NAPS Board Meeting Minutes
May 22, 2013
Holiday Inn Mart Plaza (Chicago)

Attendees: Ken Steinhauser (Pres), Robin Jensere¢y,PBrian Matz (Sec-Treas), Dennis
Trout (Immediate Past Pres), Carrie Schroeder (MdaBeoffrey Dunn (MatL), Tina Sessa
(MatL), Khaled Anatolios (MatL), Albertus HorstinfMatL-GradStudent), David Brakke
(JECS Ed.), Christopher Beeley (PMS Ed.).

R. Jensen called the meeting to order at 2:33 r§&my note: K. Steinhauser not chairing yet
due to delayed arrival in Chicago]

l. Review/Approval of the 2012 Board Meeting Minsite
A. No discussion.
B. D. Brakke moved to accept the Minutes. T.S. sded. All approved.

Il. Officer Reports
A. Secretary-Treasurer
1. Financial report

B. Matz reviews the financial report of the sociétym FY 2012. [A

copy of the financial report is on file in the Setary-Treasurer’s

office]. B. Matz points out membership numbers (acohsequently,

membership income) is on the rise since 2011 asbkad anticipated

last year. This was likely due to members not rengwduring the

Oxford year (2011) but renewing in years in which have an annual

meeting. Also noteworthy is the ever-increasingeraie from JECS

profit, which also means it is becoming an evergasing percentage

of our income stream. Finally, B. Matz informed tiBoard he

transferred $20k from checking to investments du2012. This was

possible because of excess revenue compared tasege

2. Secretary report

a. B. Matz pointed out there is a discrepancy iratwtine by-
laws/constitution say and what has been assumehbebBoard
in terms of whether or not a presenter at the dnmeseting
ought also to be a member of the society. The Bosie
documents do not explicitly require membership dorything
other than voting at the annual business meeting.tBe Board
has more or less operated for many years undeagsiegmption
all presenters are either student or regular mesnii#scussion
followed as to whether or not a by-law/constituticmange is
needed. Discussion centered around whether or miaitea for
renewing membership should be set and adhered to fo
conference planning purposes. All agreed this wagortant.
Also proposed was an idea to add a hefty late tragjien fee
for late registrants, as late dropouts of thosedaled to deliver
a paper creates additional problems for the conterelanner.
This latter item was set aside as a matter foiStse-Treas and
VPres next year to work out. D. Brakke moved B. Maitd R.
Jensen draft a by-law that can potentially be vaiedat next



year's annual meeting that requires membership bf a
presenters. All approved.

b. Journal subscription and all membership numbersre
reviewed. This data is on file in the Secretaryabrger’s
office.

C. B. Matz discussed RFPs received from meetingage@ment

companies, since NAPS’ contract with SMI was uprérewal.
B. Matz summarized the different proposals (SMifsl &our
others from Chicago-based companies) and askedther
Board’s authority to select one after meeting wattrporate
representatives from those companies in the coaéyg while
in Chicago. Board discussion about what switchiogatnew
company might mean in terms of hotel location areetimg
costs. R. Jensen asked that we look into the pbigsibf
returning to a university conference center locatid. Sessa
wondered whether Chicago is the preferred city éwery
meeting. D. Trout responded people like Chicag@abse of the
familiarity. G. Dunn agreed that it's nice not tave to think
about where you're going when you're here, so sgywith
Chicago is good. Discussion about costs followeoihig
suggests costs would be cheaper in an equallycatecity to
Chicago. Board agreed the meeting will remain inc&o, but
that hotel location is an open question. Board @ugbhd B.
Matz to select a meeting planning company andremge a site
visit with hotels in Chicago at a later date. Boastted B. Matz
to ensure additional options for grad student huausare
considered in any site location decisions.

3. A. Horsting moved to accept the Secretary-Tneasueport. All
approved.
B. Immediate Past President

1. Grad Student Paper Prize. [D. Trout submitteditten report, which
includes the names of the award recipients. Thisnsfile in the
Secretary-Treasurer’s office].

The main duty of the Immediate Past President plaist year was to
organize the Grad Student Paper Prize Committee tanassist in
reviewing submitted papers for the prize. D. Treldcted to ask the
two MatlL’'s who rotated off last year, which were Wayer and L.
Dysinger. But, L. Dysinger did not serve. D. Troaports he and W.
Mayer had good agreement on how properly to raskptpers. In any
case, five winners were selected. He said theyahsubmission from a
previous winner. Last year there were 20 submissidimis year 15
submissions. He said they wanted to share the kvealhe award, but
it turned out the repeat submitter was not a topgerwder for the award
this year, anyway. D. Brakke said we should wangitee multiple
people a shot, but this does limit the meritocraspect. A. Horsting
says that, with five awards, it should not be éfem to spread around
the wealth with choosing one or two repeat winners.

[Secretary’s note: K. Steinhauser arrives at thisitp 3:30. He takes over as Chair of
the meeting.]



T. Sessa asked are the papers reviewed anonymaBki‘hotes the
current year's recipients are a good mix of insittal representation.
D. Trout responded there was not blind review. DakBe and R.
Jensen propose the leader of the committee knosvlémtity, but the
other two members don’t. D. Trout accepts this psah and says it
should be implemented next year. Repeat submissiomsokay. B.
Matz agrees to draft a cover form that is to benstted with each
paper in subsequent years. B. Matz asked whetheotowe want the
winners highlighted in the program. Sense of Bdarges, if feasible
for the paper review committee. D. Trout propostirgy the deadline
two weeks earlier, to allow for time to review. 8teinhauser says he
will set next year’s deadline for March 15. B. Matoved we thank D.
Trout and Wendy Mayer for their service. All agreed

Award Task Force. [D. Trout submitted a writte@port, which
includes the details of the awards and criteriais & on file in the
Secretary-Treasurer’s office].

A. Student paper prizes. This should continue. D. Trout says we should
use people we already have on the board who aitalleaand at the
board meeting to adjudicate awards.

B. Best first article prize. This should continue. Adjudication is handled
by JECS editorial board, and this should continue.

C. Best first book award. Given every even-numbered vyear.
Adjudication committee be formed by editor and agde editors of
PMS and the previous prize winner (except in yeer) oK. Steinhauser
inquires about status of individual who is eligitie be a winner.
Should we restrict it to people who are within Gasge of receiving
Ph.D.? T. Sessa says it should be just “first baokd not discriminate
against people who do things in a different timaquk K. Steinhauser.
then asks about co-authored monographs. Reporttkage are okay.
D. Brakke. says a person could publish a transidfiist and then a
first monograph on that text later. T. Sessa andelRsen say the report
indicates “first monograph” is specified, so anyet type of book
previously published is okay. R. Jensen says weldhalso keep the
co-authorship possibility. That supports the int&eiglinary move that
she suggests humanities scholarship should embEac&rout says
we’ll let the adjudication committee to figure dubw they want the
review process to go.

D. Dissertation progress award - $5k each. D. Trout explains we take
one adjudication committee and divide it into twidhe adjudication
committee will be a senior MatL and two memberstled society
appointed by the President for two-year (staggeteas. One award
could be for research expenses. Another could befiting expenses.
A. Horsting asks how D. Trout envisions the secawadrd working. D.
Trout says committee would be asking in the propfigaa summary
of other funding available to the applicant. G. PBuasks what is the
criteria for adjudicating the “writing” award. Whalistinguishes one
winner from other applicants? D. Trout says sonmettike this is done
in his department now. One criteria would be whelasest to being
done. The second criteria would be the qualityhefpgroposal. T. Sessa



asks is this really merit-based or need-based? il gmoposal from a
person with lots of institutional support alreadyo..they get passed
over here? D. Trout says this sounds like a dati&o the committee.
D. Brakke says we should decide this now and navdeit to the
committee. D. Brakke says this is going to be peetkand advertised
on the C.V. of the winners as a prestigious awkll proposes this is
for the “best dissertation in early Christian saglio be completed this
year.” In terms of what is to be submitted for #veard application, D.
Trout says we should leave it up to the committeéigure out what
they want. R. Jensen returns to the merit vs. hesed status of this
award. T. Sessa says she likes the idea of makowgeynavailable to
people at places like public universities, becdaote of funding is not
available. D. Brakke says he is ambivalent aboutié says the award
recipient could turn out a poor quality dissertatieven after being
given the award, so merit-based award only may betbest. K.
Steinhauser says need-based is not best way afidadoout it, since
then it's an income question. Sense of Board isttiere really should
be an award for research travel at an early stageam award for
writing stage. It is clarified now also by the bdahat both awards are
henceforth to be referred to as “Grants”, not “As&r

D. Brakke moves “The best first book award is adstered by the
monograph series editor and that person’s editst&f/committee”. D.
Brakke moves “All awards to be termed Research Gaad Final Year
(or Completion) Grant. First grant is “up to $5kicathe second grant
is “up to $10k”. All other matters are to be left to the Committee.”

C. Beeley interjects a question about earlierwdison, re: co-authored
book for best first book prize. Discussion is abadtether or not it
needs to be the first book for both authors, arfifst-book author joins
a senior scholar to co-write the book. Sense ofaathat it needs to
be first book for both.

E. Small grants/awards —. D. Trout says these are intended for “junior
scholars.” Within five years of doctorate awardegdan be for
independent scholars, too. Applicants may apply“fqr to $1k.” G.
Dunn asks who is on the adjudication committedlic. D. Trout says
the committee is the same as for dissertation grémit this is why the
committee is split into two. Some board discussfollows. It is
decided the adjudication committee will be a serMatL and two
members of the society appointed by the President two-year
(staggered) terms.

B.Matz proposes we create a “Grants and Awards ritgee” for
administering all of this. D. Trout and D. Brakkgr@e. D. Trout thinks
this should be Stage 2 to the process. Let's doéott year what we
have now. This will get the whole program off th@wnd. Sense of
Board is that over the Oxford year, this shouldwmeked out by the
President during that time. All agree to this pregdo

B. Matz explains that the amount available to awardlast two
categories will vary depending on endowment drawwe should tell
applicants in each of these categories that “thebar of grantees may
vary from year to year.”



The following synopsis of positions and duties Water compiled and
sent to the Secretary for inclusion in the MinuigD. Trout:

President Appoint members to Committee D/E
Past President Chair Committee A

Senior MAL Committee D or E

Senior MAL Committee D or E

Retiring MAL Committee A

Retiring MAL Committee A

Editor JECS Chair Committee B

Editor PMS Committee C (with Associate
Editors)

Previous book award winner Committee C

4 presidential appointees Committee D/E

Each committee will determine the details of itsv@mcement and
assessment criteria and procedures between May &84 Feptember
2013 so that the award competitions can be anndund®ctober 2013
(for the 2014 competition).

C. Vice President and President reports will beegiat the next day’'s Board
meeting.

K. Steinhauser adjourns at 5:10.

NAPS Board Meeting Minutes
May 23, 2013
Holiday Inn Mart Plaza (Chicago)

Attendees: Ken Steinhauser (Pres), Robin Jensere§yPBrian Matz (Sec-Treas), Dennis
Trout (Immediate Past Pres), Carrie Schroeder (MaBeoffrey Dunn (MatL), Tina Sessa
(MatL), Khaled Anatolios (MatL), Albertus HorstinfMatL-GradStudent), David Brakke

(JECS Ed.), Christopher Beeley (PMS Ed.), C. Chiang. Cmte. Chair), M. Tilley (Society

Member), J. Kalvesmaki (Society Member).

K. Steinhauser called the meeting to order at 485also announces a temporary suspension
in the continuation of officer reports in orderathow C. Chin to give her report now and so
not to have to sit through the entire meeting.

[l Nominating Cmte (C.Chin)
[The committee’s written report was submitted te tBoard. It is on file in the
Secretary-Treasurer’s office].
C. Chin thanked her fellow committee members ard tihtroduced her committee’s
nominees for each position:
VP: 8 nominations total. Committee selected Susarma(HBC-Berkeley)
MatL: 13 nominations total. Committee selected StepBemper (Franklin and
Marshall Coll) and Ellen Muehlberger (U of Michigan



Sudent MatL: 4 nominees total. Committee selected Sandy Hafieynple U).
Nominators described her as energetic and up-amdrgomember.

B.Matz moves we accept the report. R.Jensen sedomde approved. D. Brakke
thanks C. Chin for her service as Nom Cmte chair.

K. Steinhauser interjects with a thanks also toJ&asen for chairing the meeting in his
absence during the first part of yesterday’s meetin

V.

Report of SMI. None given by SMI staff. B. Matzported 304 registrants as of 5/21.
Late payers and walk-in registrations will push th&l likely to 350-365, which is
fairly consistent with other years. Positively, wee running ahead by 17 on hotel
room nights compared to last year.

Officer Reports (continued)
A. Vice President
[Printed report of the VP is on file in the Secrgts office].

1. Discusses the numbers of paper proposals, thebemuaccepted and
then returns to yesterday’s discussion about tbelpm of presenters
not maintaining member status and/or not regisgeiion the conference
on-time. The problem is the attrition that resdiiten cancellations at
the last-minute. R. Jensen suggests the next Ve &awt-off date for
program changes.

2. R. Jensen proposes a new structure for progravelabment. She
proposes a program committee that will vet the pap8he asks for
Board input: should we be leaner and meaner? MeyTlisays we
should not do blind review, because when you krmsvquality of the
presenter, you can determine whether or not thélytuvn their paper
proposal into a good quality presentation. R. Jemseposes the Pres
sits on the program committee to help the VP whid program work.
She further proposes a face-to-face meeting for Ineesn of the
program committee to work out the program. C. Setlev agrees we
need a program committee. C. Beeley agrees, tnoe she society is
growing and we need more formal structures. K.rbtiiser says that,
since most people need to be on the program ttugding, we should
not be so quick to cut people from the programS€hroeder says the
program committee would help alleviate a numbecaicerns, but it
wouldn’t reduce the problem of late registrants. Mley suggests
asking cancellees to send their paper to the se§air for someone
else to read. K. Steinhauser proposes R. Jenseneamd/P work out
the policies of a new program committee. D. Traldsathe perspective
that we have not experienced the problem we aatietba couple years
ago of running out of room space, but we have alstd on
submissions. So, we can work with the space we.hav&atz says
this has been achieved by splitting rooms. Develppi program where
there is room flexibility rather than maxing ouethpace will alleviate
some concerns R. Jensen also has about creatisigreeshat make
thematic sense.

3. R. Jensen re-affirms the usefulness of the @ahand Pre-Arranged
Session.



President

No report given. B. Matz asked if Gillian Clark hgest submitted an invoice
for $5k for funds we approved last year to helppsupthe Oxford conference.
Neither D. Trout nor K. Steinhauser has heard famyone about this. Not yet,
at least.

VI.  Report of the JECS Editor

A

D. Brakke reports the work of the editor hagé@ased a good bit in the 8 years
he has served as editor. The number of submissaods papers accepted
continues to climb. This year, he reports he witept 20 papers. D. Brakke
indicates he has added new advisory board memimees the need for readers
of papers continues to grow. D. Brakke notes heamminted a new book
review editor, David Eastman, since Rick Layton si@pped down.

He also asks the board accept his nomination ofDGan and Stephen
Shoemaker to the posts of associate editor. D.Kérakoves we accept the two
nominees. C. Schroeder seconded. 9 approved. Ns. dawybstention (G.
Dunn)

D. Brakke also announces the Board needs togfinew editor to begin in July
2015. R. Jensen is informed of her need to appeimimembers to this search
committee, who serve in addition to the Pres, V& lanmediate Past Pres. C.
Schroeder asks when will we have as a Board a shigmu about the search
process. R. Jensen suggests the search commitetdardiscuss the process,
and then it can seek input once it knows what isupposed to do. C.
Schroeder follows up with what is the process farking with an associate
editor (i.e., grad student). Is this person supgdseebe at the same institution
as the editor? D. Brakke says it would be helpfuit not necessary for the
assistant to be at the same institution. But, miséitution at which the student
works should be supported with technology and remace for the assistant.
K. Steinhauser interjects and proposes to termitieadiscussion and to turn
this over to the search cmte, as R. Jensen hadggdpK. Steinhauser moves
we charge R. Jensen, as the incoming presidefayiothe search committee
and to report back to the Board at next year's mgethe results of their
search. All approved.

Meeting takes a break. 9:53am. Meeting resume8:821

VIl.  Report of the PMS Editor

A.

C. Beeley summarizes his history with the positsince the board appointed
him nearly three years ago. His mandate is to nth&eseries a world-class
series. C. Beeley reviews the history of the seg@ng back to 1975 with the

Philadelphia Patristics Foundation. 12 volumes ighkld from then to 1981,

when they managed it. NAPS took on series in 198@eeley says his last
year was spent negotiating with a new publisher.

He reports receiving four submissions in thet yaar. One was invited. Three
were unsolicited. The books are under review.

Update on search for a possible, new publighasitioning in the marketplace
suggests we should probably move to a new uniyepsiéss. Oxford — New

York was quite interested, but their head editds@drd in Oxford turned down

the proposal because they have a similar monogsepks already. He has



now engaged discussion with U Cambridge and Colhellhe commissioning
editors of both presses have said they want aladesmgic references for the
series, but then they are ready to sign with ustfis. C. Beeley wants
feedback now from Board on what they want to doB€eley also says he is
working with a possible new series name, “Christiam Late Antiquity”. C.
Beeley distributed a handout with a comparison & pros/cons of each
publisher. This is available in the office of thexies editor.

One of the main issues is pricing. Another isdhsire for a single-tier review
process for each book. There is a two-tier prooess with CUA Press, but
the new arrangement will be at least NAPS picks @enboth reviewers, the
press may pick the second reviewer. Cambridgetsngimodel is such that it
does not matter where the book is produced, thelise for hard cover will
be $99, which is standard across their marketsy Hweereport, however, the
paperback version lag time is 18 months, so thatme#p with pricing if series
moves to Cambridge. Cornell's pricing model is stiudt prices for volumes
would be substantially cheaper.

C. Beeley asks for input. D. Brakke says Correhis preference, since they
will be more collaborative with us than Cambriddge. Jensen asks what
response we got from other American university ggesC. Beeley reported he
spoke with all the top university presses, but thdyindicated no interest.
Some already have series.

K. Steinhauser raises now two questions, whelhdteived by email from Liz
Clark and Robin Darling-Young: (1) what is the aminthe series (i.e., what
types of books should we be publishing), and (2 hipes the editorial
procedure work? These two editorial board memberzess there exists
disagreement about the whole process. K. Steinhaags there is a problem
saying “top quality”. If this is the standard, the would only publish one
book — the “top book.” C. Beeley asks for D. Brak&kdnput on process,
especially concerning when there may arise disaggats between himself
and associate editors. D. Brakke says the editteemthe final decision, even
after a disagreement with the associate editorBeéeley says the email is
really about what he’s interested in, too: whatdtee Board want for this
series? C. Schroeder expresses a need for a gitodaddoard so that the
university press will be happy to work with us.

Board expresses positive support for Cornellodspricing. Good flexibility.
Board also expresses lack of desire to publistskations or critical editions.
Those should be directed to other series. The r@litooard should make the
decision about books that are half-monograph ar@itdaaslations. Board
directs C. Beeley to work with Cornell and not targue further with
Cambridge.

Board directs C. Beeley to consult with Treasore series budget for future
years.

VIIl.  New Business — 1 item
Digital patristics projects (J. Kalvesmaki)

A

J. Kalvesmaki is a NAPS member and the assoeiter of Byzantine studies
at Dumbarton Oaks. He distributes multiple handauntduding a proposal for
an ad-hoc digital publishing committee [all handoate available in the office
of the Secretary]. J.K. reviews the details of pieposal for the ad-hoc
committee. He reports there is inadequacy in digiwvailable and reliable



information on early Christian studies. Would NAB& willing to lend its
name and support to the project of digital pubiighin some format that the
ad-hoc committee would work out? K.Steinhauser kkahKalvesmaki for his
report. Opens the floor to questions.

B. T.S. expresses some need for clarity about whgtanding committee would
do. J.K. says the committee would meet (onlinellaaty to assist members
with  projects (incl. standard-setting and possibleenue for
publication/release). C. Schroeder says her wotk digital scholarship is that
standard-setting and standard-following is a bsyés C. Schroeder says that
such projects are quite large and that those whthem would like it to be
seen as equivalent in work to a book. So, peeeweyirocess would be quite
helpful. Finally, the publishing on NAPS’ websit@wd be ideal for members
who seek institutional recognition for the work Kalvesmaki says the ad-hoc
committee would establish a peer-review processthadolicies associated
with publishing the material online (via NAPS’ site not). T. Sessa asks does
the NAPS endorsement really matter? C. SchroedeérRanJensen says the
endorsement of NAPS would be helpful for furtheardr applications. R.
Jensen says we should move forward with an ad-bourittee. J. Kalvesmaki
says he would be happy to develop just such a ctsenD. Brakke expresses
his support for the Society to form this ad-hoc oattee. It would enhance
future endeavors. D. Trout proposes the Board deput Kalvesmaki and C.
Schroeder to form this committee. R. Jensen mowesstablish the ad-hoc
committee. G. Dunn seconded. All approved.

K. Steinhauser adjourns the meeting at 11:15.



General Business Meeting Minutes
May 25, 2013
Holiday Inn Mart Plaza (Chicago)

K. Steinhauser called the meeting to order at 5:30.

l. Moment of silence
Deceased members of the society are honored, ingludbraham Malherbe, Pamela
Bright, Gerald Bonner, Bernard Green.

Il. Officer Reports

A. Report of the President (K. Steinhauser). Naorep

B. Report of the Secretary-Treasurer (B. Matz)
B. Matz reported the membership statistics anditf@cial status of the
Society. A formal report of these numbers was ithisted to the membership.
[This report is on file in the Secretary’s officdhe floor was opened for
guestions. One person asked for clarification arfe@@nce income — why we
have no income. It was explained this is reallyadjustment of income minus
expenses after SMI pays all hotel bills. There weradditional questions.

C. Report of the Vice President (R. Jensen)
1. Registration is good this year. 356 this yeangared to 350 in 2012.
2. 2013 meeting: 240 proposals submitted, 103 a¢hlwvitom graduate

students. We had 263 presenters within 72 sessions.

3. Encouraged everyone to turn in a survey abauirtbeting before
leaving.
4. One member asked, “Any idea of ratio of regstadent member

presenters?” She answered, “more regular thanstugembers, but it
is close to even.”

[l Editor and Committee Reports
A. Report of the JECS Editor (D. Brakke, but presdrior him by Virginia

Burrus)

1. 79 submissions came in last year. Long-terng@ence rate varies
between 25-30%. Papers continue to represent @nengterests of
members of our field. A sample of the topics coddesst year is then
presented to the membership.

2. Thanks expressed to the associate editors, nmierabthe advisory
board and the anonymous article reviewers.

3. Thanks expressed to Rick Layton for his compleervice as JECS
Book Review editor. Membership thanks Rick Laytonltiis years of
faithful service. David Eastman (Ohio Wesleyan Unis introduced as
the new book review editor.

4. Thanks expressed to Hannah Ewing, JECS’ assosiitior.

No questions from the floor.

B. Report of the PMS Editor (C. Beeley)
1. Reports on the changes coming to the seried.iGtmare-invigorate
the series by re-launching it as the premiere ointlehe field of early



Christian studies. Series will have a new nameri&@ianity in Late

Antiquity.”

2. There will be a new, international advisory lebdnvitations to join
this will be going out in the coming weeks.

3. Two associate editors will be Elizabeth Clar &obin Young.

No questions from the floor.

C. Report of the Nominating Committee (C. Chin)

1. Announces the names of the other two membeisdliominating
Cmte.: Blake Leyerle and Jonathan Yates.

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

3. The committee formally nominated Susanah EIm )(VEllen

Muehlberger and Stephen Cooper (for MatL) and Saht&ney
(Student Rep). A summary of remarks about eachidatedsent to the
nominating committee is read aloud to the businessting.

4. No nominations are given from the floor. The caittee moves to
close nominations. M. Tilley seconded. Voice vogetaken on the
nominees. All approved. No nay votes.

D. Student Paper Prize Committee (D. Trout)

1. Names of winners are announced. Those in atteedzome forward to
receive their award.
2. Announces next year’s deadline will be MarcHdr5paper prizes.

IV.  New Business — 1 item
Graduate student and junior faculty support (D.utyo

A. Members of the task force who worked with D. dtron this are named and
thanked.
B. NAPS will continue to offer the best first atéqrize and to offer the graduate

student paper prizes. NAPS will begin to offer avr@avard: best first book
award, in the amount of $1,500. NAPS will begiroffer two categories of
grants: (1) dissertation grants — (a) researcht gnaah (b) writing grant; and (2)
small grants for junior faculty (within 5 years®ih.D. completion).

C. D. Trout announces the work of the task forago complete and so is
dissolved.
D. One question from the floor: does this begin powmis it subject to further

discussion and vote at next year's meeting? D. fleonfirms this is now in
effect. Board invites comments and discussion.

E. Another question from the floor: do we needdtewon this? D. Trout responds
no.

K. Steinhauser adjourns the meeting at 6:10.



