Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

February 9, 2004

Regular Meeting, Governance Room, Room 104, Science Lecture Hall

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

Members EXCUSED were: Arts and Sciences: Daley and Lopez-Permouth; Business: Gupta and Stephens; Chillicothe: McManus and Zajdel.

Members ABSENT were: Osteopathic Medicine: Simpson.

Hugh Bloemer, Chair of the Senate, called the Senate to order at 7:10 p.m. The Senate was adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 

Outline of Issues Discussed

I. President Glidden
II. Provost Kopp
III. Roll Call and Approval of the January 12, 2004 Minutes
IV. Chair’s Report – Hugh Bloemer
         Next Senate Meeting, March 8, 2004  

V. Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) – David Ingram
VI. Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Hugh Sherman
VII. Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Madeleine Scott
VIII. Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) – Steve Grimes 
IX. Thomas Boeh – Director of Athletics, Intercollegiate Athletics Office
X. Adjournment

Summary of the Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

February 9, 2004

· President Glidden commented on the recent report from the State of Ohio Commission on Higher Education and on how the recommendations of the commission may affect the university. The President also presented a detailed PowerPoint report regarding the revenue and expenditures of the University Budget.   

· Provost Kopp reported on the implementation of the Group I Faculty (Associate and Full Professor) Salary Adjustment Proposal. The Provost also commented on the status of the Health Care Budget for 03-04 and a recent draft proposal addressing changes in how the university will distribute fee waivers for graduate students.

· Senate Chair Bloemer reported on the development of a new web site for the Faculty Senate Office and the upcoming Diversity Conference organized by the Student Leadership. 

· The chair of the Educational Policy and Student Affairs (EPSA) Committee reported on possible changes in the way students are reported who “pink slip” into classes and a proposal from the Registrar’s office, which addresses courses listed as “majors only” in the class schedule booklet.   

· The Finance and Facilities Committee provided an update on the committee’s recent activities. 

· The chair of the Professional Relations Committee (PRC) presented FOR FIRST READING AND FOR VOTE a resolution (Appendix B) addressing the Faculty Senate stance and support of granting domestic partner benefits to university employees.

· The Promotion and Tenure Committee presented FOR SECOND READING AND FOR VOTE a resolution (Appendix A) addressing changes in the policy by which faculty members may prepare and submit complete dossiers for promotion and tenure to departmental Promotion and Tenure Committees.

· Thomas Boeh, Director of Athletics, made a presentation to the Senate addressing the activities and budget of the Intercollegiate Athletics Program at Ohio University.     

The Complete Minutes

I. President Glidden

Glidden commented on a report from the Governors Commission on Higher Education and the Economy. Glidden said that the commission is not very friendly to higher education. He said that the Board of Regents was asked to make a “bold” proposal addressing how the universities could help make more of an impact on economic development around the state. Glidden said that the Regents suggested some “ideas” in their report and the commission interpreted these ideas as proposals that would be implemented. The commission has suggested diverting 35% of all doctoral subsidy and 20% of all Master’s subsidy into Research Challenge. Glidden said that Research Challenge funds are distributed based on the amount of external research funding that an institution receives. He said that state institutions and private institutions such as the University of Dayton and Case Western Reserve all receive research challenge funding from the state. Glidden said when modeling was performed on how the proposal would affect the state institutions he warned that Ohio University would lose about 3 million in funding and institutions such as Ohio State and the University of Cincinnati would benefit greatly by the proposal. Ohio State would gain $20 million and Cincinnati would gain $5 million. He said that Ohio University would not be drastically hurt by the proposal because we bring in significant levels of external funding, but institutions such as Bowling Green and Kent State would lose 6% of their state subsidy. Glidden said that if the goal of the proposal was to increase economical development, he feels that Ohio University has one of the better records of creating companies and technology transfers, and as a result should not lose in the proposal. He said that he has been working hard during the last week communicating to the Board of Regents to change the proposal in order to make it more equitable, and he said that he felt he will be successful in these efforts. Glidden said that he feels the proposal will be modified to take a smaller amount of money from the doctorial subsidy (10-20%) and none from the Master’s. Glidden said he also has suggested that the extra funding be reallocated toward university programs that will specifically lead to economic development. Glidden said that within the next month he should know more regarding the details of the proposal. 

Glidden then presented a detailed budget overview to the Senate using a PowerPoint presentation. He said that he developed the presentation initially for the Student Senate, but Senate Chair Bloemer requested that he present it to the Faculty Senate as well. Glidden said that the university budget must be balanced each year and the budget expenditures are always a matter of choices and priorities. He said that an institution must have a vision for the future and the budget must be invested in this vision. In addition, the institution must always build on strengths and be attractive toward students. Glidden outlined the sources of revenue which include: 1) Tuition and fees, 2) The State share of support, 3) Auxiliaries (Dorms and Dining, Athletics, etc), 3) Leases 4) Grants and Contracts and 5) Investments.  Glidden then said university expenditures for last year totaled around $535 million with 51% going to General Programs. Glidden commented that the university benefits from the Success Challenge Program, which is an incentive that grants money to institutions that graduate students within a four-year period. Glidden presented a breakdown of where the funding goes into the academic programs. Arts and Sciences represents 1/3 of the academic budget and Glidden commented that graduate fee waivers were the second largest expense in the academic budget. With regard to administration, Glidden said that the Vice President for Administration controls the largest share of this budget, which represents $33 million. He characterized this budget as required for the “care and feeding of the campus”. Glidden also commented that the library has never been shortchanged with regard to acquisitions and very few institutions can say this. The Provost’s office controls the Central Pool of expenditures. Twenty two million dollars of this pool is controlled by the Provost, and $19 million by the Vice President of Administration. Glidden commented that salary compensation (including benefits) represents the largest percentage of expenditures in both the academic and nonacademic budgets. He showed where 90% of the academic budget and 65% of the administrative budget is used for compensation. Glidden commented that these numbers show there is not a great deal of  “fat” in the budget and when it comes time to severely cutting the budget it becomes a very difficult task.

Glidden showed that 3.9% ($3.9 million) of the tuition increase last year was required for technology improvements or need based aid. He said that $1.5 million of the money collected was used to buy down the technology fees being charged by the various colleges, and the extra funds were then distributed to the various colleges. Glidden commented that university policy for several years has been that, as tuition and fees increase so should student scholarships. He showed in the last five years funding for student scholarships have tripled. Funding for need-based scholarships has also doubled in the last few years. Glidden said that OU foundation scholarships have fluctuated during the last few years mainly because of the volatile economy. 

Glidden then showed a comparison between Ohio University tuition and fees with other state institutions. He showed that the university is 4th in the state with regard to fees charged to students, which puts Ohio University is in the middle of the list of the top seven institutions. 

Next, Glidden commented on the budget projections for next year. He said that several assumptions are being made including: 1) Flat enrollment figures, 2) A tuition increase of 6%, 3) State funding which will be $1 million less than last year and 4) A 4% compensation increase for employees. He said there is also a possibility of increasing tuition another 3.9% for technology increases, but he commented that he did not wish to do this because if the institutions continue to take advantage of this flexibility the General Assembly may remove the option in the near future. Glidden added that other state institutions may assess the technology increase to their students and if they do Ohio University will as well because we do not want to be left behind the other institutions.     

Glidden also said that in order to balance the 04-05 budget, there must be a budget reduction of $6.3 million. He said that future budget reductions will be made differentially because all of the “across the board” cuts have already been made. He said that the philosophy would be to protect instruction but also focus on efficiency. He said that workforce reduction would continue as well as revenue enhancement. He said that the university is exploring long-term options as well as short-term solutions to help balance the budget. Glidden said the university will continue also explore ways to increase efficiency as a means to save money. In addition, there has been discussion of increasing enrollment in selected programs as a means of revenue enhancement. Glidden commented that an increase in 100 students would translate into an extra $750,000 per year in revenue. Glidden also said that the university should in the future be more aggressive in the recruitment of non-resident students. He said that the current non-resident freshman enrollment is below 10% and he said this could be greatly increased. Glidden said that “bringing in” an additional 100 non-resident students would mean an additional $1.5 million increase in revenue. When designing the budget, Glidden said that institutional culture should be strongly considered in the process. He said that Ohio University is very special because of the relationships that have been forged between the faculty, staff and students and this should not be jeopardized. He said that we must focus on development and high performing individuals, and he said that he is not predicting layoffs of employees at this time.

Glidden said three committees have been formed to help with the budget planning process and he predicted their final reports would be presented very soon. The committees formed are the Efficiency Committee, which is studying unnecessary duplication across campus; the Compensation Committee, which is studying compensation of all employee groups on campus and comparing these data to other institutions across the state, and finally the Revenue Enhancement Committee, which is looking into new revenue streams. 

Glidden announced that the university workforce has been reduced during the past year by 220 employees without layoffs. This reduction was accomplished largely through the early retirement buy out program, but the hiring freeze has also contributed. Glidden said the good news is interest rates are improving, which should help with future university budgets, the economy is slowly on the rebound, and the health care budget is currently in very good shape. Glidden said that because of the predicted surplus of the health care budget for this year, the $6 million deficit predicted for the 04-05 budget may be reevaluated.  

Questions/Comments for Glidden

Stewart (COMM) asked if Glidden could comment further on how the PhD subsidy funding would be reallocated if the proposed plan from the Board of Regents is implemented. Glidden answered that the money would need to be directed toward graduate programs that have a greater chance of leading to economic development of the state/region. Glidden added that he felt it was better that the funding be redirected within the institution than sent back to Columbus. He said that the funding could be redirected toward applied and basic research in the sciences, but he stressed that the funding reallocation would not have to be limited to the sciences, as other fields within the university would also have the possibility of contributing to economic development. Bloemer asked if the President could comment on the progress of the Bicentennial Campaign. Glidden said that the Campaign is moving along nicely and there are several verbal commitments, which are not yet in writing. He added that the campaign is currently just short of $193 million, and at the rate it is proceeding, Glidden said he was hopeful that the $200 million goal would be reached before June 2004.  Pasic (ENG) asked how the money collected from the campaign would be spent. Glidden answered that most of the funding would be used for endowments, which is what he feels the university needs most. He added that the campaign is about growing for the future and not trying to fix the financial problems of the present. He said money is being raised for program endowments, professorships and scholarships. Glidden added that some of the pledges are estate gifts and others are in cash. Ingram (A&S) asked if Glidden could comment on how the Miami tuition plan, in which a single tuition rate is charged to both in and out of state students, has helped their enrollment and financial situation. Glidden answered that Miami will not start the plan until next year so it is really too early to tell what effect it will have. He did say that announcement of the plan gave Miami some excellent national press which did increase their applications from out of state students significantly. It is too early to tell, however, whether they will increase their non-resident student population with the plan as well as how in state students will react. Grimes (A&S) asked if Glidden felt that state institutions, including Ohio University, were accepting out of state students with lower test scores in order to increase revenue. Glidden said that we are not but he could not speak for the other state institutions. He added that Ohio University, Miami and Ohio State all have selective admission policies but all of the other state institutions take all students who apply. Young (G II) asked if there were undergraduate programs at the university that specifically attract out of state students and was the university aware of these programs. Glidden answered that there are programs that specifically attract non-resident students and the university has data on which they are. He added that many departments/schools track these programs based on national visibility and they can determine this from the number of out of state students enrolled in these programs. Heinemann (LAN) asked if the 1% Sales Tax increase were repealed, how this would affect the budget of the university. Glidden said that he really did not know because it is unclear which programs would be cut by the state if the tax were to be repealed. He said that when the tax was added, the universities did not get the bulk of the money, and the question is whether the state would cut in proportion to where the increased revenue was added, or would higher education take a larger burden of the cut. Glidden said he did not feel that many groups around the state support the tax repeal, as it appears to be a political stunt by Secretary of State, Ken Blackwell, who has a desire to become Governor. Glidden said that he feels the General Assembly will address the tax repeal by affirming that the tax increase will in fact be removed in July 2005 as originally planned. Glidden added the economy will not have had time to fully rebound when the tax increase is removed and, as a result, the 05-06 university budget will, in his view, be a challenge to balance.                                                                                                                              

II. Provost Kopp

Provost Kopp commented on implementation of the Group I faculty (Associate and Full) salary adjustment proposal. Kopp said that checks for full and associate professors who qualify for the salary adjustments are still on schedule to be distributed with the March paychecks. Kopp said that a letter from his office will be drafted before the end of the week, which will then be sent to the various department heads. He said that the department head will then “fill in the blanks” of the letter, which will serve to notify the individual faculty members who will receive the adjustment. Kopp said faculty members who have questions about the salary adjustments may submit them on the Provost web site. 

Kopp informed the Senate that the university Health Care Budget is currently showing a significant surplus from what was budgeted. He said that because of the surplus he is not forecasting changes in the benefits package for next year. Kopp attributed the surplus to the fact that there have not been any major claims, which typically have a significant impact on expenditures. He also said that because the budget has realized surpluses in the last couple of years, it may be time to reevaluate the manner by which the budget projections/assumptions are made during the preparation of the annual university health care budget. 

In his final comments, Kopp commented on a recent draft proposal from Mike Mumper, Associate Provost for Graduate Studies, which addresses possible changes in the way graduate fee waivers are distributed to the various departments/programs. Kopp said that during the past years there has been little control over the number of fee waivers, which the university offers, and as a result there has been a decrease of $1.5 million per year in fee revenue from graduate students. Kopp said that the value of the fee waivers, which have been granted across campus is estimated to be $22 million dollars. He said that departments/schools can currently offer a fee waiver to graduate students with a minimum stipend level of just over $2000 per quarter. Kopp said many units have found offering stipends and especially fee waivers (which are basically free to the unit) to graduate students is a way to obtain inexpensive employees for their units. Kopp said that because of this practice the university is losing a significant amount of potential revenue by giving out fee waivers that are free to the unit. Kopp said that there are some graduate programs on campus receiving hundreds of applications for only a few graduate “slots” but of the few students enrolled in these programs, most obtain fee waivers for their education. He said that these types of programs could be excellent sources of revenue for the university if there were a change in policy regarding how the fee waivers were distributed. Kopp commented that the proposal is a draft and he encouraged the Senate to provide input. He said that the proposal suggests a change in policy where the departments/schools would receive a set number of fee waivers and any additional fee waivers obtained by the unit would be charged to their (the units) budget. The additional fee waivers would be under the control of Mike Mumper, and the units would need to contact Mumper to obtain the additional waivers.  

Questions/Comments for Kopp 

Ingram (A&S) asked if the $22 million dollar value for fee waivers, which Kopp quoted, was granted only to non-resident students or did this also include students from Ohio. Kopp answered that is was the total value of fee waivers, which included waivers granted to Ohio residents and non-resident students. Sherman (BUS) asked if Kopp planned to implement the fee waiver proposal for next fall. Kopp answered that current plans are to implement the portion of the proposal that will affect the nonacademic units (administrative units) in the fall. It may not be far enough along to implement the portion of the proposal that would have an effect on the academic units. Kopp said some graduate programs are in high demand and he felt that we are currently losing significant amounts of revenue with these programs. He added that it is not the intention of the plan to “take anything away” from graduate programs but to explore all forms of revenue enhancement opportunities. Kopp said there is one graduate program that has had over 1000 applications for 25 “slots” in the program and it is this type of program that could generate significant amounts of revenue for the institution if the fee waiver policy were changed.                               

I. Roll Call and Approval of the January 12, 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. Corrections to the January minutes were communicated to the Senate Secretary, before the meeting by K. Brown (A&S) and Grimes (A&S). With no further corrections to the January minutes, Grimes (A&S) made a motion to accept the January minutes, seconded by Ingram (A&S). The January 2004 minutes were accepted. The revised January minutes can be accessed from the Faculty Senate web page, http://www.ohiou.edu/facsen/welcome.htm
II. Chair’s Report

In his Chair’s report, Hugh Bloemer informed the Senate that the resolution addressing changes in policy for the STRS system, passed at the January meeting, was sent to the appropriate offices and individuals in Columbus. Bloemer said among others, State Senator Lynn Wachtmann, the sponsor of the Senate version of the bill, contacted him and assured him that the Senate version did not include the issues that the resolution labeled as offensive. She also informed Bloemer that the State Senate was looking into all aspects of the bill, and plans to continue to deliberate the important issues. 

Bloemer then informed the Senate that the Faculty Senate Office is engaged in creating a new web page for the Ohio University Faculty Senate. He said that a web page design expert has been brought in to create the design and he asked that if the Senators have ideas about the design of the new site they should contact Laura Tuck in the Faculty Senate Office.

Bloemer then told the Senate membership that Senior Class President, Ryan Mick has informed him that the student leadership under the guidance of Jamie Walter and Tara Stuckey have organized a Diversity Conference at Ohio University. He said the event will take place Friday, February 27, 2004 from 12 noon to 3 pm at the Templeton Blackburn Memorial Auditorium. Registration will be from 12 noon to 12:15 pm. Bloemer said the topics for the conference will include: Diversity in Leadership, Diversity in the Corporate World, Diversity in Higher Education and Diversity in the Public Sector. Bloemer commented that he could not think of a timelier topic for discussion. He encouraged the Senators to attend and asked them to encourage their colleagues to attend as well. 

Bloemer closed by informing the Senate that there was no news regarding the progress of the Presidential Search Committee. He said the next meeting for the committee has been scheduled for next week and he promised to update the Senate on the progress of the search committee at the March meeting.               

The next Senate meeting has been scheduled for Monday, March 8, 2004 at 7:10pm in “our new home”, the GOVERNANCE ROOM in the newly opened Science Lecture Hall. 

Before moving to the committee reports, Bloemer asked the Senators to leave the name tents on the tables and they will be collected at the end of the meeting. He also informed the Senate that the CD that was placed at each seat was for each Senator to keep and enjoy. Bloemer said the CD was a gift from President Glidden and it was created as part of the university’s bicentennial celebration.   

COMMITTEE REPORTS

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

EPSA Chair David Ingram updated the Senate on the recent activities of the committee. Ingram reported that Assistant Vice President Steve Flaherty has requested that the residency requirements be altered in a manner, which would require students to earn a minimum of 48 credit hours in residence at Ohio University. Ingram said Flaherty has also suggested that students should complete 75% of their coursework to fulfill their major requirements in residence at Ohio University. In order to earn an Associate’s degree, Ingram said Flaherty has proposed 32 credit hours must be completed in residence and again 75% of major coursework must be completed at Ohio University. Upon discussion of the proposal, Ingram said that EPSA members felt that the individual colleges may need to also include particular requirements in the proposal in order to ensure that majors were deserving of the degree from a given program at Ohio University. Ingram said that the proposal will be sent to the deans of the colleges for their input and he encouraged the EPSA membership to send him input for a future proposal to be discussed on the senate floor. 

Ingram then reported that Deb Benton of the Registrar’s office has offered to examine the possibility of including information on class lists pertaining to students who enroll in courses via a pink slip. Ingram said there have been several problems with students being enrolled by pink slip who do not meet the proper prerequisite(s) for the course. Additional information (found on the class list) with regard to the reasoning behind how a student was pink slipped into a course would be useful to the instructor. Ingram said that Benton told him that pink slips are kept in the Registrar’s office for 5 years, so the information is available to include on the class lists.

Ingram said that Benton has also presented to EPSA a solution to “majors only” classes. Benton has suggested that each department establish a second section of the course in question, which would have a special identification code. The special section could lock students out that did not meet the required prerequisites, and the section could be keyed so that only students with specific major codes would be allowed to register. Ingram said that EPSA could mandate a maximum number of seats that could be assigned to the special section, possibly 75%. He said that the department would apply through the usual course change process in order to establish the special “majors” section, which would be offered at the same time and location as the regular section, which would be open for non-majors. Both sections would also be required to have the same requirements, grading structure and assistance policies. The same arrangements would be required if multiple sections of a course were offered at different times, and if the courses in question were offered during different quarters. Ingram said that EPSA feels the Individual Course Committee (ICC) and the University Curriculum Council (UCC) should be given the authority to delete courses from the master curriculum list if department/schools offend these rules. 

Ingram said that ESPA has also discussed the use of a student’s social security number on university documents. Ingram said that as a committee, EPSA is opposed to the use of the social security number as a student identification number and feels any document which contains a person’s social security number should be shredded when it is disposed of. Ingram commented that the Registrar has agreed with EPSA on this policy.

Ingram reported that EPSA has been discussing the need for printed materials such as class lists, DARS reports, grade reports and the Schedule of Classes published each quarter. Ingram said that there have been discussions around campus to reduce the number of printed reports as a means to save university funds. Ingram reported that there was a consensus among EPSA members that printed copies of the Schedule of Classes was needed. However, he said faculty would most likely accept on line versions of class lists, grade reports and DARS reports (minus RAC codes) as long as security could be observed and the software was dependent on one particular computer system.

Hoshower (BUS) commented that he felt that an on line grade reporting system would be a more efficient manner in which course grades could be recorded. Ingram agreed but stressed that the system would need to be secure.  

In his final comments, Ingram reported on the EPSA responses to several Student Senate Resolutions that have been sent to the committee.

Resolution #0304-38 – A resolution that calls for the reformation of the grade appeal process. Ingram said that EPSA agrees that there should be a time limit for an appeal and a better defined process. He said EPSA plans to work on the language for an official response to the resolution.

Resolution #0304-13 – A resolution for the standardization of the Ohio University course grading system. Ingram said that EPSA disagreed with this resolution as it infringes on academic freedom issues. He added that the committee does however, recognize the need to inform students of the grading structure for a given course, and there should be a centralized system that students could access to obtain information on the previous grading policies of a given course.

Resolution #0304-39 – A resolution for the reform of class syllabi. Ingram said that EPSA plans to study the Faculty Handbook in detail regarding required information for classroom syllabi and compare these requirements with the requests of the Student Senate resolution.

Resolution #3004-10 – A resolution for the reformation of the university prerequisite policy. Ingram said that EPSA will work on new language for the section of the Schedule of Classes addressing prerequisite policies, to emphasize that departments/schools are responsible for enforcing such policies.            

IV.  Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Hugh Sherman

Sherman reported that the FFC is currently collecting information regarding Health Care budgeting and expenditures. He said that once this information has been reviewed by the FFC a report will be given at a future Faculty Senate meeting.  

V. Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Madeleine Scott

On behalf of the PRC, Scott presented for FIRST READING a resolution (Appendix B) renewing support of granting domestic partner benefits to Ohio University employees. Scott reminded the Senate that the Ohio General Assembly passed a “so-called” Defense of Marriage act – HB 272 – which was signed by Governor Taft during the past week.

Scott reported that the PRC initially drafted a resolution urging Governor Taft not to sign HB 272 but, since he has signed the legislation, the committee modified the resolution to address immediate concerns regarding the status of Domestic Partners employed by Ohio University.  

Scott reminded the Senate that in 1999, on recommendation of the Senate Finance and Facilities Committee, a resolution was passed regarding domestic partner benefits that made three recommendations: 1) document domestic partnerships with university human resources office 2) revise Policies and Procedures to include domestic partners in the definition of immediate family and 3) support an investigation to establish and implement additional domestic partner benefits. A copy of this resolution from 1999 is included in these minutes as Appendix C. 
Scott said the resolution PRC is sharing FOR FIRST READING urges renewed investment in the domestic partner benefits issue at Ohio University.  

Scott then informed the Senate that Governor Taft stated that the Ohio DOMA "allows state universities-whether unionized or not-to provide domestic partner benefits. Under R.C. 125.14(1), the boards of trustees of state-supported colleges and universities have the discretion to decide to whom they will offer benefits."

Scott reported President Glidden’s statement on the Ohio DOMA says that, "It is our strong belief that people's sexual orientation is no more reason to discriminate against them than race or religion. While in my opinion there is still a message of discrimination in HB 272, at least we are not prevented from doing what is right for our employees in the future."

Scott said Ohio State University (who currently grant domestic partner benefits) will be issuing the following statement on the issue: "We welcome the Governor's statement of affirmation and support regarding our authority to offer sponsored dependent benefits.   We remain disappointed that the wording of the statute did not achieve the clarity on this question that we had sought.  We will continue to strive to create an employment environment that is competitive with the best universities in this country."

Scott reported at least 198 universities and colleges across the country currently offer domestic partnership benefits (See www.hrc.org).  Public institutions who grant these benefits include all big ten schools such as: Indiana, Iowa, Northwestern, Michigan, Minnesota, and Ohio State University; University of Washington, the California State and University of California systems and the City of New York and State of New York systems.  Private institutions include all Ivy League schools; Ohio Schools such as Antioch College, Case Western Reserve University, Dennison, Wooster, Kenyon and Oberlin as well as MIT, Johns Hopkins and The University of Chicago.

Scott then read the recommendations of the resolution and opened the floor of the Senate for discussion of the resolution.

Discussion/Comments on the Resolution

McLaughlin (A&S) asked what action was taken by the university when the previous resolution from 1999 was passed by the Senate. Scott replied that the administrative officers of the university, including President Glidden, advanced the resolution to the Ohio University Board of Trustees, but the board was not in favor of the resolution and as a result it was tabled and never approved. Bloemer commented that the membership of the Board of Trustees has now changed and so it seems appropriate for the Senate to reaffirm support of the resolution at this time. Crawford (Southern) asked if a copy of the resolution could be e-mailed to the Senate membership. Scott replied that it could. K. Brown (A&S) made a motion to suspend the rules for a second reading and vote on the resolution. Paulins (HHS) seconded the motion. A vote was taken and the motion to suspend rules for a second reading of the resolution passed. With no further discussion, on behalf of the PRC, Scott presented the resolution for a vote. A vote was taken and the resolution passed.      

VI. Promotion and Tenure (P&T) – Steve Grimes

Grimes first announced that the annual Promotion and Tenure Workshop will be held Friday, February 27th from 3:30-5pm in the Human Resources Building, room 241. 

Grimes then presented for SECOND READING AND VOTE a resolution proposing policy changes regarding when a faculty member can present a complete dossier for consideration for promotion or tenure. Grimes said the only change in the resolution from first reading is the acceptance of a friendly amendment from Stephens (BUS) who proposed changing the phrase “full dossier” to “complete dossier”. This change has been made to the resolution, which can be found in these minutes as Appendix A. Grimes explained the rationale behind the resolution is that many faculty members have felt that current policy violates due process and they feel that their case for promotion would be strengthened if allowed to submit a complete dossier for consideration. Grimes said the argument against the policy change would be that certain faculty members may take the chance of going through a timely process of creating a dossier, and are then denied a positive promotion recommendation. With no discussion on the resolution, Grimes called for a vote on the resolution. A vote was taken and the resolution passed.

In his final comments, Grimes asked if the P&T Committee could meet after the regular Senate meeting for a short period.     
VII. Thomas Boeh- Athletic Director, Intercollegiate Athletics (ICA)

Boeh presented a PowerPoint presentation which outlined the on and off field accomplishments of ICA at Ohio University as well as the current budget situation of the program. Boeh began his presentation by stressing that most important to him is fairness and integrity of the institution and how the ICA program contributes to the institution’s integrity. Boeh reported graduation rates of the student athletes have been consistent with the rates of the rest of the student body at Ohio University. The average GPA of the student athletes at the university is 2.91, and the students are distributed across several colleges and majors within the institution. Boeh showed data that the athletes graduating from the university are employed at slightly above the average rate of the general student population, and that several of the graduating athletes attend graduate school. Boeh said that the commitment to equality is also important to his office. Three women’s sports have been recently added, along with more scholarships for women athletes. Boeh said Ohio University currently ranks third among all Division IA (Div IA) schools in the proportionality of money spent on women’s sports compared to men’s. Boeh said that ICA is also contributing to the diversity on campus as one out of five African American male students at Ohio University is a student athlete, and many are from outside of Ohio. As a testament to the integrity to the program, Boeh reported that ICA has had zero NCAA investigations since 1980 and athletes in all of the sports programs are required to participate in community projects. Boeh said that some of the programs are also very successful on the field as well. He reported that seven current coaches in ICA have won MAC championships. 

Boeh also reported on the facilities and the funding for ICA. He said that many of the facilities of the program have been privately funded. Boeh also said that the ICA set a $10 million goal for the bicentennial campaign, and he fully expects to achieve this goal. With regard to revenue, Boeh reported that revenue raised by the ICA has doubled over the last several years and is currently just under $3 million per year. Boeh showed data that ranked the ICA expenditures as 102 out of 107 Div IA schools. The same study showed Ohio University ICA expenditures as 10th out of 13 schools in the MAC. Boeh said that the ICA budget for last year was $11.3 million and he said that this figure represented 2.7% of the university’s budget. Boeh reported that the average MAC school spends 3.9% of the institution budget on ICA. 

Boeh reminded the Senate that Ohio University is a Div IA school, which is defined by the fact that the institution has a football program. Boeh mentioned that some of the best academic institutions are also Div IA, including the Ivy League Universities. He also stressed that some of the best academic colleges and universities in the country are also the most successful in intercollegiate athletics. Boeh said that because in many cases success in academics mirrors that of athletics, it enhances the reputation of Ohio University to stay a Div IA school. 

Boeh reported that 35% of the student athletes are out of state residents, which he said also contributes to the diversity on campus, and 17.4% are non-scholarship students. 

In his closing statement, Boeh emphasized that when the ICA program is looked at as a whole, the program has been very successful. He quoted a recent Sporting News survey that ranked Ohio University 32nd in the country in “Total Performance”. Boeh said that this survey not only looks at win/lose record but also other factors such as student graduation rate, diversity and equality as well as institution integrity. Boeh stressed that the ICA at Ohio University and the faculty are really working to achieve the same goals. He said that while he too is disappointed in the win/loss record of the more visible athletic programs (i.e. Football and Basketball), he feels that these programs are on the rise and that if critics would focus on the ICA program as a whole they would find that it is successful and an asset to the university.

Questions/Comments for Boeh 

Heckman (A&S) spoke in support of the activities of the ICA. He also commented that in his opinion a successful athletic program at an institution helps the academic programs of the institution by providing exposure to the university. Heckman cited Miami University as an institution who has benefited from the exposure of successful athletic programs at the institution. Bloemer asked Boeh if he could be specific with regard to how the ICA generated the $2.7 million in revenue last year. Boeh answered that the revenue is generated from a variety of sources including: Ticket Sales, TV contracts, Parking Fees, Concessions, Corporate Sponsorship as well as the NCAA. Boeh commented that he felt that the ICA could generate more money that could go back in the program. He said that for recruiting purposes it is important that the program give the image that it is successful, even though the budget for ICA is small compared to other institutions. Flynn (EAST) commented that he felt that Boeh’s presentation was very informative and it put the ICA in a positive light. Chabot (HHS) also spoke out in support of the ICA. She said that she is one of two faculty representatives who serve on the ICA standing committee. Chabot said that she feels it is important that faculty at Ohio University understand the truth about the ICA. She added that faculty should realize that the program is very important to student athletes and that the students who participate in sports are just as important and just like other student groups on campus. Chabot asked that the faculty be fair when they judge the ICA and not bring assumptions into the discussions that have not proven to be correct. She requested that the faculty be “balanced” in the way they assess the program. McLaughlin (A&S) commented that the academic units across campus have been asked to create budget scenarios for their units for next year, which assume various percentages of budget reductions. He asked Boeh if the ICA has also been asked to participate in such a budget reduction exercise. Boeh responded that many people assume incorrectly that President Glidden has been “over supportive” of ICA during his tenure at Ohio University. Boeh claimed that the budget numbers for ICA that he presented do not support this claim. He added that the budget reductions for ICA for the 03-04 fiscal year have totaled $587,000. Boeh claimed that some areas, such as gender equality, have increased, but for the most part the operating budget for the ICA has decreased. Boeh said that the net operating budget (3-9) for the ICA has increased by $167,000 during the past few years.  K. Brown (A&S) said that during the period Boeh is reporting, the 3-9 budget for the Chemistry and Biochemistry department has decreased by 24%. K. Brown (A&S) asked that in tight budgetary times as the university is now facing, did Boeh feel it was legitimate to spend $9 million of the university operating budget on ICA. Boeh responded that in his view it was important to invest in ICA even in hard budgetary times. Brown added many feel that even when the economy improves, higher education may still face funding problems because there is a change in culture as to the level by which the state should support institutes of higher education. Brown added that if this is the case, institutes such as Ohio University may need to sacrifice athletics for the academic programs of the university. Brown said if this scenario does play out, would Boeh agree that ICA should be sacrificed. Boeh responded that the entire ICA budget is not given to the program, but it should be noted that some of the revenue is generated by the program itself. He said that what he would like is for the university to provide the ICA with the resources so they could generate most of their income themselves, and not depend so much on the university operating budget. In response to Brown’s comments, Boeh said the decision to drop ICA altogether or drop down to Div II status was not his to make, but is a decision that should be made by the President and the Board of Trustees. Boeh added that he has administrated ICA programs at all levels, and knows what it is like. He added that to make a decision to completely eliminate ICA from the institution is something that is not done nationally. He said that even the Ivy League schools and other institutions, which enjoy excellent academic reputations such as Duke University, spend a significant portion of their institutional budget on athletics because they recognize the value of the program. Boeh said that the direction Ohio University takes with regard to the ICA is not his decision to make, but he said that whatever decision is made regarding ICA he will work to make the program the best it can be with the resources provided. 

VIII. Adjournment

Bloemer asked the Senate if there was new business to discuss. Hearing none, Bloemer asked if there was a motion to adjourn the February meeting. Ingram (A&S) made the motion to adjourn the meeting, which was seconded by Grimes (A&S); the meeting was adjourned at 9:10 pm.   

                                                                                   Respectfully submitted by

                                                                                   Martin T. Tuck

                                                                                   Secretary of the Faculty Senate 

APPENDIX A

Faculty Senate

Promotion and Tenure Committee

February 9, 2004

Resolution for SECOND READING and FOR VOTE


It is proposed that the following be added to the Faculty Handbook at the end of Section II.E.3:


The annual evaluation of the faculty member’s qualification for promotion or tenure is advisory.  If a faculty member believes that his or her case for promotion or tenure would be evaluated differently if a complete promotion (tenure) dossier were available, the faculty member may choose to submit a complete dossier to the departmental committee, even if the annual assessment is negative, provided that department and college rules governing minimum years in rank before promotion are not violated.

APPENDIX B

Faculty Senate

Professional Relations Committee

February 9, 2004

Resolution for FIRST READING and FOR VOTE

February 9, 2004

Professional Relations Committee Resolution Regarding Domestic Partners

Whereas:

In June 1999, the Ohio University Faculty Senate passed a resolution regarding domestic partner benefits that made three recommendations: 1) document domestic partnerships with university human resources office 2) revise Policies and Procedures to include domestic partners in the definition of immediate family and 3) support an investigation to establish and implement additional domestic partner benefits. (See attached.).

Whereas:

House Bill 272, the "Defense of Marriage" Act, is a measure that precludes the "recognition or extension of the specific statutory benefits of a legal marriage to non marital relationships between persons of the same sex or different sexes" and has been passed by the Ohio state legislature. When clarifying HB 272, Governor Taft stated that, "The bill allows state universities--whether unionized or not--to provide domestic partner benefits. Under R.C. 125.14(1), the boards of trustees of state-supported colleges and universities have the discretion to decide to whom they will offer benefits."
Be it resolved that:

The Faculty Senate endorses efforts for Ohio University to join rank with the progressive public and private institutions* that have passed and supported both same sex and opposite sex domestic partnerships.

Be it resolved that:

The Faculty Senate strongly urges Ohio University administration to continue to work toward the implementation of the senate resolution passed in 1999 and to enact its recommendations.

*More than 198 universities and colleges across the country currently offer domestic partnership benefits (See www.hrc.org)

APPENDIX C

Faculty Senate

Professional Relations Committee

February 9, 2004

For Information Only

Resolution proposed 5/17/1999:

APPENDIX A, ITEM 3 
RESOLUTION PROPOSED/ 5/17/1999 
FACULTY SENATE 

Finance and Facilities Committee Resolution Regarding Domestic Partner Benefits 

First Reading
1.  A procedure should be established at Ohio University for documenting domestic partnerships with the University Human Resources office.  Such a procedure would include filing an Affidavit of Domestic Partnership to register the partnership and an affidavit of Termination of Domestic Partner Status if the relationship is terminated. 

2. Policies and Procedures should be revised to include domestic partners in the definition of immediate family for the purpose of sick leave usage including bereavement leave.  To use sick leave for the health care or death of a domestic partner, the domestic partnership must be registered with University Human Resources. 

3. Ohio University should support activities through the University Human Resources office to investigate the feasibility of establishing and implementing additional domestic partner benefits. 

