Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

April 12, 2004

Regular Meeting, Governance Room, Margaret M. Walter Hall

Members PRESENT were: Arts and Sciences: Anderson, Appel, Bloemer, K. Brown, Daley, Dyer, Grimes, Heckman, Helm, Ingram, Lopez-Permouth, McMills (for Miles), Morris, Carson (for Nance), Tuck, and Webster; Business: Gupta, Sherman and  Stephens; Communications: Bernt, D. Brown, Miller, and Stewart; Education: Davis (for Howley) and Leinbaugh; Engineering: Braasch, Celenk, Kaya, and Pasic; Fine Arts: Cardenas, Reilly, and Scott; Health and Human Services: Vanderveer (for Chleboun) and Paulins; Osteopathic Medicine: Gaines and Simpson; Eastern: Flynn; Lancaster: Heineman and Killoran; Southern: Crawford; Zanesville: Shriver; Group II: Thomas and Young.

Members EXCUSED were: Arts and Sciences: McLaughlin, Miles and Nance; Education: Howley; Fine Arts: Wetzel; Health and Human Services: Chleboun.
Members ABSENT were: Health and Human Services: Chabot and Rathbun; Osteopathic Medicine: Stroh; Chillicothe: McManus and Zajdel.

Hugh Bloemer, Chair of the Senate, called the Senate to order at 7:10 p.m. The Senate was adjourned at 8:55 p.m. 

Outline of Issues Discussed

I. President Glidden
II. Provost Kopp
III. Roll Call and Approval of the March 8, 2004 Minutes
IV. Chair's Report – Hugh Bloemer

       Next Senate Meeting, May 10, 2004
V. Professional Relations Committee (PRC)– Madeleine Scott
VI. Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T)– Steve Grimes
VII. Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) – David Ingram
VIII. Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Ray Stephens
IX. Adjournment

Summary of the Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

April 12, 2004

· President Glidden reported on the 04-05 University Budget Proposal, which would be presented to the Ohio University Board of Trustees for the April Board meeting. 

· Provost Kopp reported on the search process for the Associate Provost for Academic Affairs, the Institutional and Budget Planning Process and undergraduate applications/admissions for the 04-05 academic year. 

· Senate Chair Bloemer reported on the status of past resolutions passed by the Faculty Senate, and reporting policies of Hudson Health Center.   

· The Professional Relations Committee (PRC) presented a resolution for FIRST READING addressing the policy for recommendations on the appointment of adjunct faculty.
· The Chair of the Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) reported on an error found in the on-line version of the Faculty Handbook.

· The Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) presented three resolutions all for FIRST READING.  The first addressing course sections offered with a "majors only" designation, the second addressing changes to minimum enrollment/residency requirements and the third suggesting the elimination of the Transfer Student Probation policy.

· The chair of the Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) reported on the details of employee contributions to the university health care plan. 
The Complete Minutes


I.  President Glidden
President Glidden presented to the Senate general observations about the 04-05 university budget that he planned to present to the Ohio University Board of Trustees during their April meeting.  Glidden informed the faculty that he would not be providing a great deal of detail about the budget because the Board has the option to make changes in the budget at their weekend meeting, and he did not want the Board members to read details of the budget in the press before it was presented.  Glidden informed the Senate that the university would ask the Board to approve a 9.0% tuition increase.  He told the Senate that most of the other institutions around the state will be asking for the full 9.9% increase with the exception of Miami University who plan for an 8.5% increase. Glidden said that he feels better about requesting a 9.0% increase because he said he is concerned about the university's "price point" and he said that he tried to convince the other institutions to request a smaller increase than the maximum 9.9%.  He said that he fears that if the state institutions continue to request the maximum increase, the Ohio General Assembly may begin to tighten the restrictions on the allowed tuition increase.  Glidden said 2% of the 9% increase will be used to upgrade the technology infrastructure around campus and 1% will be used for student financial aid.  Glidden said the institution would receive $1 million less from the state this year as compared to last.  He said that increases to the budget will total approximately $20 million, and in order to balance the budget he anticipated cuts to the budget totaling around $4 million.  Glidden then outlined to the Senate the increases in the budget.  He said that is has been past policy that when tuition is increased, additional money would also be invested in scholarships.  Glidden said that the 04-05 budget represents a $5.5 million increase in scholarship funding.  There will also be a $7 million increase in the budget for employee compensation, a $400,000 increase for utility costs, $1 million increase in academic investments and $6 million earmarked for new commitments.  Glidden reminded the Senate that earlier in the year it was anticipated that a $6 million reduction in the university budget would be required in order for it to balance, but because the health care budget has realized a surplus this year the deficient has been revised down to around $4 million.  Glidden commented that interest income will be up this year, which has also helped reduce the forecasted deficit.
Glidden then outlined to the Senate the increase in compensation package.  He said that there should be a 3.5% increase for all employee classifications, and an additional $750,000 budgeted for equity adjustments.  Glidden said the procedure to distribute the equity adjustment funds was still being discussed with the Deans of the various colleges.  Glidden said that there are various units around campus that are in need of equity adjustment funds, and these areas are still being analyzed.  Glidden said that other areas, which will receive compensation adjustments included, summer teaching rates, faculty promotion and continuing funding for the faculty equity adjustments that begin early in the year.  Glidden said that funds will also be transferred from the health insurance reserve fund into the budget in order not to increase contribution rates for the coming year.  He also said that $500,000 will be placed in the coming year budget in order to continue with the New Faculty Initiative (NFI), as a continuing commitment for academic excellence.  Glidden said another $250,000 will be invested for academic quality improvement, and this money will be used to continue implementation of the new general education program.  In addition, another $250,000 will be invested through the Vice President for Research office in order to partly fund the initiative to "bolster" existing excellence in targeted research areas.
Glidden then commented on how the 2% increase in tuition earmarked for technology improvement will be used.  The President said the additional money will help fund a new Student Information System (SIS).  He also mentioned additional money will be used to ready the campus for a wireless environment.  Glidden said that current plans are to move from the current desktop computers to a laptop environment.
Glidden then informed the Senate that the Board of Trustees has mandated that an additional $500,000 in next year's and the following three year budgets be placed into Intercollegiate Athletics (ICA).  Glidden said that the ICA budget has fallen behind partly because he has not paid enough attention to the program during his tenure as President.  Glidden also said money ($200,000) has been placed in the 04-05 budget for the recent purchase of the university aircraft.  He said that $250,000 will also be invested in nonresident student recruitment.  Glidden said that the number of out of state students attending Ohio University has now declined to below 10% and the money is being invested in order to help reverse this trend.  Glidden said in the past, funds have been given as "Trustee Awards" in order to attract nonresident students who have demonstrated academic excellence, but this program has not worked.  Glidden said the Trustee Award program will continue for another year but after that, the funds will be invested in a more aggressive recruiting campaign of nonresident students.  Glidden said that the goal will be to increase the nonresident student population to around 20%, partly in order to increase diversity across campus.

Glidden also said that additional funds from interest income will be placed in the budget as a reserve fund.  He commented that with the uncertain future regarding state support for higher education, the institution may need the funds if there is another budget reduction for the institution in the future.  In addition, Glidden said he anticipates that 
Capital Improvement funds, which are used for the construction and renovation of campus buildings, may become more limited.  He said the created reserve may be needed for future building expense.

Glidden said the good news about the budget is that the projected increase in health care costs for next year has been revised from a 16% increase to a 12% increase.  Glidden said that in order to balance the university budget, the units will be asked to reduce their budgets by 1.7%.  Glidden said it is currently unclear how these reductions will be differentiated or distributed, however, 1.7% will be the average.  Glidden commented that he predicted over the next decade, the budget for higher education will be reduced by an average 2% per year.  He further commented that the goals for higher education between the public and the "decision makers" and the institutions appear to be different.  He said that the public seems to be more interested in the number of degrees awarded, but the institutions want to focus more on the educational product of the institution and hope that the product will result in degrees awarded.

Questions/Comments for Glidden

Ingram (A&S) asked Glidden if he could explain how the Board of Trustees could justify increasing the ICA budget by 5% when the academic departments at the university are facing cuts to their budget.  Glidden said that this was the first time he has had the Board criticize the performance of the athletic teams.  He said the Board may be getting pressure from others, but have stressed to him (Glidden) that the teams need to be more successful.  Glidden said that Tom Boeh gave a presentation to the Board that showed Ohio University is 12th in the Mid America Conference on the amount of funds budgeted to support athletics.  Glidden said the Board has insisted that something be done to provide ICA with better support.  K. Brown (A&S) asked if an academic department at the institution was underperforming in the same way as many of the athletic teams have been, would the academic unit also receive additional funds.  Glidden replied that most likely the academic unit would not receive funding.  Celenk (ENG) asked if the university was playing a role in helping the Southeastern Ohio region advance in technology.  Glidden said there are initiatives, which have been started that are designed to help increase the technology infrastructure of the region.  He added that some employees in the development office have been involved in these initiatives.  He said that it is important that the region not be left out of technology development.  He added that companies, such as the ones housed in the Innovation Center, have created over 700 new jobs in the region and the university is doing its part to aid in technology development in the Southeaster Ohio region.  Celenk asked Glidden if he could comment on where Ohio would rank in technology development when compared to other states.  Glidden said that he felt certain that Ohio lags behind many states partly because many of its citizens are uneducated but also because there has not been an investment in technology research as you see in many other states.  He added that most of the areas that have experienced technology "booms" have been centered around areas of higher education.  He added that the State of Ohio may be catching on, but it may be too little too late.  Glidden said the proposal from the state that 15% of the doctoral subsidy an institution receives be used for economic development is a step in the right direction toward increasing the technology infrastructure.

II.  Provost Kopp

Provost Kopp addressed the Senate on four topics, the first being the search process for the Associate Provost for Academic Affairs.  Kopp informed the Senate that much to his regret, and many others on campus, the current Associate Provost for Academic Affairs, Barbara Reeves, will be retiring at the beginning of the summer.  Kopp said he also wished to comment on the Institutional Planning process, the Budgeting process and undergraduate admissions for the 04-05 academic year.

With regard to the search for the Associate Provost position, Kopp said that he has asked Dean Dennis Irwin to chair the committee and he read the names of the committee members.  Kopp said it will be an internal search and nominations for the position will also be accepted.  Kopp said nominations should be sent to the committee chair (Irwin) and will be accepted until the position is filled.  He also said the search process will begin within the next week or so and he hoped to fill the position by June 1st.
Kopp then commented on the Institutional Planning Process.  Kopp said he has received a great deal of positive feedback from the university community since a university wide meeting on the subject was held earlier in the year.  He then commented on the makeup of the steering committee and said the major change to the makeup was the addition of more faculty.  He said the number of at-large Athens faculty has been increased to 8 and faculty representation from the regional campuses has also been added.  The total steering committee membership has been increased from 32 to 36.  Kopp said the number of members on the individual committees that make up the steering committee will therefore increase to 9 members.  Kopp also said an ex officio member from the community will be added.  Kopp said that the changes reflect the feedback that he has received since the university wide meeting.

Kopp then made some additional comments on the Budget Planning Process introduced earlier by President Glidden.  Kopp commented that the three Budget Advisory Committees and their reports played a major role in the budget planning process.  Kopp said that action plans are being developed on many of the recommendations of the committee and he commented that several of the recommendations are somewhat complex and will need additional study.  Kopp said he anticipated that two of the committees, the Efficiency Committee and the Revenue Enhancement Committee will remain active.  He said that the Health Care Plan will continue, as is, however, there will be a review committee, which will be formed to review the plan and make possible recommendations for future changes.  Kopp repeated that there will be a 9% increase in tuition and spending reductions of $4.49 million.  Kopp added that there will be a $700,000 reduction in administration costs and he commented that he felt larger reductions could possibly occur in this area.  He said that the second half of the faculty salary adjustment plan has been budgeted as well as a 3.5% increase in compensation for merit raises.

In his final statements, Kopp commented on freshman admission numbers for the 04-05 academic year.  Kopp said there are 12,300 applications for freshman admission, which he said is down from last year.  Kopp said that we were significantly ahead of last year's numbers until Halloween.  He said the application numbers then dropped as a result of the negative publicity the institution received from the problems associated with the annual Halloween celebration.  Kopp said that the application numbers have rebounded more recently, but it looks like they will not match last year's numbers.  Kopp commented the Board of Trustees and the Alumni Board have all "weighed in" on the Halloween issue to try to come up with ideas to solve the negative image of the institution associated with the celebration.  Kopp told the Senate the housing deposit total, which is always a good indicator of freshman enrollment is 3,327, which he characterized as a good number at this time in the year.  Using this number, Kopp projected the entering freshman class to be between 3,700-3,775 for this coming fall quarter.
Questions/Comments for Kopp

Scott (FA) asked Kopp if he had an estimate on the number of transfer students that have applied for fall admission.  Kopp replied that he has not seen data related to transfer students.  He added that the number of transfer students admitted has been somewhat flat for many years and he commented that transfer admissions is an area, which the institution could improve.  Kopp commented that the first and second year retention rate is also an area in which the university could improve.  He said that retention of first and second year students has been slipping for the last year or two and is currently around 85%.  He added that retention is a problem that the entire university community should be concerned with and it is not an issue that is limited to any particular area.  In relation to the application drop during the time period after Halloween, Paulins (HHS) asked if Kopp knew of any historical data in past years that also may have demonstrated a dip in application numbers during this time of the year.  Kopp said he was sure that the data were available but he was not familiar with it.  He added that the applications for the fall were running slightly ahead of last year, but after Halloween they dropped "like a stone".  Kopp said that he was convinced that the negative publicity and the violence associated with the celebration was a factor in the drop in applications.  Reilly (FA) asked if and when the other two phases of the salary adjustment proposal, which was announced earlier in the year, would be implemented.  Reilly added that phase 2 of the proposal was to be a structural adjustment in academic areas where faculty as a group were found to be under compensated.  He commented that the College of Fine Arts was identified in the study completed by the Compensation Committee to be in need of such a salary adjustment.  Kopp answered that another compensation study will be completed by the Provost's Office to see how the adjustments made in phase 1 of the plan have affected the various areas, such as Fine Arts.  Kopp said if equity adjustments are still needed in certain areas they will be addressed at that time.  He added that there was not a great deal of money left after phase 1 of the plan but additional money was being budgeted in the 04-05 university budget for equity adjustments.  Celenk (ENG) asked if Kopp could again explain how the eight additional faculty members were added to the Institutional Planning Steering Committee.  Kopp replied that the eight faculty were "at-large" faculty, meaning that they did not fill any other designation such as department head, Faculty Senate member etc.  Kopp said that the change represents an increase of four at-large faculty and the change was suggested in order to gain members that were interested and invested in the process.  Ingram (A&S) thanked Kopp for adding the additional faculty members to the committee.

III.  Roll Call and Approval of the March 8, 2004 Minutes 

The Senate Secretary called the roll of Senators by college, group and regional campus.  A list of Senators PRESENT, EXCUSED or ABSENT can be found in the front of these minutes.  Senate Chair Bloemer asked if there were corrections to the minutes from the March meeting, hearing none, K. Brown (A&S) made a motion to accept the March minutes, the motion was seconded by Bernt (COMM).  The March 2004 minutes were accepted.  The revised March minutes can be accessed from the Faculty Senate web page, http://www.ohio.edu/facultysenate/.


IV.  Chair's Report

In his Chairs' report, Hugh Bloemer announced that the Provost had approved the resolution passed at the March meeting in which the Senate opposed the teaching of theories such as Creationism and Intelligent Design in scientific curriculums in Ohio public schools.  Bloemer also announced the Provost had not signed the resolution passed at the March meeting addressing the healthcare costs/benefits, however he reminded the Senate that the administration has announced no changes will be made in the Healthcare Benefits for next year, which was the recommendation of the resolution.

Bloemer announced that he had received an e-mail from an official at Hudson Health Center informing him, as Faculty Senate Chair, that the center's policy does not allow students to obtain written documentation, which can serve as an excuse for missed classes or assignments.  Bloemer suggested that the Senators inform their colleagues of this policy.  Bloemer however did say that Hudson will verify student visits to the center if the instructor calls the center for such verification.
Bloemer also announced that there will be a focus group meeting about the work climate of Ohio University, and the meeting will be held April 14, in room 119 in Clippinger Laboratories.  Bloemer commented that the attendance at the previous focus group meetings has been poor and he encouraged the Senators and their colleagues to attend.

The next Senate meeting is scheduled for Monday, May 10, 2004 at 7:10 pm in the GOVERNANCE ROOM, of the Walter Lecture Hall.

Questions/Comments for Bloemer
Celenk (ENG) asked Bloemer if he could provide an update on how the implementation of the new General Education Program was proceeding.  Celenk said that there are faculty members in his college that have had problems with the course approval process and would be willing to speak to the Senate regarding their experiences.  Bloemer responded that he has recently spoken to Bill Owens, chair of the General Education Council who informed him that there were still problems with the web site, which is being used for course approval.  Bloemer said that he will speak with Owens and ask Owens to contact Celenk regarding problems that faculty have experienced in relation to the course approval process.
COMMITTEE REPORTS


V.  Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Madeleine Scott
Scott presented for FIRST READING a resolution addressing the appointment of adjunct faculty (Appendix B, Item 1).  Scott introduced the resolution by saying that the PRC recognizes that many employees, who do not hold faculty rank, make significant contributions to the educational mission of the university.  Scott said that at present the Faculty Handbook limits who may receive faculty rank.  She informed the Senate that the issue at hand was one of providing faculty rank not faculty status.  Scott said that the PRC was not in favor of providing faculty rank to just anyone associated with the university that happens to teach a course, but the rank to such individuals who have made significant instructional contributions.  Summarizing the resolution, Scott said that the title of "adjunct instructor" would be given to an individual as an initial appointment.  She added if the individual's education and professional experience permits, the appointment could be made at a higher faculty rank.  Scott said the resolution would also allow the promotion of the individual from, for example, Adjunct Instructor to Adjunct Assistant Professor, if the individual demonstrates excellent contributions to the education mission of the university over several years.  Such a decision would be made by the Promotion and Tenure Committee of the Department/School, then affirmative recommendations would be required by the Chair/Director, the College, Provost and President.  Scott said the individual would need to show that they have qualifications and experience equivalent to other faculty in the department/school at the rank that they are requesting promotion.
Scott said the resolution deals with changes in the language of the Faculty Handbook.  The first change stating that the adjunct professors (exception being adjunct instructor) will have faculty rank but not faculty status.  The second part of the resolution addresses the initial appointment of the individual and the expectations and procedure for promotion (described above).

Questions/Comments about the resolution
Reilly (FA) asked if the resolution just pertained to Group IV faculty.  Scott replied that it did apply to just Group IV.  Appel (A&S) commented that the resolution should also apply to Group III faculty.  D. Brown (COMM) added that the resolution should apply to any faculty that have mainly an instructional position.  He added that the resolution should not apply to visiting professors that maintain an appointment at another institution.  Stewart (COMM) commented that he was confused about the "spirit"'' of the resolution and why the PRC felt that such changes in the Handbook were necessary.  Scott replied that the issue came up because of individuals that were clearly providing a service to the instructional mission of the university and the PRC felt that it would be appropriate that these individuals are provided with faculty rank.  Scott said many of these individuals have been contributing to the educational mission of the university for many years and have, over time, advanced through rank.  Scott added that she did not see why someone would want to submit a Tenure and Promotion Dossier for promotion consideration, but many may want to submit letters of recommendation, student evaluations and other indicators of teaching excellence.  Daley (A&S) said that he is still confused as to which group of individuals associated with the university that the resolution would apply, as Group IV faculty would not "teach regularly" as the resolution states because they have a limited appointment with the university.  Bloemer (A&S) added that the resolution would, for example, apply to an administrator at the university that contributes to the education mission by teaching a class now and then.  Scott said Bloemer is partly correct; but there are others outside the administrative ranks where the resolution would also apply.  D. Brown clarified the question by adding that Group I, II, III, IV are persons that hold mainly instructional appointments with the institution (i.e. administration and staff).  Brown added that Ohio University is unusual in that when one person teaches one course they become a faculty member at the institution.  Bernt (COMM) suggested that the language of the resolution be modified to "spell out" the categories of individuals where the resolution would apply.  D. Brown said that the problem with Bernt's solution is that the rules as described in the Faculty Handbook in many cases are not followed properly, example being that Group II faculty should all be part time, but in reality many are not.  Scott said that the resolution way written in an attempt to update language in the Handbook to match the practice of the university.  Appel (A&S) said she views the resolution as a way to recognize individuals outside the normal faculty ranks that make instruction contributions to the institution.  D. Brown (COMM) added that the resolution excludes many of the groups of clinical personnel who are employed in the College of Osteopathic Medicine.  Young (GII) commented that he was always under the impression that only Group I faculty were eligible for a promotion in rank.  Scott said that it was her understanding that the other faculty groups are also eligible for promotion.  K. Brown (A&S) added that his college has told him repeatedly that Group II faculty cannot be promoted.  Scott replied that they have been in the past.  Young added that he felt that it was unjust to allow adjunct faculty to be promoted when many Group II faculty who make significant contributions to the university are not afforded this possibility.  Bernt (COMM) said that it is strange that Group II cannot be promoted but the resolution would help the other groups yet not Group II.  D. Brown (COMM) added that the goal of the PRC in preparing the resolution was to make changes without revising the faculty group categories that currently exist at the university.  Lopez-Permouth commented that he felt the resolution is confusing because Adjunct Instructors are allowed to be promoted, but not hold faculty rank.  Scott answered that the Adjunct Instructors will be allowed rank but not faculty status, meaning, for example, that the adjunct instructor/professors would not be allowed to serve on Faculty Senate.  Paulins (HHS) said she is concerned about the fact that (at least with Group I) there is a merit pay increase, which is associated with a promotion and this may be a driving force behind an adjunct faculty member to apply for promotion.  She added that in the case of Group I promotion there is a scholarly component required which would not be the case for someone whose main responsibility is teaching and she questioned the fairness of this issue.  Anderson (A&S) commented that he felt that the terms required to hold the faculty rank needs to be more clearly defined in the resolution.  K. Brown (A&S) added that if the language of the resolution remained to allow the promotion of Group IV faculty and not Group II faculty he would not be willing to support the resolution.  D. Brown (COMM) again commented that Group II faculty currently can be promoted.  K. Brown (A&S) repeated that in his college he has been told that Group II faculty cannot be promoted.  Young (GII) added that he knows of only one Group II faculty member that has been promoted.  Bernt (COMM) said that she feels that the Group II promotion issues should be clarified before the resolution comes to a vote.  Bloemer said that the Plant Biology department has a Group II faculty member that has been promoted.  Associate Provost Barbara Reeves offered the services of her office to help with the questions, which were raised during the discussion of the resolution.  Flynn (EAST) suggested that the Group II issues that were discussed by the Senate in the past should be raised and discussed again at a future meeting.  Stephens (BUS) commented that the issues of faculty status and faculty rank are important to the language of the resolution.  Scott answered that the PRC is authorized to make the recommendations regarding faculty status and rank and she welcomed any comments the Senate had on this subject.  Senate Chair Bloemer suggested the Senators contact Scott by e-mail regarding any additional comments about the resolution before the second reading.

VI.  Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) – Steve Grimes
Grimes announced that there was an error in the web-based version of the Faculty Handbook in Section II.F.II in which half of a sentence was deleted.  Grimes said that the web-based version will be corrected but if certain faculty have viewed this section as of late, sentence would not have been corrected.

VII.  Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) – David Ingram

Ingram announced that EPSA was presenting three motions all FOR FIRST READING and they are found in these minutes as Appendix B, Items 2, 3 and 4.  The first resolution addresses changes in the policy for "major's only" courses (Appendix B, Item 2).  Ingram said that freshmen in many colleges, especially the College of Business, have been unable to enroll in courses required for their major curriculum because of being closed out due to non-majors enrolled in the courses.  Ingram said that he has been working with the Registrar's Office to find a solution to this problem.  Ingram said the solution, which the Registrar's Office is suggesting and is proposed in the resolution, would be to create multiple sections of a particular course, one of which is designated as a majors only.  Ingram said the sections would meet together and therefore be part of the same class.  The major's only section would not be allowed to hold more than 75% of the total enrollment for the course.  After the second week of the quarter, the sections would then be combined into one.  Ingram said it is important to allow students to explore subjects outside their major, however it is also important that students in a particular major have access to courses in their required curriculum in a timely fashion.

Discussion/Questions about the Major's Only Resolution
Reilly (FA) said that he has some reservations about the resolution because some of the courses offered through the professional schools are currently designated as majors only because of a limitation of resources.  Reilly said he was concerned that the resolution would now open these courses up to non-majors, which would cause severe problems for the majors required to complete these courses.  Appel (A&S) answered that the type of courses that Reilly was speaking of, have been recognized by the University Curriculum Council (UCC) and they would be exempt from the policy described in the resolution.  Reilly said that he would like to see language to this effect placed in the resolution before a vote is taken.  Ingram replied that the resolution could be modified to exempt courses with resource limitations as described Reilly.  Stephens commented that he did not think that modifying the resolution language would "change anything" but would just give UCC another option to approve or disapprove courses.  Ingram commented that the language should be clear in order to protect courses, which can only be offered with limited resources.  D. Brown (COMM) also expressed concern that if the resolution is passed as written, majors in his college would not be able to complete their degree in a timely fashion.  Ingram again commented that the resolution is for new courses only and that existing courses, which have been approved as majors only like the courses that D. Brown is speaking of would be exempt from the policy.  D. Brown felt that the language should clearly state this exemption because the resolution currently reads that UCC would continuously monitor the "majors only" courses to make sure that they are following the guidelines set by the resolution.  Both Ingram and K. Brown commented that they understood that the guidelines stated in the resolution only applied to new courses approved as majors only.  Appel (A&S) said that she was sure it would not be the intention of UCC to go back and change the guidelines on all of the courses currently listed as majors only.  Ingram added that all of the courses currently approved are subjected to the seven-year review stated in the resolution, but he added that the language should be clarified to exempt existing majors only courses.  Reilly (FA) asked what would happen to the existing majors only courses if they were resubmitted for changes through UCC, would they then be subjected to the guidelines of the resolution.  Daley (A&S) commented that possibly the term "majors only" was the problem, since that designation is currently being used and is the subject of discussion.  He suggested to designate the courses described in the resolution as "majors predominate" courses in order to differentiate between the two.  With no additional discussion, Bloemer informed the Senate if they had additional comments about the resolution they should contact Ingram.
Ingram then presented a resolution FOR FIRST READING proposing changes to the residency/minimum enrollment requirement (Appendix B, Item 3).  Ingram said in the past colleges have waived the requirement and EPSA is proposing the resolution in order to standardize the policy.  The past residence policy stated that the final 48 hours of coursework must be completed at Ohio University.  Ingram said that EPSA has found this language "awkward" and too stringent for many students.  Ingram commented that the resolution is flexible to the point that colleges can add more stringent residency standards if they wish.
There was no discussion on the resolution.  Ingram suggested to the Senators if they did have comments or concerns regarding the resolution to please contact him before the second reading.

Ingram then presented a third resolution from EPSA for FIRST READING (Appendix B, Item 4).  The third resolution proposed the elimination of the "Transfer Probation" designation, which is currently used.  Ingram said from the e-mails that he has received, the transfer probation issue is a sensitive one.  Ingram said that the current probation policy states that students who have overall Grade Point Averages (GPA) of below a 2.0 and decide to change their degree program, cannot complete coursework toward the new program selected until their GPA is raised to a least 2.0.  The resolution proposes to eliminate this status.  Ingram said EPSA feels there are other controls currently in place to insure the quality of the programs where the students are enrolled.  He said the Registrar's Office has informed him that a total of 91 students are affected by this designation, 3 on the Athens campus and the rest distributed among the regional campuses.  Ingram commented that the issue is, therefore, more relevant to the regional campuses than the Athens campus.
Discussion/Questions Regarding the Resolution

Celenk (ENG), referring to the third paragraph of the resolution, asked if a grade of C- was the standard by which a particular course could transfer to the university for credit.  Ingram replied that Celenk was correct, and he added that a course must be recognized by Ohio University in order for it to be transferred for credit.  He commented that it is usually easier for students to transfer course credit when they have completed the requirement at an institution from Ohio rather than an institution outside the state.  Flynn (EAST) commented that he felt that the policy was dated and inflexible and it should be changed.  Ingram agreed and added that following the current policy, if a student on Transfer Probation completed and passed a course, which serves as a prerequisite for another course required for their program, they could not use the prerequisite course until the efficiency points were removed and the student was off probation status.  Celenk (ENG) said that the colleges should be allowed flexibility on the C- rule for course transfer.  Ingram said the C- rule applies to all transfer students but the resolution effects only a small population that have probation designation.  Stephens (BUS) commented that when a student transfers course credit it is up to the department to approve the course as being equivalent to an Ohio University course.  Ingram said that Stephens was correct that the department must give approval.  Flynn (EAST) commented that the issue was not really the C- rule but the fact that a student could not use the transferred grade until they raised their GPA to at least a 2.0.  Daley (A&S) added that a word was missing in the first paragraph of the resolution, after the word "academic".  Ingram thanked Daley for his observation and told the Senate they should send additional comments to him before the second reading of the resolution.
In his final comments, Ingram said that EPSA has been discussing with the Ombuds regarding a university policy for the return of graded materials to students.  Ingram said that one issue that the Ombuds wanted Ingram to mention to the faculty was to refrain from using Social Security numbers as a means to identify students in the classroom for assignment/grading purposes.  Ingram said the instructor should use either the OAK e-mail address or the student identification number for this purpose.


VIII.    Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Ray Stephens

FFC chair Stephens said he had two issues to report, the first being that he had received information regarding the percentage of total health care costs that Ohio University employees currently pay.  Stephens said that the figure that has been communicated to him is 16.4%.  Stephens said that this value is total health care costs the employee pays including premiums but also co-pay amounts, deductibles, drug costs, etc.  Stephens said that Medical Mutual has informed him that this figure is comparable to other universities in which the range of employee out of pocket costs are between 10-20%.  Stephens commented that it would be up to the employees to discuss and decide the proper cost sharing percentage and the type of benefits plan that would be compatible with the out of pocket costs the employees are willing to pay.  Stephens added that these discussions are currently taking place in the Benefits Advisory Committee (BAC) meetings.  Stephens commented that keeping payroll contribution rates the same but increasing deductibles and co-pay amounts have a significant effect on the total out of pocket costs of the employee.  Stephens said in the future the Faculty Senate resolutions, which address employee health care costs, should focus on total out of pocket costs and not just payroll deduction rates.
Bernt (COMM) asked how the figures that Stephens was quoting fit into the past resolution approved by the Faculty Senate, which placed a ceiling on employee contribution rates at 10%.  Stephens said that the 10% ceiling was limited to contribution rates, but when total costs are estimated, the employee contribution percentage is currently over 16%.

Stephens then commented on the 3.5% employee compensation increase that has been proposed by the administration for the 04-05 university budget.  Stephens said that the compensation package most likely will be in the form of a salary pool, and it is important that this pool be used and result in an overall increase in faculty salaries.  Stephens warned that if salary increases are given as flat dollar and not percentage raises, then we should expect that salary averages at the Full and Associate level will again drop in comparison to other state institutions, as they have in the past.
In his final comments, Stephens informed the Senate that the ORACLE system is now available and can be accessed in the library.  He said that if faculty are having trouble accessing the information they need from ORACLE, the School of Accountancy has agreed to provide help to faculty and staff on a no cost basis.

K. Brown (A&S) commented that he found it outrageous that, for the third year in a row, academic units within the university were facing significant budget cuts, but at the same time, a decision was made by the Board of Trustees to increase the Intercollegiate Athletics (ICA) Budget by $500,000 next year.  Brown suggested that the Faculty Senate address this issue and the FFC draft a resolution for the next meeting.  In response, Stephens claimed that the $500,000 is a budget allocation made to the ICA, which means that less money is coming into the university budget from revenue generated by ICA.  He added the additional funds do not mean that more of the budget is really being spent on athletics.  He said that if the Senate wishes to bring a motion to the floor he will have the FFC look into the issue for the next Senate meeting.

IX.     Adjournment
Bloemer asked the Senate if there was new business to discuss. Hearing none, Bloemer asked if there was a motion to adjourn the April meeting. Grimes (A&S) made the motion to adjourn the meeting, which was seconded by Braasch (ENG); the meeting was adjourned at 8:55 pm.   

                                                                                   Respectfully submitted by

                                                                                   Martin T. Tuck

                                                                                   Secretary of the Faculty Senate
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PROPOSED CHANGES TO FACULTY HANDBOOK LANGUAGE.
(Wording to be added is shown in bold and italics.  Deleted wording is struck through.)

FACULTY HANDBOOK SECTION II.C.3.d
d. Group IV consists of persons holding visiting professor (see II.B.e), or other full-time appointments, adjunct professor (see II.D.1.e), special appointments (see II.B), or any other appointments not assigned to Group I, II, or III.  With the exception of adjunct instructors, appointees to such positions shall hold faculty rank but not faculty status.  Adjunct instructors (see II.D.1.e) shall hold neither faculty rank nor faculty status.
Visiting professor and other full-time term appointments are limited to a total of three years, consecutive or otherwise, except for term appointments in OPIE, ROTC, and the program for Incarcerated Students, which are unlimited, and for positions wholly funded by grants and contracts (excluding overhead return funds), which are limited to the period of external financial support.  Also exempted from the three year limit are certain (described below) full-time term faculty appointments in the College of Osteopathic Medicine with full-time responsibilities at the Centers for Osteopathic Regional Education (CORE) System.  The CORE positions eligible for the exemption from the three-year limit are: the Directors of Medical Education with full-time faculty appointments (and hence no private practice) and those Residency Program Directors with full-time faculty appointments (and hence no private practice).
Adjunct professors and special appointments are not subject to the three-year limitation, but are renewable annually at the University's pleasure.  Accordingly, those accepting Group IV appointments shall be considered to have due notice that the University has no obligation to retain them beyond the expiration date of their appointments.

Visiting professors or other full-time term appointees have the same rights and benefits as Group II faculty, with the exceptions of standing for and voting in Faculty Senate elections.

FACULTY HANDBOOK SECTION II.D.1.e
An "adjunct" title can be used for persons employed either at Ohio University or from outside the university.  The term "Adjunct Instructor" should be used for the initial appointment of any person who teaches a course for Ohio University but does not hold a primarily instructional position with the university unless prior experience and academic qualifications warrant appointment at a higher level.
An adjunct appointment is normally may be uncompensated, but may have there can be compensation for work performed or contributions made to a program.  The duration of "adjunct" appointments is variable, but is to be made explicit at the time of appointment.  An Adjunct Instructor appointment is made by the dean of a college based on a recommendation from a department or school.

Subsequent promotions from Adjunct Instructor to Adjunct Assistant Professor would require a pattern of excellence in contributions to the teaching mission of the university over several years.  The adjunct promotion requires an affirmative decision by the promotion and tenure committee of the school or department, followed by the chair or director of the department or school, the dean of the relevant college, the provost, and the president.  A similar process is required for promotion to Adjunct Associate Professor, and Adjunct Professor.  In each case there is an expectation that the candidate in question would hold qualifications and have experience approximately equivalent to those expected of a candidate who might, at that time, be appointed to a similar full-time position in that school or department at the relevant rank.
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Whereas the Faculty Senate passed the following resolution at the June 20, 1988 Faculty Senate meeting.

The Faculty Senate recognizes that "the intellectual and personal development of the individual student is our reason for being" and that undergraduate education "emphasize(s) liberal education" while being "designed to broaden perspectives, enrich awareness, deepen understanding, establish disciplined habits of thought, and prepare for meaningful careers…"*

The Faculty Senate confirms that a broad undergraduate experience is best developed when educational opportunities are as available as possible.  While resource or pedagogical principles may require limiting course enrollments to certain majors, we urge that such limitations be used sparingly and, if possible, that they include the option of being open to non-majors with permission.

Accordingly, the Faculty Senate directs the Individual Course Committee of the University Curriculum Council to require an explanation for any "majors only" limitation proposed for any course reviewed by the Committee.  In addition, during each five-year review#, any department, school or program, which has such limitations, shall review the need for maintaining them as part of the review process.______________________

*Ohio University.  Mission State for Ohio University.  Education Plan 1977-1987. p.(5)

#This is the review by the UCC programs subcommittee and now takes place every seven years.

Whereas some academic programs are overwhelmed by the numbers of non-majors trying to take classes that are required by their majors and there are insufficient faculty to allow increased enrollments and the Individual Course Committee of the University Curriculum Council has asked for instruction on how to handle requests for Majors only sections under the motion of June 20, 1988.

Whereas the registrar has a mechanism to allow two course numbers to become one after the second week of the quarter to ensure all students are treated the same.
Faculty Senate instructs the Individual Course Committee (ICC) of the University Curriculum Council, upon the request of a department or program for such a course modification, to allow a majors only section provided that:

1. the number of seats for the majors is no more than 75% and that all occurrences of the class taught at different times and dates follow the same percentage of seats reserved for majors;

2. that all students are treated in the same way, in particular the majors and non-majors are to be taught, assessed and graded in the same manner;

3. the majors only course is merged into the class list for the non-majors course on or about the second week of the quarter.

Further, the ICC is instructed to monitor the use of the new sections as outlined in the Faculty Senate motion of June 20, 1988 and to delete any course that offends against this motion.
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Whereas there is a desire to shift the focus of a student's enrollment away from the final forty-eight hours and to place more emphasis on earning most of the credit hours used to fulfill the major concentration;
and whereas this new policy will ensure that graduates of Ohio University have taken sufficient course work in general and in the major to be true graduates of the institution, and, at the same time, it will provide more flexibility for transfer students, students engaged in distance learning, students enrolled in courses through the statewide Ohio Learning Network in conjunction with other institutions, and adult students in general, by enabling them to earn a degree without having to earn their final forty-eight hours while enrolled at Ohio University.

Resolved that to earn a bachelor's degree from Ohio University, students must earn a minimum of forty-eight credit hours while enrolled at Ohio University, and they must earn a minimum of fifty percent of course work taken to fulfill their major concentration in residence at Ohio University.

Resolved that to earn an associate's degree from Ohio University, students must earn a minimum of thirty credit hours while enrolled at Ohio University, and they must earn a minimum of fifty percent of course work taken to fulfill their major concentration in residence at Ohio University.

Resolved that for either a bachelor's degree or an associate's degree, a College may require more than fifty percent to fulfill a major concentration or have other additional requirements for a given program or programs.
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FIRST READING

April 12, 2004
Whereas transfer students who enter the University with prior poor post-secondary academic are designated as transfer probation students.

Whereas transfer probation students are prohibited from using any of their prior academic credits to meet any academic requirements until they have an overall GPA of 2.0, including all courses taken at other institutions, and transfer probation students must achieve this 2.0 GPA target with a maximum of 64 credit hours earned at Ohio University.
Whereas the current policy hampers the academic progress of students who want to return to school after having a bad academic experience.  It prevents them from using transfer credits even in courses in which they have earned grades of C- or higher to fulfill requirements associated with their program of study.

Resolved that all transfer students should be allowed to use transfer credits in which they have earned grades of C- or higher to fulfill academic requirements associated with their chosen program of study immediately upon entry to the University.
Resolved that the designation "transfer probation student" be eliminated.  Henceforth all transfer students should be required to maintain the same level of academic performance as other students at Ohio University.
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