
SLUG Minutes 07/15/2019 
 
Attendees: Andy Corn, Bryce Winkelman, William Ward, Scott Morgan, Susan Keefe, David McAvity, 
Shauna Bittle 
 
Guest: Carl Forbes 
 
Recorder: Bianca Janssen-Timmen 
 
Meeting started at 3:05pm 
 
Introductions  
 
Meeting Minutes 
The May 2019 meeting minutes were approved as written.  
 
 
Office of Admissions Dedicated Space Request – Carl Forbes 
Carl Forbes came to the SLUG to request Purce Hall, classroom 8 as a permanent Admissions 
information space for welcoming prospective students. Those meetings are daily Monday through 
Friday 9:30 am to 11:15 am and 1:00 pm to 2:45 pm. 
Admission currently is using the Admissions conference room in the Library on the first floor. After 
some data collection, some common feedback themes were, that this space is too dark and hot, not up to 
par with other colleges, the fans are too loud, and technology is outdated.   
In search for a more welcoming, brighter space, admissions was looking at Purce Hall, classroom 8.  
An extended discussion about taking a very popular and heavily scheduled classroom space started. It 
was pointed out how difficult it would be, financially, to justify to OFM and Legislators, the dedication 
of a classroom space to an administration space. 
In this discussion Library 2205 and/or 2207 were mentioned as alternatives, for which admission would 
have scheduling priority and they would be permitted to decorate this space appropriately, though not to 
interfere with the classroom usage. 
For the current year both of those spaces are already scheduled, but Susan was asked to see what could 
be done to accommodate Admission as good as possible. Starting the next year (school year 2020-21), 
their priority scheduling would go into effect. 
After a general discussion about the inappropriate layout of classroom 8 in Purce Hall, Shauna brought 
the group back to the issue on hand and suggested the CAB Student Activities conference room, which 
currently seems to be under-utilized. The S&A meetings are mainly in the afternoons, when students are 
out of class and Admission’s meetings are mainly during class hours. A challenge of this space is the 
current Student Activity status of being an auxiliary and that they pay for this space per square foot from 
a completely different budget and if the space is hybernized, we would have to work through this 
challenge. This space though, the committee noted, would be almost ideal for the welcoming of new 
students, because it can hold up to 50 people and the big windows allows for a nice view. Also, Student 
Activity is currently very actively engaged in updating the CAB building. 
In order to move forward, the SLUG would have to sit down with Jeannette and have a conversation 
about sharing this space. 



 Susan will have this conversation with Jeannette and report back to the committee with the result of 
that conversation, so we can recommend the result to John Carmichael and inform Admissions. 
 
UPDATE: Susan did talk to Jeannette and she is open to the suggestion of sharing the S&A Conference 
Room with Admissions. Susan stated that Jeannette talked to her department about this topic and they 
still have questions though. That’s why a meeting on 9/3/2019 was set up. The result of that meeting 
was, that Student Activities agreed to share the space with Admissions. 
 
Application of Space Request Form – Bianca Janssen-Timmen 
The committee discussed the draft and the following changes were suggested: 
 

- Bryce stated that external applicants would always go through Conference Services and Bryce 
would always present on their behalf, so he thought the section for external applicants was 
unnecessary. In the application, it should note, that external entities should contact Conference 
Services to discuss any details. They would not come to the SLUG meeting and present 
themselves, but Bryce would come and present on their behalf, as well as submitting the 
application for them. They are welcome to be present as support and/or spectators but not as 
direct presenters. 

- Based on the first point, it was decided, that only internal people should present at the SLUG. If 
outside entities want to come to the SLUG, they need an internal representative, submitting the 
application and presenting on their behalf. 

- Shauna wanted to have some clarification about applicants needing to make space suggestions. 
The answer to that question was, no. People are encouraged to suggest their preferences but they 
could also request to discuss options to choose from. 

- In regards to Shauna’s clarification question, David suggested to make point b), point a) and start 
the new point b), with “If you have a proposed space in mind, please identify this space and add 
a floorplan.” 

- Andy mentioned to replace the College logo with a more recent one. 
- Andy also suggested, in terms of SAL requests to add Vice-Provost to the Vice-President in the 

approval signature line. Scott inquired in this regard about Student Clubs and if they would have 
to go that far up the chain with their proposals because they struggle with this step. Andy 
answered this question, by pointing out that in the past, Students or Student Clubs did go to 
Jeannette and Jeannette would go to Wendy Endress. So yes, Student Clubs would have to 
indirectly go to the Vice President or Vice Provost as well. 

- There should be a different or additional section/process for Student Clubs because they 
sometimes get their funding through the Clean Energy Committee (or similar committees) and 
they sometimes cross each other and put projects on hold for too long because students get 
discouraged.  

 
David stated he would do some editing and get back to Bianca, so she can update the draft. 
 
Generally it was discussed, that a written process/guidance document should be established and posted, 
in order to be transparent and clear about the expectations, timelines, what to do, who to contact, etc. 
This document should keep different entities in mind and the differences for their situations. 
 



William continued this discussion with “criteria” and mentioned a department that want to remodel 
spaces within their Department’s dedicated space. William would like to discuss and establish criteria 
that clarify and specify the scope of the usage and alterations of the spaces that are acceptable, so the 
Vice President and Provost, as well as applicant know, the parameters that are acceptable and which are 
not. Those criteria should be established, so everybody is on the same page. Without those criteria, this 
topic might get completely out of control?! NOTE BY NOTE TAKER: Maybe this should be a policy?  
Also mentioned, was the need for follow up on conditions the SLUG places on conditional or temporary 
projects. It was agreed, that the approval for the final go ahead, should be in written (the person in 
charge for the follow up would also sign off on the final approval).  
Scott raised the question about, who to contact for conditional projects; the presenter (which might 
change) or the position? Or even the Stuart of that project? This should be considered when creating the 
process document/policy. 
NOTE FROM NOTE TAKER: Should the note taker be copied on those approvals so they can be filed? 

 
This item, about criteria, policy, etc., needs to be discussed again in future committee meeting 
 

In terms of the PATH hub spaces, that were used as examples for this discussion, it was decided that (it 
was not discussed who would follow up – David?) is following up with the four PATH groups that had 
conditional approval and confirm, that the conditions were met and they can move forward. 
 
SLUG Membership Review - Discussion 
The discussion started with an exchange about a quorum. The question was, does the SLUG make 
decisions by quorum or by majority? And is the majority based on the membership of the SLUG or the 
people at the meeting at the time? 
 
It was decided that the SLUG would operate on a quorum decision of 6. 
 
In this discussion, the need for an established voting membership list was stressed. The advantage of 
having a large group of members is, that it would be more inclusive of all the entities/groups on campus 
but the disadvantage would be, that with a large group it would be difficult to have a consistent 
attendance and therefor the committee would possibly always struggle with a quorum. 
David repeatedly stated that smaller groups on campus can be represented by bigger groups on campus, 
the voting member list might be more consistent and therefore a consistent quorum can be established. 
The voting members should be more established by “function” and less by division. Consulting 
members (none voting) should be invited based on the agenda items and those people need to be 
identified as well. 
In terms of who can represent which smaller departments, it was discussed that FAD is well represented, 
Andy can represent RAD, the CAB, CRC, and IESS (Andy wants Chassity to explicitly say that and he 
will ask her that question), David can represent the Library and the area managers, and the Longhouse 
(David will check in with Tina and get her approval). The leaders of IESS and the Longhouse, namely 
Chassity and Tina, would always be welcome to attend the meeting and represent themselves, but given 
their limited availability, we don’t count them into the quorum count but rather their representatives 
Andy, [Title] and David [Title]. 
Result: the areas should be asked if they would be represented by Andy and David or if they would like 
to send their own representatives, or even be present on a regular basis themselves. 
 



An alternative to voting at the meeting when a quorum is not present, is to move the voting to email and 
vote electronically. 
NOTE FROM NOTETAKER: in what timeframe should this happen? How do all the members get all 
the information discussed in the meeting in a short amount of time? My capacity is sometimes limited 
and the meeting minutes take a few days? Could we send out the recordings only for this purpose, if I 
don’t have the time to produce written notes of the meeting in this short amount of time? 
 
Andy mentioned, that the meeting minutes and the agenda should be posted again on the committee’s 
website for the sake of transparency.  
 
Bianca will work on this item and the website. 
 
LTC Follow Up Discussion – David McAvity 
At this point David wanted to loop back to the space dedication to Learning and Teaching Commons 
(LTC), who came to the SLUG about the same time as the PATH group proposals. 
Susan explained, that after the meeting, in which it was determined that an alternative space would have 
to be found, she reached out to Terese Saliba via email, to inquire about the group’s needs in order to 
finding alternative spaces. To this point they never got back to Susan, so an alternative space couldn’t be 
suggested.  
Jen Drake was asking David to help Terese with the process to move this item forward. 
The proposed space was Sem2 E2105, a 50 person classroom with a sink. The space wouldn’t be shared 
but rather dedicated and it was discussed in the meeting when they proposed, that taking a 50 person 
classroom was not ideal because those classrooms are needed and the college only has a limited amount 
of them. Just recently 3, 50 person classrooms were also taken off-line on a trial basis for the coming 
academic year (for the new Wellness Center, Sem II, B third floor, and D and E, third floors). 

Susan inquired if classroom E3105 could become a classroom again and David responded that 
John Carmichael should be involved in the decision making, via the recommendations. In the 
recommendations, John should be asked to dedicate one of the future off-line spaces to LTC.  
This proposal would in a sense, defy the purpose of taking those spaces off-line (saving energy).  
David mentioned a conversation with LTC about sharing the space. He said that LTC’s intentions would 
be to use it more or less after class hours as lounge/conference/meeting room and suggested sharing the 
space with occupants of a classroom purpose. The issue with this compromise would be, that LTC 
wanted to rearrange, re-decorate, and store materials in the space, which would not be ideal in terms of 
sharing with students in a classroom setting.   
And a again, a discussion about OFM and the financial utilization aspect erupted, in which again, it was 
stressed that Evergreen and its teaching style basically is miss-utilizing its existing spaces and in the end 
it will cost the College financially, because the Legislators and OFM will not support this type of space 
use, especially with the College’s low enrollment. A high number of non-instructional spaces are going 
to be used against the college, so we, as the College, do want a high number of classroom spaces and a 
low number of administrational/non-instructional spaces.  
It was suggest that the mixed use of spaces would be an ideal situation at this point. In the past it was 
even suggested, sharing entire floors in Sem2 with this model; entire floors would be scheduled with a 
classroom priority and outside of instructional times, those spaces could be designated to particular 
groups as their “hubs”. Classes and hubs would be coordinated appropriately (so the theme and the 
classes would match) and outside instructional times, non-instructional activities could be scheduled, 
potentially with some priority.  



Again though, this would have to be decided on an upper management level or/and in a policy. 
And Scott pointed exactly this out; having this general issue being discussed by a policy group, in order 
to be consistent with the space utilization and the decision making of the SLUG.  
David pointed out, that a space-use policy is in place and it was just recently revised and approved, but it 
was not created and revised with a scenario of low enrollment and a restricted budget in mind; and we 
are in this situation at the moment.   
Andy expanded the discussion and emphasis of the environmental aspect of the miss-utilization of 
spaces, in terms of the carbon footprint of the College. The College, in its Master Plan, has a goal to 
reduce the College’s carbon footprint and it might be time to look at that goal again. 
Willem agreed with this statement and added that this is the Sustainability Office’s strategy and the 
office is working on refining those goals and getting this information out to the campus.  
 
Conclusion: David concluded, that he will explain the OFM/Legislator view to Jen and the LTC 
group. He will ask the LTC group, if it would be possible creating a space using a 50 people classroom 
that can be shared and used as classroom, during instructional hours AND LTC space after that. If this 
wouldn’t be an option, David will suggest that they would have to use either a 25 people classroom or 
another space based on their needs. Susan would prefer for the group to work with her, since there might 
be other spaces that would work for everyone. 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 5:00pm. 
 
The next regular meeting is scheduled for August 19, 2019.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


