MatL: a number of nominees for @amt;, assistant
professors. The MatL represents the diverse caesiily of the Board.
They decided at least one should be an associatesgor and one an
assistant professor.

One criteria for Student Rep was that the perspnesent one of the
big programs in the field. Also, it was considetedv many times the
person has attended/presented at NAPS.

Nominees:

VP: Robin Jensen. Eight total nominees.

MatL: Khaled Anatolios and Kristina Sessa. Tenltotaninees.
Sec-Treas: Brian Matz. Four total nominees.

Student Rep: Albertus Horsting. Six total nominees.

D. Brakke moved to accept the report. W. Mayecosded. All
approved. Board reminds K. Steinhauser of his mesipdity to appoint
a new member to the Nominating Committee.

Journal of Early Christian Studies

1.

7

D. Brakke distributed a printed report [copyisfile in the Secretary’s
office]. He reported the number of submissions hadsnbed
dramatically. Nearly 70 submissions last year. gjgorts this is likely
due to a move towards accepting PDF versions aénsagent via email.
More grad students are sending in papers from #geinars. This is
getting to be a problem with workload for the JEE@tor and, more
importantly, for finding more external reviewersw@ for each
submission).

Page counts and backlog issues limit the nuroberccepted papers,
anyway.

Announces change in editorial assistant. HariBaing, a doctoral
candidate in Byzantine history, at Ohio State wike over for Brad
Storin in August.

Best First Article Prize — 12 entries. Andrewalas managed the prize
competition this year. [Secretary’s note: winnetttdé prize was later
announced at the business meeting on Friday, wkies Maria
Doerfler].

Associate editors. Paul Blowers’ and Paula Fiekigon’s terms are up
this year, but both are eligible for renewal. D.aBte proposes to
renew their terms. The Board approved this proposal

D. Brakke also noted there was an inquiry frotNAPS member to
consider offer tiered pricing for different formatsr receiving the
journal: maybe instead of downloading individuaticdes from the
website, members could download whole issues of jolenal in
something like a Kindle format. This is somethihgttthe Board may
want to consider in the years ahead. It is notlsstsuntial issue right
now.

B. Matz moved to accept the report. D. Troubseed. All approved.

Patristic Monograph Series

1.

C. Beeley recaps from last year's Board meei@wgl is to re-launch
the series and see if there is a new market fétdtis finding there are
three phases to his work. Phase 1: re-thinkingseitees and planning
for what the series can and should be. Phase Pbevihe organizing of
the series with the Press and identifying great usampts for some



5.

early releases in the series from some really geeladlars. Phase 3 is
the public marketing campaign of the series.

C. Beeley reports Phase 1 is pretty much wheiregs are now. It
involves identifying associate editors. He proposesfollow the same
system of rotating associate editors such as JEESNAPS By-Laws
Art 11.4.B]. He proposes Elizabeth Clark and Roliarling-Young.
Board discusses the terms of their service. Thesgsy following the
JECS model? C. Beeley proposes five years, andabatonsider the
term issues of associate editors in four yearsetifrhe Board agrees to
review the matter of terms and rotation of asseciadlitors at its
meeting in 2016. D.T. moves we accept the propassdciate editors
for a five-year term and that the Board re-consttlermatter of terms
for the series’ associate editors in 2016. W.Moséed. All approved.
In terms of Phase 2, C. Beeley would also likédentify some great
scholars’ monographs for the series. He has omadyrin the works,
and he would like one more. He also reports heabkth and Robin
would like to change the name from PMS to sometleisg. The name
change should be something that is good for marggturposes and
premiere branding. He proposes as a working tieudies in Early
Christianity.” He is aware CUA Press has that @tleeady, but they put
CUA in front of it. So, he would like to work witthis and let the
(eventual) Press offer some suggestions for disiafgng it from
CUA'’s name. D. Brakke speaks in favor of keeping shme Christian
focus as JECS does and as is the whole purposkeoNAPS. D.
Brakke and V. Burrus note other series exist fodists of late antiquity
that are not explicitly interested in ChristianiBoard agrees C. Beeley
should continue to explore with the associate eslitand potential
presses the series’ name. V. Burrus asked thate€leB consult with
the Board before deciding finally on the name aotling it out
publicly. She notes that name changes do impact besmand
members would want some input on this.

C. Beeley asks the Board if it is willing to Wwowith non-university
presses for the series. On the business sidergsthirade presses are
faster and the books are lower-priced. Some Boahiners note there
would be a change in who submits to the serieg i iat a non-
university press. If it is the stated vision of tseries to be an
outstanding series, it would be better to stay w&itimiversity press. B.
Matz reminds the Board that subventions to CUA dor PMS is
$3,500_plus our payments to our own external reeiswMembers of
the Board express shock at the high costs; sexarammend moving
away from CUA Press unless these costs can come.d@art of the
problem is the fact CUA does its own round of exsééreview on top
of NAPS’ review. Board wants this changed or mave hew press.
Board thanks C. Beeley for his work on all aéth

[l New Business

Gillian Clark’s request: for NAPS to pay speakexosts for quadrennial
Oxford conference. This is a cost of about $1, 7@®0gpeaker. Currently, there
are 17 speakers invited for each conference. Go8dkr asks how many
attendees of the conference are NAPS members. &bn&oard feels the

A



conference is largely a European affair, so theret much support for paying
money to help fund this. K. Steinhauser notesttiet have set the dates of
this meeting to accommodate North Americans, nobggeans, who are
generally on summer vacation at that time. B. Migzusses the financial
situation and points out that these funds wouldeout of operational budget.
We have the capacity to fund $10-15k without jedpang our budget or
investments, since in the Oxford year we do not$&l about $20k for
planning this meeting. B. Matz moves we offer tH&tbk per year. D. Brakke
seconded. Most Board members express a desirgiéawrthis level of support
prior to the 2019 Oxford year, recognizing thatcsi we are contributing for
2015, we will no doubt again be asked to contritbatdhe 2019 meeting.
Board sentiment is that we will support $15k timset, but probably no desire
to go above that in the future unless they makenaaous attempt to lower
the overall registration and costs of attending@xéord meeting. All

approved.

B. Indemnity insurance. B. Matz will investigatest®of this and report to the
Board at the next annual meeting.

C. Next year's meeting time? D.T. notes that weadneady running about one

hour late at this meeting. Board discussion reg#@sithe decision to maintain
the Wednesday meeting next year. But, the propssalstart later and shorten
the break before the Board dinner. Decision is éeinirom 3:30-6:30 next
year on Wednesday and then go straight to dinner.

D. D. Brakke congratulates our departing member8ifrus, W. Mayer, K.
Smith, W. Harmless and L. Dysinger.

Meeting adjourned at 11:53.



General Business Meeting Minutes
May 25, 2012
Holiday Inn Mart Plaza (Chicago)

Trout called the meeting to order at 5:30.

Moment of silence
Deceased members of the society who were honoedlammas Sizgorich, Harry
Rosenberg and Robert Markus.

Vote on Constitution and By-Laws Amendments

D. Trout explained the history of the Board’s pieetof retaining the service of the
Immediate Past President to the Board for one g#er their service as President.
These amendments would bring the Constitution antl@vs into conformity with
existing practice. One member asked if the Immedratst President will be a voting
member. The answer was yes.

Voice vote taken. Resounding yes vote. No nay votes

Officer Reports
A. Report of the President (D. Trout)

1.

Task Force report. Members of the Task Forcewamed. Purpose of
the task force was explained, which is to explatdr ways to support
graduate students. The types of prizes/awards pegpby the task
force were described. The Task Force is now changégdplanning out
the details of the prize categories, submissioda]ines, criteria, etc.
One member asked if this includes independent achol'he answer
was yes. All people five years after Ph.D. willdmnsidered for
research support award and first book award.

Graduate students will be given a time slot ext year’s program for a
caucus/organizing meeting. It is likely to be Thilag from 5-6pm.
Oxford conference. Reports Board’s decisionrnaenwrite some
expenses for the Oxford conference. The propogalsspport the
Oxford conference at the level of $15,000 for 200%s amount is
subject to change for future years. D. Trout exigahis money would
come from what we would otherwise spend as a sylbsicdbur annual
conference.

Announces increase in regular member dues byd$60 annually.
Student and retired member dues will remain at $25.

B. Report of the Secretary-Treasurer (B. Matz)
B. Matz reported the membership statistics anditf@acial status of the
Society. A formal report of these numbers was ithsted to the membership.
[This report is on file in the Secretary’s officdhe floor was opened for
guestions. One person asked for clarification affe@nce income — why we
have income when we also have expenses. It waaiegplthis is really an
adjustment of income minus expenses after SMI pHystel bills. There
were no additional questions.

C. Report of the Vice President (K. Steinhauser)



Registration is good this year. 350 this yeangared to 357 in 2010.
2012 meeting had 72 sessions. K. Steinhausertsepn deadlines and
the decision to use SMI to double-check memberstaifus before
accepting proposals in the Fall. Also discussed éddipment costs.
NAPS budgeted $4,775 for A/V, but we had to speret 8,500 due
to extra demand. Encouraged membership to use hends much as
possible for text-based information and to use fhimages. One
member asked for clarification about how A/V equ@rhis charged.
Answer is a flat fee per room, per day.

Encouraged everyone to turn in a survey abauirtbeting before
leaving.

Announced that the banquet tonight is in thefé/Bbint Ballroom.
Tonight, the program will pay honor to Louis Swift.

One person asked if the Vice President could thesregistration cost
earlier than April to help those who apply for fumgl It was agreed
this can and will be done.

Audience thanked K. Steinhauser for his planwiiis year's great
conference.

V. Editor and Committee Reports
A. Report of the JECS Editor (D. Brakke)

1.
2.

3.

65 submissions came in last year.

Thanks Rick Layton for continued service as JIBOSk Review
editor.

Thanks the anonymous reviewers and associdte®di the JECS for
all their work during the year.

Thanks Brad Storin, whose term as assistartradiending and
announces his completion of dissertation. AnnoutitaéisHannah
Ewing will be the new assistant editor.

Andrew Jacobs is invited to the podium to anmmeuBest First Article
prize. Maria Doerfler and her paperlia Museon was the winning
paper.

No questions from the floor.

B. Report of the PMS Editor (C. Beeley)

1.

wnN

5.

Reports on the changes coming to the seried.iStware-invigorate
the series by re-launching it as the premiere butlthe field of early
Christian studies.

Will invite topics in theology, social historgastern traditions.

Two associate editors will be Elizabeth Clarl &obin Darling-
Young.

Announces the editorial board is consideringhgirag the name of the
series and possibly changing presses. Membersswithestions in
either of these matters are encouraged to speaktivgteditorial board.
Invites manuscripts from senior scholars to mel@aunch the series
under a new name.

No questions from the floor.

C. Report of the Nominating Committee (W. Harmless)



V.

Announces the names of the other two membetsediiominating
Cmte.

Announces there were eight nominees for VPfdeMatL and six for
Stud Rep.

The committee formally nominated Robin JenserP)(VKhaled
Anatolios and Kristina Sessa (for MatL), Brian M4d&ec-Treas) and
Albertus Horsting (Student Rep). A summary of reksaabout each
candidate sent to the nominating committee is rabdid to the
business meeting. [Report of these remarks is enptgrsonal files of
W. Harmless].

D. Trout thanks the work of the Nom. Cmte. Themasks for
nominations from the floor. A member moves the Nuations be
closed. Another member seconded. All approved. &ovotes.

D. Student Paper Prize Committee (V. Burrus)

1.

2.

3.

V. Burrus mentions this is the first year of dveard. She thanks the
other members of the paper prize review committeé#:Bingham and
Beth Digeser.

Names of winners are announced. Those in atteedzome forward to
receive their award.

Announces next year’s deadline will be Aprilot paper prizes.

New Business? No new business.

D. Trout thanks the NAPS for being such a wondegfoup with whom to work and to
conference. Thanks the work of the Board and théxwbthe editors.

D. Trout thanks the work of retiring members of Beard and Nominating Committee: V.
Burrus, W. Mayer, K. Smith, W. Harmless and L. Dygr.

Meeting was adjourned at 6:30.



