Faculty Senate Meeting Agenda
Regular Meeting
Monday, April 18, 2005
Room 235, Margaret M. Walter Hall 7:10 pm

Members PRESENT were: Arts and Sciences: Appel, K. Brown, Cuddington (for Daley), Shelly (for Duerr), Dyer, Grimes, Ingram, Just, Lopez-Permouth, McLaughlin, McMills, S. Reilly, Roosenberg, Sarnoff, , and T. Young; Business: Sherman, Stephens, and Tucker; Communications: Bernt, Miller, Pecora, and Stewart; Education: Howley and Leinbaugh; Engineering: Braasch, Gulino, Hale, Sexton (for Pasic); Fine Arts: Cardenas, A. Reilly, Scott and D. Thomas; Health and Human Services: M. Brown, Chabot, Graham, and Rathbun; Osteopathic Medicine: Coschigano and Stroh; Group II: M. Thomas and D. Young; Chillicothe: Parker; Eastern: Flynn; Lancaster: Becker and Heineman; Southern: Crawford; Zanesville: Collins (for Shriver) 

Members ABSENT were: None

Members EXCUSED were: Arts and Sciences: Drabold and Helm; Osteopathic Medicine: Simpson; Chillicothe: Zajdel
OUTLINE OF ISSUES DISCUSSED

I. President McDavis
II. Interim Provost Krendl
III. Roll Call and Approval of Minutes from February 14, 2005 and March 14, 2005
IV. Chair’s Report – Phyllis Bernt

a. Report of the Senate Nominating Committee

b. Ohio Faculty Council Report, Louis Wright
V. Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee – David Ingram, Chair

a. Resolution on Transfer Probation – FOR SECOND READING AND VOTE

b. Resolution on Tier III – FOR SECOND READING AND VOTE
VI. Promotion and Tenure Committee – Steve Grimes, Chair

a. Resolution regarding conflict of interest due to familial or business relationships – FOR SECOND READING AND VOTE
VII. Facilities and Finance Committee – Aimee Howley, Chair
VIII. Professional Relations Committee – Carolyn Cardenas, Chair
IX. Thomas Boeh – Director of Athletics
X. Adjournment
SUMMARY OF THE MINUTES

· President McDavis discussed the budget, Senate Bill 24, the status of the provost search and the raise pool.
· Interim Provost Krendl addressed enrollment figures, salary rankings in the state, and the resignations of two deans.
· Minutes of the February 14, and March 14, 2005 meetings were approved.
· Senate Vice Chair and Chair of Nominating Committee Appel announced the slate of candidates for Senate offices.
· Senate Chair Phyllis Bernt read Louis Wright’s Ohio Faculty Council Report.
· Bernt announced a meeting of Senate Chairs with special constituencies on campus to encourage dialogue about how the Senate works and issues of concern to each group.
· Bernt said that Faculty Senate had been invited to join the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics.
· Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee resolution on Transfer Probation passed.
· Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee resolution on Tier III passed.
· Professional Relations Committee reported work is ongoing regarding a grievance.
· Professional Relations Committee reported on plans to meet with COESAD.
· Promotion & Tenure Committee resolution on conflict of interest due to familial or business relationships passed.
· Finance and Facilities committee reported it continues to review resource allocation.
· Athletics Director Boeh reported achievements to the Senate.
THE COMPLETE MINUTES

Chair Phyllis Bernt called the meeting to order at 7:10 pm.  The meeting adjourned at 9:55 pm.

I. President Roderick McDavis

President McDavis began his remarks with good news about the performance of students in nationally competitive awards.  He said that this year 15 students of the 63 students who had applied for national awards had received them.  He said that in comparison to our other state institutions, during the last three years Ohio University has ranked first among public and private in the numbers of awards received.  OU had a three-year total of 36 awards compared to 22 awards for OSU and 11 awards for Miami of Ohio.  In comparison to its peer institutions, OU ranks fourth.  He said this was a tribute to the students who applied, the faculty who mentored them and to the Office of Nationally Competitive Awards.  


McDavis provided an update on the budget.  He said the Board of Trustees had approved a 6% increase in tuition with 1% allocated to scholarships. He shared that our tuition raise was the lowest amount requested by a public institution in Ohio to date.  He said we have an $8 million budget deficit and that the source for $3 million had been identified.  He said work is under way to make up the additional $5 million. With reference to compensation and healthcare benefits, he said no additional cost except for co-pay and prescriptions had been established for employees.  He said a 2% across-the-board salary increase was being discussed that could go into effect July 1.  He said this would provide a good compensation package that would be attractive to potential hires.  He said that if our enrollment mark is met an additional 1% merit pay increase might be allocated in January 2006.  

He said regarding the state share of instruction, the House of Representatives has proposed a 3% stop loss difference.  He said this constituted a change from the originally proposed 5% stop loss that had been proposed.  He said this saves Ohio University $2 million. He said that there had been no new money increase proposed in the House for higher education but that moving the stop loss provision from 95% to 97% moved more money into the system. 

McDavis said that Senate Bill 24, the so-called “academic bill of rights for higher education” continues to be an active concern in the Ohio Legislature.  He said the IUC presidents would craft a statement to address what they believe should be done relative to the intent of SB 24.  He said the legislature had concluded from reports that students need to have access to information that assists them with their concerns.  He said such information exists in faculty and student handbooks and that the IUC statement would address this.  

McDavis said he did not wish to dwell on events at the last Senate meeting, and said the primary consideration was how we move forward together.  He said it is incumbent on all to build community, create bridges and to establish the kinds of connections that provide support.  He said building community was an important responsibility for all and that he wanted to take part in this by hosting a series of receptions that would begin in the President’s home.  He said that he would work with the Senate and the Provost’s Office to enhance and strengthen our community of scholars.   

Questions for McDavis:
R. Stewart asked about the status of the provost search. McDavis said that he had received reports from all constituents and was in the process of gathering additional information from leaders in the campus community.  He said he would make an announcement later this week.  R. Stephens asked if an across-the-board pay raise would send the kind of message a merit raise would provide.  McDavis said that merit-based salary increases send a specific and valuable message. He said that given the limitations of the budget and the continued pressure to keep our salaries competitive, a 2% across-the-board raise had been recommended by the Budget Planning Council. D. Thomas asked if it would be appropriate to consider a wage freeze rather than risk the loss of additional positions to budget cuts.  McDavis acknowledged that this is a sensitive issue.  He said the Board of Trustees has expressed concern about the competitiveness of faculty salaries. 

II. Interim Provost Krendl

Krendl announced that William Orbe, Ph.D. would give a presentation on the needs of first generation college students, April 21, 2005.  She said that more first generation students would be a part of our student population in the future.  She said that a significant proportion of multi-cultural applicants did not complete and submit their student financial aid forms and noted that first generation and multi-cultural students would need additional support to navigate such requirements and meet with success in their college careers.  She reminded Senators that the Student Research and Creative Activity Fair would be held May 12.  She encouraged attendance.  She congratulated Ann Brown and the Office of Nationally Competitive Awards for the exceptional showing of Ohio applicants, and thanked faculty who have assisted and mentored students through the process.

Krendl reported that in terms of enrollment figures, we were down 260 students from last year’s enrollment and fewer than 800 from our goal for 2005-06.  She said multi-cultural applicants were up by 32.  She thanked faculty and assistant deans for their work at yield events and reported that parents appreciated meeting faculty whose messages addressed the academic excellence that Ohio represents. She said that the search for an Associate Provost for Enrollment Management had not produced a potential hire.  She said enrollment management would continue to utilize the team approach used this year under Mike Williford, David Descutner and Michael Mumper.  She said Noel Levitz would continue to provide consultancy services.

With respect to salary rankings in the state, she said study results indicated that Ohio University has moved from 6th to 3rd place.  She noted this was the result of investments made last year to address equity issues and promotion adjustments.  She said that she had reviewed Promotion and Tenure dossiers and that faculty were performing at a peak level. She said that although advancements in salary rankings in the state have been made, relative to peer institutions Ohio University placed at the bottom of salary rankings.   She said planning for the future needed to address this issue. 

Regarding the resignations of two deans, James Heap, Education, and Leslie Fleming, Arts and Sciences, Krendl said she would meet with the chairs and directors of the colleges and had sent invitations to all members of faculty in colleges to advance nominations.  She said she would select the best candidate to serve as interim deans and launch national searches as soon as possible.

Questions for Krendl: 

K. Brown asked Krendl to comment on the disappointing performance of this year’s first year class and asked about the low scores of next year’s admits.  Krendl answered that our retention program has yielded a better retention rate for students and that supplemental instruction efforts need to work in partnership with departments to help this.  She said that the downward trend in students’ profiles indicated that we will see students who need more help.  She said we need to be more aggressive in recruiting students who are academically focused.  Ingram said an Athens News article noted we have 18 students for every instructor.  Krendl said that number had been taken from a source other than the compendium. It was noted that progress continues on the program audit underway to determine where growth could happen without additional resources. R. Stewart asked if Krendl had signed the resolution on seats set aside in major courses.  Krendl said she had some unanswered questions to resolve before signing, particularly with reference to instructional resources.  Descutner noted the achievements of Ohio University students in nationally competitive awards this year and said that the faculty influence in decisions to attend Ohio University was critical.  Cardenas asked if an evaluation of the numbers of Urban Scholars had occurred.  Krendl said that the application numbers were high but that many applicants did not file a financial aid form.  She said it would be important to track and support completion of FAFSA for urban scholars and first generation students.  

J. Bernt asked about average salary increases for Ohio University faculty in relation to other state institutions and as if comparative information was available by faculty rank.  Krendl said Ohio University was in sixth place for professors, up from tenth in the state; in fourth place for associate professors, up from eighth in the state; and in second place for assistant professors, up from third in the state.   She said that salary figures for ranks were available from Mike Williford.  D. Young asked about international student undergraduate enrollment. Krendl reported that international enrollment figures were not good.  She said that alumni at international institutions reported they could help with recruitment. M. Thomas asked how the Ohio University homepage had been received by incoming students.  Krendl said indicators from chat rooms were positive and that students liked the interactive nature of the site.    

III. Roll Call and Approval of  February 14, 2005, and March 14, 2005, minutes
Motion – To approve the February 14, 2005 minutes 

Ingram/Shelly

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

Motion – To approve the March 14, 2005 minutes

K. Brown/Grimes

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

IV. Chair’s Report – Phyllis Bernt
a. Report of the Nominating Committee – Margret Appel, Steve Grimes, & Joe McLaughlin
Appel reported the Nominating Committee had a slate of officers.  It included Phyllis Bernt for Chair of Senate, David Ingram for Vice Chair and Timothy Anderson for Secretary. She thanked the members of the committee for their work.  Bernt reported that the return of forms nominating faculty to run for open Senate seats had been strong to date and encouraged Senators to urge their colleagues to vote by April 29. 

b. Ohio Faculty Council Meeting – Louis Wright, reported by Phyllis Bernt
Rudy Fenwick, Chair of the Faculty Senate at the University of Akron raised the question of the evaluation of administrators by faculty and staff.  His Faculty Senate is looking into a process where faculty can evaluate the President, Provost and other senior administrators.  Several members of the OFC reported that they do in fact do such an evaluation.  Shawnee State has been doing this for 5 years and Ohio State is setting up a web-based evaluation process for senior administrators.  In another issue, the representative from the Medical College of Ohio reported a case where a dean appears to have violated the faculty evaluation procedures at the departmental level by interjecting himself into the process at a very early stage.  They asked the OFC for a letter encouraging the President and Dean at the Medical College of Ohio to follow agreed upon procedures.

Bernt said that the executive committee and the committee chairs were working to set up a meeting with faculty of African descent, female faculty, Latino faculty, gay and lesbian faculty, and international faculty.  The following individuals have been contacted: Vibert Cambridge, Susan Burgess, Melissa Cardenas, Mickey Hart, and Alan Boyd.  She said they have all been positive and helpful, either agreeing to attend or helping identify faculty to invite to the meeting.  She said the purpose of the meeting was to encourage dialogue about how the Senate works and about the issues that are of concern to each group.  The meeting is scheduled for May 11 at noon in the Lindley Multi-Cultural Center.  

Bernt said that Ann Rathbun had asked if the Senate would like to do anything in support of the proposed Continuous Care Retirement Community being considered by the City Council.  She said Student Senate had issued a resolution in support of it.  Rathbun spoke in favor of support for the idea.  Ingram and Leinbaugh spoke against it.  Bernt asked if Senators would like to issue a letter of support.  Senators did not wish to support the measure.  Bernt encouraged Senators to write letters to city council as individuals if they were interested in expressing support.

Bernt said that the Senate had been asked to join the Coalition on Intercollegiate Athletics.  She said this was a coalition of faculty senates that are working toward reform of intercollegiate athletics and seeking to have a faculty voice in that reform.  She said the coalition, which was formed in 2002, was working with the NCAA, the AAUP, the Association of Governing Boards and others and that membership included 47 faculty senates from schools that play NCAA Division IA sports.  She said there were member senates from all the athletic conferences and that the only two schools represented from the MAC were Eastern Michigan and Marshall.  She said the coalition’s framework principles involve issues of academic integrity, athlete welfare, governance, finances and over-commercialization.  She said she would send further information about the coalition, and if there was interest we could vote about joining.  
c. Next  Regular Senate Meeting May 16, 2005, 7:10 p.m., Walter Hall 235 
V. Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) - David Ingram  

Ingram said that there was a proposal to change the deans’ list grade point average from 3.3 to 3.5.  He said EPSA had no issue with this and noted that peer institutions have similar ratings in place.  He said the ranking would go into effect Fall 2005. 
Ingram said that it appeared that when a student received an incomplete grade it could be on the books for years, if the student was not enrolled in quarters following receipt of the “I”.  Shelly asked about the reversion of an incomplete to an “F” after the 5th week of the subsequent term.  Ingram said that if a student is registered in the subsequent quarter this would be the case.  If not the incomplete has no term limit. He said other institutions in Ohio have a policy that changes the “I” to a formal “F” even for those not registered.  Ingram asked Senators to provide members of EPSA with their thoughts regarding this issue. 

Ingram said that the Enrollment Management Committee has given faculty a voice to let administration know what the faculty issues were with respect to enrollment.  He said that the first year experience would continue to be important with respect to enrollment management issues.  He said that enrollment management will also include increased emphasis on the role of faculty in academic advisement.  

a. Resolution regarding transfer probation – for second reading
Ingram presented the resolution on transfer probation for second reading.  Hale and Shelly did not agree with the use of the word “adjusted”.  Shelly suggested “updated” as a replacement for “adjusted” which was accepted as a friendly amendment.  T. Sexton asked if the resolution meant that students carried their GPA with them on entrance to Ohio.  Ingram agreed.  Parker asked what the difference was between a student who was dismissed academically from OU main campus and had to sit out for a year and a student who was dismissed from a regional campus who had to sit out four years.  Ingram noted that transfer probation applied to students that came from different institutions and that a regional campus was not considered a different institution.  Shelly asked if a student failed in courses at another institution and transferred to OU would there be a need to retake the specific courses in which the failing grade occurred.  Ingram said that there was no need to retake specific courses. Roosenberg said the policy set higher standards for transfer students.  Parker said it was not fair to set a higher standard in this manner and suggested that after fours years a record should be cleared.  Bernt said that the reference to four years was if Ohio University dismissed a student due to poor performance.  T. Young asked if students had the option of not declaring their academic records at other institutions.  Ingram said they did not. 

Motion – to approve the Resolution on Transfer Probation 

Ingram/No second required.

PASSED

b. Resolution regarding Tier III – for second reading 

Ingram presented the resolution to allow senior level capstone courses to fulfill the Tier III requirement.  K. Brown offered an amendment to allow an additional way to fulfill T3 through four credit hours of undergraduate research supervised by a faculty member.  Ingram offered that the statement regarding research under the direction of a faculty member could be modified by the word “including”.  McLaughlin asked if the research activity was intended to be individualized.  R. Stephens asked if the Tier III requirement should be eliminated. Gulino agreed and proposed that T3 be eliminated and presented an amendment to that effect.  Shelly noted that the cost of offering T3 to a department in terms of allocating faculty resources to its delivery could be viewed as substantial. Senators spoke in favor of eliminating T3 on these grounds.  Other Senators spoke in favor of trying to remedy the situation. McLaughlin proposed a friendly amendment intended to encourage the departments to make every effort to continue offering these courses.  A. Reilly and D. Thomas agreed, and said that the EPSA proposal as amended by K. Brown addressed a reasonable alternative to the T3 issue. Shelly asked if University College would be willing to pay for individual research projects to the same extent that it supports T3.  Ingram said that K. Brown's suggestion would not qualify as a course that would be eligible for funding.  S. Reilly noted that the proposal would eliminate effectively the intent of the overarching general education course.  K. Brown said the proposal provided an option.  Chabot voiced support for the original EPSA resolution.  Stephens said that the proposal reduced the requirements especially if a capstone course was already required in the major.  He said that the change was being made to facilitate an ability to fulfill what we require.  J. Miller asked if the consequences of allowing capstone courses would cause a decline in enrollment in T3 courses.  Ingram said the assumption is that T3 would continue being offered but would experience a 10% reduction in the students in T3 courses especially in those majors with capstone courses.  Appel said a vote should be taken on the amendment proposed by Gulino intended to substitute for the EPSA motion. 

Motion – To consider the resolution to eliminate Tier III (as a substitute resolution for EPSA’s resolution regarding the addition of capstone courses) 

In favor of amendment: 20 

Opposed to amendment: 22

Ingram proposed EPSA’s motion with the inclusion of K. Brown’s friendly amendment regarding independent research.  T. Young asked how the credits for the independent research would be counted.  Ingram said departments would create a research number specifically for this requirement. Descutner asked if students would be directed to departments or to colleges regarding the requirement. He asked who would solve the problem if a student were closed out of a course.  Ingram said he assumes the issue would be a college level problem to solve.  Ingram said that each program would have a departmental course identified and approved for this purpose but that there would not be a single way identified to fulfill the requirement.  Ingram said there was no intention for funding to be provided for capstone courses.   Braasch said departments would have to initiate course approval processes and asked when this would go into effect.  Appel noted that UCC would develop a process to expedite course review.  Appel explained that there had been courses previously that had been implemented quickly. 

Motion – To approve Resolution Regarding Tier III

Ingram/No second required.

PASSED.

VI. Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Carolyn Cardenas

Cardenas said the PRC had few items to report.  She said the committee has been meeting to review a grievance from one of the regional campuses.  She said that PRC and the Caucus of Educators and Staff of African Descent would meet to discuss the Resolution on Conflict of Interest discussed and passed at the March Senate.  She said that PRC and P&T Committees would meet to review issues regarding Group 2 faculty. 

VII. Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) - Steve Grimes 

Grimes reported that the P & T Committee had reviewed two promotion and tenure appeals and one to extend the tenure clock.
a. Resolution regarding conflict of interest due to familial or business relationships – for second reading

Grimes pointed out a language change detailing those covered by the resolution as: domestic partners, former spouses, parent, child and sibling relationships as well as business partners.  K. Brown suggested that the word “departmental” be eliminated as a qualifier as in “departmental decisions”.  He asked if the list of things that these people were not allowed to be a part of should extend to include the selection of department chair or college administrators.  Ingram said at that level of decision there would be more people involved in such decisions. Bernt disagreed noting that if the department were small that would not be the case.  Pecora suggested including that those with a conflict of interest be eliminated in decisions regarding rank and salary.  K. Brown did not think that would suffice.  Appel suggested “or other personnel decisions.” Discussion included the privilege of voting for chairmanship positions, promotion and tenure decisions and annual evaluations and the conflict of interest that familial and business relationships introduce. Grimes said that most senate handbooks disallowed most significant relationships.  Cardenas asked if there would be a way to identify where conflict of interest might give the appearance of a conflict of interest. Stephens noted that some relationships might affect judgment, or could be perceived to affect judgment.

Motion – to approve the Resolution Regarding Conflict of Interest Due to Familial or Business Relationships as amended.

Grimes/No second required.

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

VIII. Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Aimee Howley 

Howley reported that the FFC continued to review resource allocations.  Ingram said that Howley and he had been working to get better financial information to assist a careful and informed review of resource allocation.

IX. Report on use of additional funding to Intercollegiate Athletics – Tom Boeh

Boeh reported on the achievements of athletes and provided a brief update on graduation rates. He said Ohio University ranks 2nd in the country in term of its commitment to gender equity expenditures.  He encouraged Senators to contact him via email boeh@ohio.edu for additional information.

Questions for Boeh:

Ingram asked Boeh to address poor graduation rates of students in basketball.  Boeh said that graduation rate and attrition rates in men’s basketball was not good.  He said a decision was made to dismiss a popular basketball coach and to hire one that increased emphasis on academic performance. He said he thought that the graduation rates would improve in the next few years. McLaughlin noted that Ohio University’s performance regarding gender equity was the most significant statistic that Boeh had presented, and he asked if the President’s focus on national prominence would shift the balance toward high profile achievements like football to the detriment of these figures.  Boeh said that a balance would need to be achieved with respect to these two features of athletics at Ohio.  He said that there would not be a reduction in the aggressive approach to gender equity, but said investment in football was necessary to generating funds applicable to all sports.  McLaughlin said that gender equity offered one area in which Ohio could distinguish itself. Boeh said that football makes the world go around in terms of institutions.  T. Davis noted that the intercollegiate athletics committee had a keen eye on gender equity.  Hale said a gender equity plan based on one that had been previously presented to Glidden would be presented to McDavis shortly.  Boeh said the spirit and specifics of Title IX would be upheld regardless of the Dept. of Education decision in the coming months. 

X. Adjournment 

Hearing no new business introduced, the Chair moved to adjourn.

Motion – To adjourn

Stewart/McLaughlin

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

Meeting adjourned at 9:55.
Respectfully submitted, 

Madeleine Scott

Secretary

Appendix A, Item 1

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1RESOLUTION PROPOSED BY PROMOTION AND TENURE COMMITTEE

PASSED
April 18, 2005

Section II.7.a

Now reads:

Ohio University is not opposed to the employment of more than one member of the same immediate family.  “Family” here is to be understood to include husband-wife, parent-child and sibling relationships, even if the persons involved to not live in the same household.


Proposed Version:

Ohio University is not opposed to the employment of more than one member of the same immediate family.  “Family” here is to be understood to include spouse, former spouse, domestic partner, former domestic partner, parent-child and sibling relationships, even if the persons involved do not live in the same household.

Section II.7.b

Now reads:

A faculty member shall neither initiate nor participate in departmental decisions concerning another member of his/her family with regard to initial appointment, retention, salary, tenure and promotion.


Proposed Version:

A faculty member shall neither initiate nor participate in decisions with regard to initial appointment, retention, salary, tenure and promotion, or selection of a department chair or school director concerning another member of his/her family as defined above, a faculty member with whom he/she has a consensual sexual relationship, or a faculty member with whom he/she has business relationships.

A business relationship is defined as a situation in which the two faculty are co-owners of a business enterprise, with or without other partners, where the two have a total of $10,000 or more in equity and where one or both of the following conditions are met.  One or both of the faculty have managerial (decision-making) authority, or the total ownership share of the enterprise held by the two faculty members exceeds 10%. 

Appendix A, Item 2

EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
Resolution Regarding the  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Policy Governing the Admission and Continuation of Transfer Probation Students

Passed, April 18, 2005

Whereas: there is no formal policy for the admission of students whose course work completed at other post secondary institutions is below 2.00;

Whereas: On occasions exceptions are needed to this rule and that University College has requested such rules be provided;

Faculty Senate Resolves: that the following policy be put in place governing the admission of students whose course work completed at other post secondary institutions is below 2.00.


Applicants whose accumulative grade point average on course work completed at other post secondary institutions is below 2.00, in some cases, can be considered for admission to an Ohio University regional campus as “Transfer Probation”. All required documentation for admission, including official transcripts from all previous post secondary institutions attended must be provided to the Ohio University official responsible for approving “Transfer Probation” admissions before a decision will be made.  Applicants who qualify for admission as “Transfer Probation” will not be permitted to register or enroll for classes at Ohio University until all transcripts have been submitted.  Applicants cannot be considered for “Transfer Probation” status while currently enrolled at another institution.


Applicants with 40 or fewer transfer deficiency points can be considered for admission to an Ohio University regional campus as “Transfer Probation” if they have not been academically dismissed, for the first time, from a post secondary institution within the past 12 months. Students who have been academically dismissed more than once from any institution or institutions cannot be considered for "Transfer Probation" admission for at least 24 months from the date of their most recent dismissal."  

Applicants with more than 40 transfer deficiency points who have not been academically dismissed as described in the preceding paragraph, will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis by Regional Campuses Admissions Offices, the Office of Undergraduate Admissions and University College.


Successful “Transfer Probation” applicants will be admitted as non-degree students in University College. A combined 2.00 accumulative grade point average must be earned on all courses attempted at Ohio University and all other post secondary institutions previously attended to move from non-degree “Transfer Probation” to regular degree-seeking status. To be admitted to a regular degree program, students must meet the college and major admission standards for their intended major.


Transfer courses in which a grade of C- or better was earned, for which accredited college level credit is awarded, will be added to the student’s Ohio University once final admit status is approved.


“Transfer Probation” students who do not earn at least a 2.00 grade point average each quarter, while on “Transfer Probation” status, will be dismissed from the University for a period of at least four years.  “Transfer Probation” students can be dismissed after their first term at Ohio if the term grade average is below 2.00.  If dismissed, “Transfer Probation” students can be reinstated only if they either have their record updated such that it removes the basis for the dismissal decision, or they successfully petition the Dean of University College for readmission.  Petitions are likely to be successful only under extraordinary circumstances.


Students initially admitted as “Transfer Probation”, must have a 2.00 accumulative grade point average on all Ohio University and previous transfer course work to be eligible to graduate from Ohio University.


“Transfer Probation” students must meet all University, college, and major requirements for graduation, including residency requirements.

Appendix A, Item 3
EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND STUDENT AFFAIRS

A Resolution to enable “Capstone” courses to the used to fulfill Tier III Requirements, and other changes to the Tier III System

Passed, April 18, 2005

Whereas: a need exists for more places in Tier III classes than can currently be provided

Whereas: courses exist in some major programs of study that meet the synthesis objectives of Tier III

Whereas: A capstone course requires synthesis of material from a variety of disciplines or subdisciplines; has substantial prerequisites that directly or indirectly force nearly all of the required program curriculum to be completed ahead of time; and includes a substantial amount of research, creative activity, design, or other type of open-ended task appropriate to the discipline or profession
Whereas: some of the restrictions on Tier III courses are no longer needed, such as specific instructors being designated to teach them.

Whereas: ownership of the courses could be enhanced by transferring them to the departments or schools of faculty that teach them.

Faculty Senate Resolves to make the following changes to the Tier III program

1. Tier III courses will no longer be instructor specific and UCC will develop a process for quicker approval of Tier III courses.

2. Courses or sets of courses that provide a capstone to a particular degree program or programs will be eligible as Tier III courses provided that they require synthesis of material from a variety of disciplines or subdisciplines; have substantial prerequisites that directly or indirectly force nearly all of the required program curriculum to be completed ahead of time; and includes a substantial amount of research, creative activity, design, or other type of open-ended task appropriate to the discipline or profession, including individual research under the direction of a faculty member.

3. To be eligible as a Tier III course the total number of credit hours in the capstone course, or courses, must be at least 4 and be taken once a student reaches senior rank. For sequences of courses to be eligible that fulfill the capstone requirement of a program, at least half of the credit hours (minimum 2) must be earned at senior rank.

4. Capstone courses that already exist and meet the requirements in 3. and 4. above will be eligible for expedited review, with the consent of the relevant department or school, as Tier III courses by UCC.

Finally, this resolution affirms that Tier III courses belong to the departments that teach them and that University College will continue funding each section of a Tier III course that is taught.

Appendix C 

For Information Purposes Only

Submitted by Dan Gulino, but not passed
Resolution on Elimination of Tier III

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Whereas:  the Deans are unanimous in stating that there are insufficient numbers of Tier III courses to accommodate student demand, and thus it has been many years since the ideal of students being able to choose from amongst several Tier III courses based on their interests has been realized.

Whereas:  to handle student demand, a number of Tier III courses over  the past two years have increased their enrollment, which undercuts the  pedagogical philosophy of the Tier III course. 

Whereas:  it was necessary last year to ask faculty to teach overload sections of their Tier III courses to accommodate student demand, which is a costly solution.

Whereas:  the cost of Tier III–and this is just for the $1,000 stipend per course taught–is well over $100,000, and this does not include overload contracts.

Whereas:  only one of the universities Ohio University has identified as a “peer institution” has a requirement similar to our Tier III in their general education program.

Faculty Senate Resolves that because of the facts and concerns stated above, Tier III shall no longer be a graduation requirement after August 2005.

