Faculty Senate Meeting

Regular Meeting

Monday February 14, 2005

Room 235, Margaret M. Walter Hall 7:10 pm
Members PRESENT were: Arts and Sciences: Appel, K. Brown, Duerr, Cuddington (for Dyer), Grimes, Ingram, Lopez-Permouth, McLaughlin, McMills, S. Reilly, Roosenberg, Sarnoff, Vander Ven (for Drabold) and T. Young; Business: Sherman, Hoshower (for Stephens) and Tucker; Communications: Bernt, Miller, Pecora and Stewart; Education: Howley and Leinbaugh; Engineering: Braasch, Hale, Pasic and Sexton (for Gulino); Fine Arts: Cardenas, A. Reilly, Scott and D. Thomas; Health and Human Services: Graham, Li (for M. Brown) and Rathbun; Osteopathic Medicine: Coschigano; Group II: M. Thomas and D. Young; Chillicothe: Parker and Sandy; Eastern: Castle (for Flynn); Lancaster: Becker and Heineman; Southern: Crawford; and Zanesville: Shriver 
Members ABSENT were: Arts and Sciences: Daley; Osteopathic Medicine: Stroh
Members EXCUSED were: Arts and Sciences: Helm and Just; Health and Human Services: Chabot; Osteopathic Medicine: Simpson

Outline of Issues Discussed

I. President Roderick McDavis

II. Interim Provost Kathy Krendl

III. Roll Call and Approval of January 10, 2005 minutes

IV. Chair’s Report

a. Ohio Faculty Council Report

b. Faculty Senate Website

c. Referendum Process

V. Finance and Facilities Committee – Aimee Howley

a. Resolution Regarding Health Benefits Surplus – FIRST READING
VI. Promotion and Tenure Committee – Steve Grimes

VII. Professional Relations Committee – Carolyn Cardenas

a. Resolution on Withdrawing Senate Bill 24 “Academic Bill of Rights” – FIRST READING
b. Resolution on Conflict of Interest Regarding Faculty Obtaining Ohio University Degrees – FIRST READING
VIII. Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee – David Ingram

a. Resolution on course set aside for majors – FIRST READING
b. Resolution Regarding Changes to the New General Education Program – SECOND READING AND FOR VOTE
IX. New Business

X. Adjournment
Summary
· President McDavis addressed higher education budget cuts in the state and their impact on Ohio University
· He announced provisions of health care plan for one-year term and the return of surplus funds

· Interim Provost Krendl said that searches for Admissions and Enrollment Management were moving forward
· She reported that undergraduate applications were down and that master’s level applications were up slightly
· Senate Chair Bernt reported on the Senate Website
· She reviewed the referendum process
· Representative Bloemer reported on OFC’s meeting with the Board of Regent’s Chancellor Chu
· FFC’s resolution on return of health benefits surplus was withdrawn
· Grimes reported on the Promotion and Tenure Workshop
· PRC presented Resolution on Withdrawing Senate Bill 24 “Academic Bill of Rights” which PASSED
· The Resolution on Conflict of Interest regarding faculty obtaining Ohio University degrees discussed
· The Resolution on major’s set aside presented for FIRST READING
· The Resolution Regarding Changes to the New General Education was DENIED
· The Senate affirmed support for the current General Education Program and for a review of Tier III
The Complete Minutes
The Chair of the Senate called the meeting to order at 7:10 p. m.  The meeting adjourned at 9:35 p. m. 

I. 
President McDavis

With respect to the budget, President McDavis stated that Ohio University is committed to preventing costs from becoming a barrier to a quality education and that increasing enrollment for next fall is being considered.  This would result in increased tuition revenue and state subsidy support.  He announced the budget that Gov. Bob Taft introduced Thursday (Feb. 10) calls for state subsidies for public universities in Ohio to be linked to enrollment over the next biennium.  He relayed that the combination of other state universities’ growing enrollments and Ohio University’s modest declines in undergraduate and graduate enrollments and in retention has translated into less subsidy for Ohio University for 2005-06.   In the last two years, Ohio University's total enrollment (all campuses and continuing education) decreased by 479 students, from 28,992 students in fall 2002 to 28,513 in fall 2004.  Of the $10.7 million in proposed cuts to four-year state universities for 2005-06, Ohio University will experience over $5 million of that total.  The President said the university reduced expenditures by $4.49 million in budget units’ operating expenses for fiscal year 2005 (the current fiscal year) by targeted reductions in areas such as printing, meetings and entertainment and by reducing planning units' budgets by an average of 2.17 percent.  New revenues to the University’s budget over the past year have been directed to specific initiatives including salaries, benefits, faculty promotions and salary adjustments, scholarships, and equity adjustments. He acknowledged to maintain quality, those reduced expenditures need to be balanced by increased revenue. Budget cuts larger than 3 percent are anticipated.  He revealed that consideration is being given to increasing tuition for 6 percent for the 2005-06 academic year, with a similar increase possible the following year.  That increase would translate into an additional $155 per quarter for each student.  McDavis shared that he has been working with legislative leaders and others in hopes of minimizing the proposed reductions in state support.  He noted the proposed tuition increase would be discussed with the University’s Board of Trustees at the upcoming meeting. He vowed the university would work to reduce costs while maintaining quality.  He informed that the IUC presidents have been working on a plan, Higher Education: Return on an Investment Plan for a Better Ohio intended as a compact between state universities and the government.  He explained the compact commits to: gradually increasing enrollment, retention and graduation rates, and to increase access in return for commitment to additional funding from the state. The President stated they have come together to make a commitment to educational access, to help grow the future students of Ohio and improve the economy of Ohio. 

Regarding Group Health Benefits, McDavis announced the employee premiums will remain at the current levels.  When applied to the FY06 projected costs, this will reduce the employees’ premium share from the current amount of 8.3% to approximately 7.5%.  He explained that plan design changes would be made by adjusting the prescription drug co-pays for both retail and mail order.  Generic drugs will increase from $1 to $10.  Brand-Formulary will increase from $15 to $20.  Brand non-formulary will increase from $25 to $30.  He informed that these changes would transfer approximately $990,000 of costs from the university to employees who utilize the prescription drug benefit.  When applied to the FY06 projected costs, this will result in the employees’ share of total costs being approximately 17.8%, as compared to the current level of 16.8%.  He said the change would be guaranteed for a one year period.  The President stated the university will employ an expert with specific knowledge of the health care industry to make projections and that projections will be based on a transparent set of assumptions specific to our market and usage. To assist in projecting health care reserves, the university has used Milliman U.S.A.’s Columbus office, which has a good understanding of the Columbus and Southeast Ohio health care market.  He noted an RFP would be prepared for distribution to health care consultants including Milliman U.S.A., Mercer, Towers Perrin, AON and Segal Consulting.  Regarding surpluses, he made it clear the employees’ share would be returned in proportion to cost through a premium waiver.  The surplus will need to be equal to at least a one month premium to be returned.  Otherwise, it will be held in reserve to be applied to the future employee share of health care surplus or shortfall.  The university portion will be held in reserve to be used to offset future health insurance cost increases.  Regarding shortfalls, he stated reserves would be used in the year of occurrence.  Through the budget planning process, reserves will be replenished and employee premiums will be adjusted to the 10% level.  Additionally, plan design changes will be monitored and appropriate adjustments will be considered.  He said the services of an outside consultant to assist in both the projection of health care costs and the review and recommendation of any plan design changes would be engaged.  He assured the university will refund to employees the amount held in reserve, which represents the employee share of over accrual of premiums from previous years in the amount of $530,000.  This will be refunded in a lump sum payment prior to June 30, 2005.  He maintained this plan would be in place for one year and that a cafeteria-style health plan is being considered for the future.

Questions for President McDavis
Grimes asked if increased enrollment would require lowering entrance standards. McDavis replied he did not think increasing enrollment would affect entrance requirements.  He explained areas in the university that could manage increased enrollment would be targeted. He said that maintaining control over increased tuition costs would be important.  He mentioned the largest change in state funding for higher education is that it has been redirected to community colleges, which have lower tuition costs. K. Brown asked how enrollment for fall could be increased if applications were down. McDavis responded that we would work on all areas of enrollment, in state freshmen enrollment, transfers, out of state and graduate enrollment in order to guard against future enrollment related budget reductions. He noted that those institutions experiencing growth were rewarded in the budget allocation process and said that planned growth is essential for budget health. Cuddington said that an objective to increase enrollment could be hindered by our tuition, which is one of the highest in the state.  McDavis claimed that to be competitive on tuition costs we have proposed a 6% increase, while our competitors have proposed a 9% increase in tuition. 

II. Interim Provost Krendl

Krendl reported on the status of two searches.  She announced that the pool for the Associate Provost for Enrollment Management has been determined. On the search for Director of Admissions, she informed that the deadline for applications was the end of February.  She noted that the appointment of an Associate Provost for Enrollment Management could assist with the interview process for the Director of Admissions.  She relayed that with respect to enrollment, undergraduate applications were down by 197 and that admits were down by 173.  She revealed graduate applications were up by 376 at the master’s level, and 30 applications at the doctoral level.  She stated that attention should to be given to yield and activities intended to increase yield. She informed that the Office of Admissions has held an Ohio Up Close event for admitted students.  These students have received electronic messages and phone calls asking them to enroll.  She explained the importance of faculty, directors and deans involvement in this effort. She reported that there had been a meeting of academic leadership in an effort to coordinate academic yield activities. She informed that the meeting established a common understanding about the admissions and financial aid award process and identified point people to contact in order to support better coordination of yield activities.  She said that when applicants establish a connection with academic units it makes a significant difference in yield.  She encouraged faculty to participate in the recruitment process if applicants have expressed an interest in a specific major.  She stated the goal would be to help students experience the value of connecting with faculty. 

Questions for Interim Provost Krendl

Pasic asked about the drop in international graduate student enrollment in recent years. Krendl answered that it has been a difficult issue to redress effectively.  This year’s efforts, headed by Mumper and Rota, have focused on creating existing initiatives with more effective linkages.  This has included providing faculty and students who travel internationally with graduate information materials, creating website links between graduate studies and department home pages and sending students to international fairs. International enrollment presents more challenges to realizing progress today. 

III. Roll Call and Approval of January 10, 2005 minutes

Motion – to approve the January 10, 2005 minutes

D. Thomas/Grimes

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

IV. Chair’s Report – Phyllis Bernt

a. Ohio Faculty Council Report - Hugh Bloemer
Chairperson Bernt thanked Hugh Bloemer who represented Ohio University at the Ohio Faculty Council Meeting, January 21 and invited him to inform the Senate about that meeting.  Bloemer informed that John Cuppoletti, Chair of the OFC, welcomed Board of Regents Chancellor Rod Chu to the meeting and that he addressed issues related to Higher Education in Ohio.  Bloemer said Chu charged the State of Ohio with incremental thinking regarding higher education and the budget. He reported Chu said that although there is linkage between higher education and a growing economy, there is uncertainty whether or not we can influence the public to change its attitude toward higher education. Chu argued that the only way to produce positive economic effects is to increase graduation rates.  The Chancellor said there is 17% return on investment in higher education but that there is a natural tendency to balk at investing opportunities. The Chancellor addressed the value of a global economy and noted Governor Taft’s search for a way to market Ohio as a place to locate new businesses.  Professor Current from OSU suggested that solely economic indicators of the value of educational outcomes miss the total value of the enterprise.  Bloemer expressed his concern that the Chancellor of the Board of Regents was not championing this position in Columbus. Chu indicated his willingness to discuss issues with OFC, but emphasized his concern with results.  Bloemer relayed that OFC decided on a framework for future efforts on behalf of OFC.  These were: assess the effect of education on personal income; conduct a comparative study of state investment in Higher Ed and its rate of economic return; assess the effect of higher education on various economies and communities; and ascertain the extent to which university practices are improving higher education.
b.  Announcements
Chair Bernt reminded Senators that Vice Chair of the Board of Trustees, Daniel DeLawder, is scheduled to attend the next regularly scheduled Faculty Senate meeting, Monday, March 14, 2005, in Margaret M. Walter Hall at 7:10 pm. Bernt announced that the new Faculty Senate website went live three hours before this evening’s meeting.  She said Max Malloy in Communication and Marketing designed it and Terri Chambers in the Senate Office has worked very hard to get all of the materials loaded onto the new site. 


c.  Referendum Process
Bernt clarified how the Senate would proceed in handling the referendum on General Education in response to the petition received last fall.  She quoted Faculty Handbook language regarding conducting a referendum:   

A petition signed by ten percent of the faculty calling for a referendum on any matter, submitted to the Chairperson of the Senate, will cause the Chairperson to convene the Elections Committee, to prepare a ballot, and submit it to faculty eligible to vote in Senate elections. This will be done and the Chairperson will announce the results within thirty days of receipt of the petition. 

She noted that the language does not specify any special process beyond sending out a ballot and reporting the results.  She stated there are no requirements regarding the number of people voting, nor specifications for a particular percentage of voters.  She explained this suggested that a simple majority of those voting would be what is required to pass a referendum.  She noted the Executive Committee proposed that this would be the case in this instance.  She reminded the Senate that the petitioners agreed to waive the thirty day requirement, saying that Senate could wait until it had a resolution ready to be sent out for the full faculty vote.   She announced once there is such a resolution, a paper ballot will be prepared and the procedures followed for Senate elections would be followed.  A ballot would be sent to each eligible voter, which would include all Group I and Group II faculty.  She stated the ballot would specify that a “yes” vote would mean the faculty member accepted the Faculty Senate resolution regarding the proposed new General Education program.  A “no” vote signified that the faculty member rejected the resolution.  She said if a majority voted “yes,” the General Education program presented in our resolution would go into effect.  If a majority voted “no,” the current Tier system would continue.  She relayed that given the significance of General Education, it would be important for faculty to encourage colleagues to vote in the referendum.  The Executive Committee would send out informational emails in advance of the ballots.  She urged Senators to talk with constituents, answer questions, and encourage faculty to vote.
Questions for Bernt
K. Brown said the original petition included a requirement that all colleges would set their requirements with respect to general education prior to submission of the program to the faculty for vote.  Bernt asked S. Reilly, as petition representative, if this requirement would be waived.  S. Reilly declined.  Bernt said that the 30-day requirement would begin once the work in the colleges had been completed.  She urged working with assistant deans to help conclude the college requirements issue as soon as possible and asked if this would be acceptable.  S. Reilly agreed.  She commented that this requirement would delay resolving the general education issue. She emphasized the matter needs resolve because uncertainty surrounding general education could affect enrollment.
d. Next Regular Senate Meeting March 14, 2005 Walter Hall, Room 235

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

a.   Resolution Regarding Health Benefits Surplus – FOR FIRST READING
Howley announced that the resolution to be considered for a first reading this evening would be withdrawn since President McDavis’ announcement regarding the Health Care Benefits. 


VI. Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) – Steve Grimes
Grimes reported that the annual Promotion and Tenure workshop was attended by thirteen faculty.  He said it was micro-waved to regional campuses and videotaped for those who could not attend the workshop.  He encouraged faculty to contact the Senate Office to arrange for viewing.  He announced that one appeal had been resolved by the Promotion and Tenure Committee and that the Committee had received a request on another matter.

VII. Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Carolyn Cardenas

a. Resolution on Senate Bill 24 “Academic Bill of Rights”

Cardenas reported that the Professional Relations Committee has taken the Ohio Legislature’s Senate Bill 24 very seriously because it undermines the academic rights it purports to safeguard. Cardenas compared the bill as a close approximation of the right to free speech in the Constitutional Bill of Rights.  She revealed the AAUP has issued a statement that the proposed Academic Bill of Rights is redundant and infringes on academic freedom because it deprives professors of the freedom necessary for the advancement of knowledge.  She stated the bill would shift responsibility for monitoring academic affairs from accrediting agencies to the state legislature and would abridge the freedom of speech. She commented that the primary objection to S.B.24 was it required instructors to present a plurality of methods and approaches to a subject including those that have been discredited. She affirmed Student Senate had issued a statement against the bill. 

MOTION – to suspend the rules and vote on the resolution

K. Brown/Reilly 

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

MOTION – to approve the resolution on Senate Bill 24: “Academic Bill of Rights”

Cardenas/Ingram

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

T. Sexton asked if Senate would send a letter to represent its position to the state legislature.  Cardenas responded Senate could join its efforts with other universities.  Bernt suggested that Faculty Senate and Student Senate submit a joint letter regarding their position to the state legislature.  Marisco and Footer, members of the Student Senate who were present, agreed.  D. Thomas asked President McDavis if the issue had been discussed at IUC.  McDavis reported the university presidents were aligned with the position of the faculty senate on this matter.

b.   Resolution on Conflict of Interest Regarding Faculty Obtaining Ohio University Degrees – FOR FIRST READING
Cardenas explained that the resolution addressed the conflict of interest in full time presidential appointee faculty taking advanced or terminal degrees from their own colleges or departments.  She reported that several issues emerged as the PRC reviewed the issue. She stated that accrediting organizations did not look favorably on the practice.  She said that managing these degrees presents potential conflicts of interest among faculty in colleges and departments regarding coursework and service responsibilities. Cardenas informed that the PRC has researched practices at other universities and found that there are widely varying stances on the issue but that most institutions put limitations on the award of degrees to faculty within their own department or college.  She affirmed that lack of definition in specific parameters has made it difficult for the Graduate Council to address and manage issues that arise. She communicated that there is no language in the current Handbook covering an appeal process.

Questions for Cardenas

K. Brown asked about the effect of the resolution on administrators, staff and faculty. Bernt advised including specific language that defines staff and conforms to current Handbook definitions.  K. Brown questioned resolution language that appears repetitive.  He asked what an appeal process would be if denied. Cardenas instructed that the usual process would occur, beginning with a departmental review through to the Provost. It was noted that the College of Arts and Sciences has eighteen departments that would be affected.  Ingram stated that the lack of a policy could put faculty in a position to render Promotion &Tenure decisions on those in their college with whom they may have undertaken degree study.  He said this would be a clear indication of a conflict of interest. It was noted that enacting the resolution might have harmful effects and wondered about the stance of accreditation organizations on the award of such degrees. Cardenas communicated that the resolution addressed those academic areas where field experience was important to effective curricular delivery, and noted that faculty in these areas might be hired without the terminal degree necessary to developing a research profile. Sexton offered that keeping the language more flexible might be most appropriate.  It was noted that the basis on which the Provost would make a decision regarding an appeal is unclear.  J. Bernt referred to experience on Graduate Council and noted that faculty enrolled in a class could be perceived as having a position of privilege in relation to other students.  He agreed that the lack of policy on this matter consumes a great deal of energy and time for the Graduate Council.  Cuddington asked why the resolution was restricted to the home college.  It was noted that university-wide restriction addressed the concerns of smaller departments with respect to service on Promotion and Tenure Committees.  J. Bernt stated that when members of committees have to be removed from service it interrupts the governance process. Krendl asked for an example that would clarify the conflict of interest and accreditation organization concerns. Appel answered that there had been previous situations and that she could address these with her.  Cardenas submitted that in her school there had been concerns about regionalism making a program appear inbred. J. Miller claimed that it was a problem when departments hire their own graduates. Cardenas agreed that hiring practices were an issue but that hiring faculty without terminal degrees was the primary catalyst for the resolution.

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



a. Informational Items

Ingram offered informational items regarding updates to policy and procedure being presented for inclusion in the minutes.  He stated these were presented to provide Senators with an opportunity for review and comment. He noted two particular policy items: the elimination of the WP and WF grading options, and specification that the Provost is the chief academic officer for the institution.  He encouraged Senators to send comments to his committee by email.

b.  Resolution Regarding Course Set Aside for Majors – FIRST READING
Ingram reported that a motion passed by Senate in June 2004 intended to designate and reserve majors only seats in courses had not been signed by the Provost and was presented again for Senate consideration under a different title: Course Set Aside for Majors.  He asked Senators to read the resolution and commented that concerns will be addressed at March Senate.  

c. Resolution Regarding Change to the New General Education Program – FOR SECOND READING AND VOTE
Ingram described requested changes that had been implemented in the resolution as not constituting substantial changes to the program itself.  He proposed that the program continues to incorporate the foundational skill, perspectives and scholarship component requirements.  

Questions for Ingram

K. Brown reported that his department did not have a way for students to complete the scholarship requirement. Discussion included satisfying the requirement through interdisciplinary courses, current courses designated as Tier III, or research and creative activity courses. Ingram did not accept the proposal as a friendly amendment.  Appel noted that amendment language would need to be proposed in order to include and address these issues.    

K. Brown proposed that current Tier III courses be used to meet the Scholarship requirement for students and proposed altering the language to include “d) an interdisciplinary course (formally known as Tier III)” in the description regarding the “Scholarship requirement”.  Appel recommended that the language read “(for example Tier III)”.  T. Young suggested that Tier III courses could automatically roll over as Research, Scholarship and Creative Activity. Appel recommended roll over of Tier III courses could occur at the discretion of each department.  Appel asked K. Brown for further clarification regarding use of Tier III courses to meet the Scholarship requirement.  Deletion of the phrase “graduating prior to Fall 2012” clarified the intent of the amendment language. K. Brown moved these changes to EPSA’s resolution. T. Young seconded.  Discussion followed. 

Questions were posed regarding the lack of scholarship and research in senior level science courses.  K. Brown said his department could not offer enough credit-based research opportunity for the number of majors and that pre-professional programs would have to go to other departments to fulfill the requirement.  T. Young added that there is uncertainty surrounding Research Scholarship and Creative Activity and that it is unwise to eliminate Tier III at this time.  McLaughlin asked if students could fulfill a senior general education requirement in two very different ways – through research or Tier III – would that represent a philosophically coherent general education program. Duerr responded that providing research course opportunities presents resource problems.  The pressure to increase the research intensive profile of the university collides with the general education objectives.  She added there is no way to include students in laboratories and accomplish an intensive research agenda. Discussion included different means and methods of including research in courses.  It was noted that some pre-professional degrees do not include research methodology courses.

A vote was taken on the amendment to the resolution. The amendment passed with two nay votes.

S. Reilly took issue with content of the proposed general education program.  He presented a comparative analysis of our proposed program with general education at eight peer institutions. S. Reilly said that the difference between the current Tier II and the new Perspectives is that Fine Arts and Humanities were separated into two Perspectives categories and that the two Science Breadth of Knowledge requirements were merged into one Perspective requirement. He claimed the proposed program is weak in Science, requiring 17% of general education coursework in sciences compared to its peers, which require 25-33%.  He emphasized that the program is weak comparatively in the number of required Perspectives type courses. S. Reilly proposed that Senators not support the proposed general education program.  He proposed that EPSA review the Tier III for continuance and resource support from the administration.  Descutner asked about continued support for Tier III.  S. Reilly said that he has heard from faculty  indicating they appreciate Tier III. Descutner noted that the choice of Tier III was quite limited and that student evaluations for the courses presented a wide range of responses. S. Reilly replied that departments needed more room to provide major coursework. McLaughlin asked why general education was important if the primary consideration was the major.  S. Reilly answered that majors in Arts and Sciences fulfill College requirements as well as major requirements.  Young noted that proposed amendment to delete the resolution was redundant. S. Reilly replied that his intention was to provide the Senate with the informational comparisons to assist its decision. T. Young admitted that the resolution was an improvement of a flawed system but it would not provide for an inclusive spread of coursework in culture, sciences and humanities for majors in his department. A. Reilly concurred there were problems with the existing general education program.  He cited the Tier III issue debated earlier in the evening and claimed that he did not think a general education program should allow a student to graduate after four years without an experience in Fine Arts.  He felt that the proposed version strengthened foundational skills in oral and written communications.  He said this represented shifting the emphasis of general education from Tier II to Tier I and cited the introduction of an ethics requirement as an additional strength.  He gave his support to the proposed program. J. Miller noted that Senate suspended the rules and voted against Senate Bill 24.  He urged that Senators afford students the opportunity to develop foundational skills.  Bernt asked if there were friendly amendments to be made.  Ingram affirmed that a great deal of time and energy had been invested in the general education program and that a decision needed to be made. He commented on the need for faculty to consider the costs associated with development and implementation of the program.  He announced that the College of Business was the only college that had been able to map the effect of the new program on its majors and that the tools to map its effects on all majors are not in place. He reported the current proposal had been modified significantly. He proposed the implications of budget cuts should be considered in the vote on general education program as well.  Ingram stated as Chair of EPSA, he would not accept the amendment as a friendly amendment. He proclaimed that Senate should consider a return to the current general education program or vote to accept fully EPSA’s proposal. 

Appel said a two-stage vote would be taken.  First, a vote would be taken on S. Reilly’s motion.  If it failed, a vote on EPSA’s resolution would be taken.  A discussion regarding the vote on the amendments to EPSA’s resolution determined that these would be voted on after the votes on S. Reilly’s motion and EPSA’s resolution. 

Sherman asked if EPSA supported the proposed program. Ingram, as chair of EPSA did not support the resolution but was committed to present it.  Sherman asked if the proposal were so modified that it no longer represented a viable change to the current system.   Sherman added he appreciated that the proposal strengthened foundations, and introduced fine arts and ethics into the general education mix.  R. Stewart agreed with A. Reilly that there are fundamental improvements to the program even though it had been modified.  Crawford reminded that the university may feel the impact of shrinking budgets at the primary and secondary levels as these students begin college and may need the support that strong foundational skills offer. A. Reilly added that flexibility was essential and concerns about not being able to complete study in fours years was an important matter. S. Reilly commented the specificity of the new program adds courses to the major and extends the period of study beyond four years.  Duerr noted it adds courses and pushes people beyond four years.  Cuddington announced she wanted to propose an amendment to eliminate the oral expression component of the foundational skills.  Appel replied that this could not be done while there was an amendment on the floor. 

Bernt reviewed that S. Reilly had proposed an amendment that Senators not support the proposed general education program and that EPSA review the Tier III for continuance and resource support from the administration.  The amendment was seconded by Ingram.  Ingram asked Senators to think about what faculty have been saying about this for some time.  T. Young noted that this would go to faculty for a vote so they can decide for themselves. 

K. Brown noted that “yes” vote represented a “no” vote on general education.  Bernt clarified that if this measure received a positive vote it was a vote for the current tier system. A voice vote was not conclusive.  She asked for a show of hands.  Twenty-six aye votes with one proxy vote.  Total votes for the resolution were 27 of 47 Senators.
MOTION PASSED. 

Ingram moved the amended resolution to support the current general education program and to affirm a reconsideration and reexamination of Tier III.  S. Reilly seconded.  Appel noted that a positive vote affirms support.
MOTION PASSED on a voice vote. 

V. New Business

No new business was proposed.

VI. Adjournment

MOTION – to adjourn

Ingram/Grimes 

Meeting Adjourned at 9:35 p. m.

Respectfully submitted,
Madeleine Scott

Secretary

PROFESSIONAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE
Resolution on Withdrawing Senate Bill 24, “Academic Bill of Rights”

PASSED, FEBRUARY 14, 2005
Whereas SB 24, has introduced the “Academic Bill of Rights”, into the 126th session of the Ohio General Assembly; and 

Whereas SB 24 appears to shift responsibility for conducting and monitoring academic affairs from universities and professional accrediting organizations to state government; and

Whereas the very nature of higher education is to debate and discuss a variety of ideas; and

Whereas historically universities have had the autonomy and responsibility to determine their own curricula and teaching methodologies, and that this autonomy has served

societies well, and has greatly contributed to the political, scientific, artistic and technological success of humanity; and 

Whereas academic autonomy is central to a free society and is one of the pillars of democracy; and

Whereas, students rights and grievance procedures are safeguarded within the academic institution’s policies and procedures 

Be it resolved that:

The Academic Faculty Senate at Ohio University vigorously opposes SB24 in both spirit and substance and calls for withdrawal of the senate bill. 

EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

RESOLUTION REGARDING COURSE SET ASSIDE FOR MAJORS

FOR FIRST READING
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1A resolution to enable up to 75% of the seats in a course to be set aside for a particular major or group of majors. (75% majors set aside)

Whereas the Faculty Senate passed the following resolution on 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 that has such limitations shall review the need for maintaining them as part of the review process.

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 setting aside sets for a specific major or group of majors.

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 in the same way.

____________________

*Ohio University. Mission Statement for Ohio University.  Educational Plan 1977-1987. p.(5).

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

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 set aside section provided that:

1. 
the number of seats for the major, or group of 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 that major or group of 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 class list for the majors is merged into the class list for the non-majors on or about the second week of the quarter.

Finally, courses that were approved as majors only courses under the Faculty Senate motion of June 20, 1988 will not be affected by this motion and that this motion does not in anyway prevent future courses from requesting majors only as a prerequisite under the motion of June 20, 1988.

EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

RESOLUTION REGARDING CHANGES TO THE NEW GENERAL EDUCATION PROGRAM

NOT PASSED, February 14, 2005
SUMMARY

Foundational Skills

1. Written Expression: Freshman Composition, J-Class and 2 enriched classes

2. Math and Logical Thinking: 1 dedicated math class and 1 enriched

3. Oral Expression: 1 dedicated, 1 enriched

-Effective Fall 2007

-Dedicated Math is defined as current Tier I classes and those later approved.

-Dedicated Oral is, for example, COMS 103 or others as they are approved.

-Enriched is defined as 25% of class work. Departments who wish to do so may propose alternative plans that provide an equivalent amount of experience. A dedicated course may be substituted for an enriched one.

Perspectives

One course from each of the following areas.

1. Fine Arts and Aesthetics

2. Humanities and Literature

3. Science and Technology

4. Social Science

5. Culture

6. Ethics

-Effective Fall 2007

-Current Tier II classes automatically qualify for 3 years but will need to be re-qualified for any longer.

-24 credit hour minimum, each course to be 3 or more credit hours.

-the Ethics course and one other may be from courses in a student’s major department or area of concentration (for B.S.S. students).

Scholarship

4 credit hours of Research and Creative Activity

-Effective Fall 2005

PREAMBLE

Whereas: the Faculty Senate has over the past four years approved the principles governing a new General Education Program by passing resolutions regarding the various components of the program:  Foundational Skills (June 2001), Breadth of Knowledge and Perspectives (May 2002), and Research and Creative Activity (September 2002);

Whereas: the new General Education Program envisions:

1.
Strengthening foundational skills in writing, mathematics and logical thinking, and oral communication.

2.
Exposing students to cultural, ethical, aesthetic, and scientific perspectives while improving their breadth of knowledge in fine arts, literature, humanities, science and technology, and social sciences.

3.
Providing either a senior scholarly interdisciplinary activity or a research and creative activity as a component in all Baccalaureate degrees conferred by Ohio University

Whereas: the new General Education Program uses learning units as the units of measurement for General Education requirements, and specifies that these may be met by dedicated or enriched courses;

Whereas: specific difficulties in implementation of the new General Education Program have been identified, including the use of learning units and enriched courses, the number of courses required, difficulties for transfer students, complexity in advising, and tracking General Education requirements;

Whereas: all resolutions regarding General Education passed by the Faculty Senate state that the Faculty Senate will work in consultation with the General Education Council to amend the program, should implementation problems arise;

Whereas: it is necessary that all courses are approved by January 2007 so that the changes may be included in the Catalog for the 2007-2008 academic year.

BODY

Be it therefore resolved: that, the Faculty Senate, after consultation with the General Education Council, makes the following changes to the resolutions previously accepted by the Faculty Senate (and listed above) regarding the new General Education Program: 

Resolved: that, the Faculty Senate endorses the concept of integrating General Education into the major, wherever feasible; and further that, the Faculty Senate supports an approach that allows individual programs to identify the specific ways in which their students will fulfill General Education requirements, and that recognizes that General Education requirements should be aligned with the needs of specific disciplines;

Resolved: that, learning units will not be used as units of measurement for the new General Education Program in any of the components of the program:  Foundational Skills, Perspectives, and Scholarship;

Resolved: that, for Foundational Skills in Written Communication, students will be required to complete the following:

one freshmen composition course, from English 151, 151A, 152, 153, 153A, or 153B;

one course from those that currently fulfill the "J" requirement, or similar subsequently approved course;

two courses of 3 or more credit hours at the sophomore level or above, where, for these courses, at least 25% of the course work involves written expression,  these two courses may be completed through courses offered by departments outside the student(s major (such as the current (J( courses) or through courses in the student(s major.  It will be the responsibility of the department or school to identify the two courses in the major that will fulfill this requirement, using the process outlined in the addendum to this resolution. Departments, who wish to do so, may propose alternate plans that provide an equivalent amount of experience. For example, a 1 hour writing course as a co-requisite of existing courses would be acceptable.

Resolved: that, for Foundational Skills in Mathematical and Logical Thinking, students will be required to complete one course from those currently approved as fulfilling the Tier I Quantitative Skills requirement
, plus 4 hours of material from a course currently approved as fulfilling the Tier I Quantitative Skills requirement, or from courses appropriate to their major, where at least 25% of the work involves mathematical and logical thinking. It will be the responsibility of the department or school to identify the courses in the major that will fulfill the 3-hour requirement using the process outlined in the addendum to this resolution. Departments, who wish to do so, may propose alternate plans that provide an equivalent amount of experience.
Resolved: that, for Foundational Skills in Oral Expression, students will be required to complete one course dedicated to Oral Expression of a minimum of 4 credit hours, and 3 credit hours from courses that include at least 25% of their course work and/or grade on Oral Expression.  The courses to fulfill this requirement will be selected by each department as meeting the needs of that specific discipline, and may be taken either outside or within the student(s major.  (See addendum for process for identifying courses).  Departments, who wish to do so, may propose alternate plans that provide an equivalent amount of experience.

Resolved: that, the Foundational Skills component of the new General Education Program, as amended above, be effective from Fall 2007.

Resolved: that, the Perspectives categories proposed in the new General Education Program be changed and that one course from each of the following areas be required:

1. Fine Arts and Aesthetics

2. Humanities and Literature

3. Science and Technology

4. Social Science

5. Culture

6. Ethics

For a minimum of 24 credit hours, and that each course to be at least 3 credit hours. 

The Ethics course and, at most, one other course may be in the student's major department. Where the courses in the major already exist, the process in the addendum to this resolution may be used for identifying courses.

Resolved: that, the Perspectives requirements be implemented for students in the Fall of 2007. 

Resolved: that, all current Tier II courses may, at the discretion of the department or school that offers them, be rolled over into an equivalent appropriate category as a Perspectives class. The relevant Department or School will be invited to do so by the Chair of the Undergraduate Curriculum Council within 45 days of this motion being approved by the Provost, and they must respond within 45 days, excluding summer and the winter intersession. All classes that are rolled over will be subject to review for appropriateness, using the process outlined in the addendum to this motion. Courses with a prefix that starts with the letters A through F must begin their review by January 2006, courses with a prefix that starts with the letters G through N must begin their review by January 2007, and the rest of the courses must begin their review by January 2008. To continue to qualify, a course must be rigorous and require extensive work outside of class, typically 2 hours outside class for every credit hour. Other existing courses, that are not currently Tier II courses, may be approved using the process outlined in the addendum to this resolution.
Resolved: that, for the Scholarship requirement:

students will be required to complete 4 credit hours from one or more courses, preferably in their major, that involve a) an inquiry into and critical evaluation of the information, ideas, and creative works and approaches that are appropriate to the discipline, as may be found in some capstone courses; b) the study of particular methods of scholarly research or artistic creation used by faculty in the discipline; or c) a personal experience of the process of synthesis resulting in the creation of knowledge or examples of artistic expression.  Each department will identify how their majors will fulfill this requirement. (See addendum for process for identifying courses). As an alternative, departments may identify 8 credit hours of courses wherein 25% of the course work and/or grade is given for items a), b) or c) above. 

Resolved: that, any course used to fulfill a Scholarship requirement be used to fulfill only one component of Foundation Skills; Written Communication, or Mathematical and Logical Thinking, or Oral Expression.

Resolved: that, current Tier III courses may be used to meet the Scholarship requirement for students graduating prior to Fall of 2012, and that courses fulfilling the Scholarship requirement may be used to meet the Tier III requirement of the current General Education program. It will be the responsibility of the department or school to identify the courses that will fulfill the requirement using the process outlined in the addendum to this resolution.

Resolved: that, the Scholarship requirement be implemented for students entering no later than the Fall of 2005.

Resolved: that, current Tier III courses, that are demonstrated to be necessary, be transferred with their funding to departments or schools of the faculty that teach them, as soon as possible. This will be either as substitutes for scholarship courses, while replacement courses are being developed and approved, or because they merit being scholarship courses and are approved through the process in the addendum to this motion.

Resolved: that, General Education courses should be taught by experienced faculty, or by instructors that are closely supervised by experienced faculty, and that the learning outcomes of these courses be monitored and controlled by experienced faculty to assure consistent rigor and quality.

Resolved: that, the promises of resources made by President Glidden and Provosts Brehm, Schumacher and Kopp be kept in respect of the needs of this General Education program, because of the need for experienced faculty to develop and teach general education classes.   

Resolved: that, a project manager be appointed by the Provost to ensure that the necessary deadlines are met to implement this motion, and that the necessary resources, such as release time, are provided during the development of new courses.

Resolved: that, should further changes be needed in order to implement this program, the Faculty Senate will make those changes after consultation with the General Education Council. 

Addendum:
The following process will be used to expedite the inclusion of the above requirements in the catalog:

Each existing course or set of existing courses, to meet a particular requirement in a major, to be identified by a department or school (consultation with the relevant General Education Council Advisory Committee is strongly encouraged) to its college curriculum committee for approval.  The college curriculum committee has 45 days to approve or disapprove.  If the college curriculum committee takes no action, approval is assumed for the course or courses and they are sent to the General Education Council. 

The General Education Council will consult with the relevant advisory committees and has 45 days to approve or disapprove.  If no action is taken, approval is assumed and the course or courses are sent to the University Curriculum Council 

The University Curriculum Council has 45 days to approve or disapprove.  If no action is taken, approval for inclusion in the catalog is assumed. 

If a course is rejected for inclusion at any stage it must be for a substantial reason, and the department may resubmit it to the committee that disapproved it for reconsideration with additional explanation or clarification.  The committee will have 45 days to approve or disapprove the course; no action will constitute approval. 

The 45 day periods listed above exclude summer and the winter intersession. 

This process is designed to expedite the inclusion of existing courses into the General Education requirements.  New courses will proceed through the regular approval process.

� Any Ohio University MATH course numbered 109 or above, PHIL 120, PSY 120, and PSY 221 or subsequently approved course.
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