Ohio University Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes

Regular Meeting

January 14, 2008

Margaret M. Walter Hall, Room 235



The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:10 p.m.
In Attendance:

College of Arts and Sciences:  T. Anderson, G. Buckley, M. Clouse, S. Gradin, D. Ingram,

P. Jung, S. López-Permouth, G. Matlack, J. McLaughlin, S. Patterson, W. Roosenburg,

G. Jackson (for A. Smith), G. Van Patten, J. Webster

College of Business:  L. Hoshower, T. Stock
Scripps College of Communication:  J. Bernt, P. Bernt, N. Pecora, J. Smith

College of Education:  V. Conley, T. Leinbaugh
College of Engineering:  J. Giesey, T. Sexton, G. Suer (for R. Pasic)

College of Fine Arts:  D. Adleta, C. Smith, D. Thomas, D. Wilson

College of Health and Human Services:  D. Bolon, S. Marinellie

College of Osteopathic Medicine:  P. Coschigano, M. Simpson

Group II:  A. Hall, C. Naccarato

Chillicothe Campus:  

Eastern Campus:  T. Flynn

Lancaster Campus:  P. Munhall

Southern Campus:  E. McCown

Zanesville Campus:  K. Collins

Absent: 

W. Gist, C. Bartone, D. McDiarmid, S. Hatty, S. Brogan, J. McKean, J. Benson
Excused: 

D. Bell, D. Miles, B. Quitslund, J. Hinton



Overview of the Meeting
I.
President McDavis
II.
Executive Vice-President and Provost Krendl

a. Update on searches;
b. Update on enrollment;

c. Five-year action plan

III.
Roll Call and Approval of November 19, 2007 Minutes
IV.
Chair’s Report – Sergio López-Permouth
a. OFC Report by Louis Wright;

b. Update on resolutions;

c. Update on workload policy resolution;

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

a. Classroom scheduling issues;


b. Workload policy;
VI.
Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Sherrie Gradin
a. Update on grievances

b.  Resolution on Changes to the Detenuring Language in the Faculty Handbook (for first reading);

VII.
Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) – Charles Smith
a. Resolution on Proposed Amendment to Procedures for Tenure and Advancement in    Rank and Recommendations for Salary Increases (for first reading);
VIII.
Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Joe McLaughlin
a. Supplemental information regarding the Five-Year Academic Action Plan

IX.
New Business

X.
Adjournment



Minutes of the Meeting
I.
President McDavis
· McDavis reported on the retirement of John Burns, the university’s long-time Director of Legal Affairs.  He said that the process of hiring a new Director is already underway.  He also said that the Attorney General must be consulted when a new Director of Legal Affairs is sought and that in the interim, personnel from the Office of the Attorney General will be handling the university’s legal affairs.  McDavis will, in the interim, oversee day-to-day affairs in the Office of Legal Affairs with respect to “non-legal” issues.
· McDavis updated the Senate on the implementation of the University System of Ohio.  He said that Chancellor Fingerhut is continuing to update details of the System’s 10-Year Plan, but that the four primary goals continue to stress 1) access; 2) quality; 3) affordability and accessibility; and 4) economic leadership.  McDavis reported on other developments with respect to the University System of Ohio:

· He said that the Chancellor has received a great deal of input from CEO’s, faculty, and university leadership with regard to the “measures of success” under each of these goals (e.g. graduation rates, value added, etc.);

· The Chancellor will submit a draft document to the Governor by “the end of the month” that will include more detail and narrative about what the System will “look like”;

· A document authorizing the full functioning of the System will be submitted to the state legislature by the end of March;
· University leaders have been assured that there will be further opportunity for input with regard to goals and measures of success;

· The Senate, if it so chooses, may draft a statement about the USO, its goals and its outcome measures;

Questions for McDavis:

· D. Ingram asked what the funding model will look like in the University System of Ohio.  McDavis said that this is not clear at the moment, that this is being discussed, and that it may vary with the “type” of institution in the System (e.g. four-year, two-year, etc.).  He said that it has been widely agreed upon that FTE is not the best funding model going forward and that there will likely be more discussion about funding models once other details are set.  He said that this is still more than a year away and that there is time yet for discussion about funding models.
· J. McLaughlin asked if there has been discussion regarding different types of metrics for different types of institutions within the System.  McDavis said that indeed such discussions have taken place.  For example, there has been discussion about whether there should be some “tier” among four-year institutions.  He said that it is important to pay close attention to outcome measures because these will likely influence funding.
· J. Bernt asked about state revenues and whether a mid-year budget cut is “in the works.”  McDavis said that revenue was down in November but increased again in December.  He said that at the national level there is concern about a recession, but he has not heard about any adverse effects on our budget this fiscal year.  He said that he is “concerned” and that we will need to closely monitor issues that are being discussed in Columbus.
· J. Bernt expressed concern for the lack of sanding and salting of some campus sidewalks and stairs during the recent ice storm in early December.  McDavis said that he was concerned about this and that this is certainly not policy.  He assured Bernt that he will follow up on this.


II.
Executive Vice-President and Provost Krendl
· Krendl updated the Senate on searches that are currently underway:
· VP for Diversity, Access and Equity: candidates to bring to campus for interviews are being identified;
· Vice-Provost for Enrollment Management: candidates to bring to campus for interviews are being identified;
· The Dean of Libraries position has been filled: Scott Seaman has been hired and will begin on April 1st;

· Vice-President for Creative Activity: airport interviews were held and four candidates were identified in this process.  These four candidates will interview on campus in late January;

· Dean of Students: candidates are currently being interviewed;

· Krendl updated the Senate on enrollment figures:
· 11,500 applications for Fall ’08 have been received; we may in fact receive a record number of applications this year; the greatest increases in applications have come from northeast and central Ohio; the average GPA of applicants is up and the average ACT score of applicants (23.6) is also up; the number of multicultural and international applications has also increased over this time last year; at the present time, 6,693 applicants have been admitted.
· Admissions and admissions staff in the various colleges are working hard on yield and outreach activities; Krendl stressed that contact with potential students (e.g. a personal letter or phone call) is very important with respect to yield;

· “The Promise” advertizing spots have been airing on TV stations throughout the Midwest due to the generous efforts of an alumnus;
· The overall university student headcount is up 218 compared to this time last year;

· Krendl reported that according to preliminary accounting, revenue is up by about $100,000 compared with this time last year;
· Krendl reported on first-year and transfer student probation numbers as of the end of the fall quarter:
· There were 692 students from these two groups on academic probation at the end of the fall quarter last year; this year this number is 624;

· 18% of University College students were on academic probation at the end of the fall quarter this year compared with 25% last year;

· Krendl cited increased participation in learning communities and individual student interventions as reasons for the decline;
· Krendl briefed the Senate on developments with regard to the Five-Year Academic Action Plan (now called the Five Year Vision Ohio Implementation Plan):
· A revised draft action plan will be presented on January 16th;
· The priorities of the draft action plan include following through on increasing faculty compensation; funding for initiatives in the first year of the plan will not come from budget cuts, but rather from existing revenues and carry-forward funds;

· The Taskforce on Centers of Excellence in Graduate Education has begun its work and the initial timeline for completion of the taskforce’s final report will be extended;
· The Graduate College Taskforce met over the winter break and continues to meet regularly; the taskforce will be meeting with the Chairs and Directors Council and Associate Deans regarding details and processes;

· The Academic Support Unit review process is currently underway; this taskforce is chaired by Gary Neiman, with assistance from Mike Williford and Terry Conry;

· The full text of the Provost’s report can be found at: http://www.ohio.edu/provost/upload/EVP-Provost%20f%20s%A0%20Report%201-14-08.pdf
Questions for Krendl:

· L. Hoshower asked for more detail about the new policy of selecting students based upon GPA rather than high school rank.  Krendl said that the reasoning behind this decision has to do with the fact that more and more high schools do not rank students, especially private high schools; this means that rankings from private schools do not mean as much as they used to; Mike Williford (Associate Provost for Institutional Research and Enrollment Planning) said that GPA is another measure of high school success.
· C. Naccarato brought to the attention of the Provost an article in The Post about the percentage of tenured faculty on campus and their teaching loads.  He said that the article stated that 47% of undergraduate classes are taught by Group I faculty and that this means that 53% are taught by non-Group I faculty; further, 30% of graduate courses are taught by non-Group I faculty.  He said that in the Department of English 70% of classes are taught by non-Group I faculty.  He said that in his opinion the work done by Group II, III and IV faculty is undervalued and that this is a situation that needs to be rectified.  Krendl responded by saying that the Dean of the College of Arts & Sciences has committed to a move toward more ENGL 151 courses being taught by Group II faculty members.  She said that we need training programs and support for non-tenure-track faculty and that this is a “point of conversation.”  She said that the Deans are the first to say that some of the best teaching is done by non-tenure-track faculty.  She also noted that a workload policy for Group II instructors is in preparation.
· G. Van Patten inquired about the position of Vice Provost and wondered if this is “something new.”  Krendl said that the administration is attempting to reorganize and combine all of our offices doing “diversity” work into one office and that this was recommended by an outside consulting firm three years ago.  She noted that this was accomplished at most institutions five to ten years ago.  She explained that a “Vice Provost” has responsibility over an entire section but that an “Associate Provost” has only administrative responsibilities.
· D. Ingram asked for clarification about the plan with regard to moving the portraits of distinguished professors from the Faculty Commons area in the library.  Krendl said that this was planned as part of the renovations for the Faculty Commons and that plans are underway to determine another place for these portraits.
· C. Smith asked for the Provost’s opinions as to why international and multicultural student applications have increased over the past year.  Krendl cited the work of recruiters at college fairs in India, Turkey and China, faculty taking material with them on trips abroad to foreign institutions, and the funding of transportation from Columbus airport to Athens for international students.
· J. Bernt said that if the library is not a “good place” for faculty portraits, then perhaps that speaks to the need for a faculty club.



III.
Roll Call and Approval of the November 19th, 2007 Minutes
MOTION: W. Roosenburg motioned that the November 19th, 2007 minutes be approved as presented (D. Ingram second)

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE



IV.
Chair’s Report – Sergio López-Permouth
· Louis Wright, the Senate’s alternate representative to the Ohio Faculty Council, presented a report on the December 14, 2007, meeting of the Ohio Faculty Council in Columbus:
· Wright said one goal of the University System of Ohio is to vastly increase the number of students in the System but that it is clear that there is little money to fund this.  This means that many of these students would likely be taught at 2-year institutions, which may present difficulties for 4-year institutions like OU;

· The Chancellor presented data showing the educational attainments of persons in Ohio between 25 and 64 as compared to some neighboring and benchmark states, as well as to the national averages.  For associate degree or higher, Ohio ranked 38th out of 50; for bachelor’s degree or higher, Ohio ranked 37th out of 50; and for graduate and professional degrees, Ohio ranked 29th out of 50.  But for the age cohort between 25 and 34, Ohio’s situation was much better: 32nd out of 50 for associates, 30th out of 50 for bachelors, and 17th out of 50 for graduate and professional degrees.

· He said that the Ohio State representative to the OFC reported that a switch to semesters there is on the “distant horizon.”
· The full text of Wright’s report is included in Appendix C.

· David Thomas (Faculty Senate Vice-Chair) reported on recent meetings regarding the University System of Ohio that he has attended in Columbus, especially the “Key Action Steps” document put forward by the Chancellor.
· López updated the Senate on the status of resolutions that have been passed by the Senate:
· None of the resolutions passed by the Senate after April 16, 2007, Senate meeting have been signed by Provost Krendl and López expressed concern about this.  López reported that he has spoken about this with Krendl and she acknowledged that this was something “[that] can be improved upon,” especially with respect to feedback to the Senate as to what would be needed to in order for an unsigned resolution to be signed.  Lopez said that this “pattern” has led to a growing sense of frustration among senators and faculty in general.
· López reported that the Executive Committee has had promising meetings with the Deans and with the Provost regarding the gridlock on the Senate’s resolution to include a workload policy in the Faculty Handbook; these meetings resulted in changes to language in the resolution that removes some of the concerns expressed by the Deans.  López expressed “cautious optimism” that all of the concerns on both sides will be resolved and that we will soon have a workload policy. 

· Another resolution that has not been signed after a couple of rewrites is the one proposing the formation of a Standing Committee on Benefits.

· With regard to the 11 “Sense of the Senate” resolutions that were passed in the fall, López said that the revised Five-Year Academic Action Plan will be, in a way, a response to them. We need to wait and see how the revised plan correlates to our resolutions.
Questions for López:

· P. Bernt noted that the Faculty Handbook is essentially a contract and that is why a workload policy should be included in it.  López agreed and said that while the administration has reservations about havingparallel documents in two different places (the Policy and Procedures Manual and the Faculty Handbook) faculty senate must insist that the workload language not be included only in the Policy and Procedures Manual.


V.
Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) – David Ingram
· Ingram updated the Senate on issues regarding classroom scheduling:

· Using resources efficiently without negatively affecting student engagement;

· Avoiding overlapping of “essential” courses;

· Equitable access to large classrooms (some colleges feel that they are not getting equal access);

· Policies that are not being followed (e.g. the percentage of classes offered on Fridays, the percentage of classes offered between 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.);

· Ingram affirmed Sergio López’s summary of the status of the workload policy discussion.



VI.
Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Sherrie Gradin
· Gradin reported that the PRC has received responses from the President with respect to two grievances and that in both cases the President ruled against PRC’s recommendations.
· Gradin brought forward for first reading a Resolution on Changes to the Detenuring Language in the Faculty Handbook.  She said that the committee met with Provost Krendl, Associate Provost Martin Tuck, and President McDavis about striking the word only in a section of the resolution.  The Provost indicated that she would be able to sign the resolution only if this word was stricken in this section.  
· N. Pecora (chair of PRC when this issue was originally addressed) briefed the Senate as to the choice of wording in the original resolution;
· P. Bernt said that in her opinion removal of the word only diminishes protection of the faculty member;
· J. Bernt said that in his opinion negotiating issues such as this one with the administration is a “two-way street” and that the language should remain the way it is (with only included);
· S. Gradin responded by saying that we risk having the Office of Legal Affairs question this and that the Provost will not sign it with that word included;

· P. Coshigano said that the word only comes into play only if tenure is denied, so he does not see a contradiction;
·  C. Smith said that he believes we should accept the Provost’s recommendations (to remove only) and move on;

· T. Flynn suggested a slight change in wording in the resolution;

· M. Clouse said that we should be cognizant of the power that the President has in tenure decisions;

· G. Van Patten suggested some changes in wording regarding specific instances in which tenure would be denied;
· J. Bernt asked what the benefit to the faculty would be in changing the original language in the Faculty Handbook;

· S. Gradin responded that the benefit is in defining more clearly what “moral turpitude” is; the resolution replaces that language is this is being done at the request of the Office of Legal Affairs;

· P. Bernt said that “everyone know what ‘moral turpitude’ is”;

· T. Leinbaugh suggested that the Provost, the Office of Legal Affairs and the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate should come together to come to some sort of agreement on this issue;
· S. Gradin outlined for the Senate the options that are available, including tablin the resolution;

MOTION:  J. Bernt motioned to table the resolution (M. Clouse second)

APPROVED ON A VOICE VOTE 36 TO 2, WITH 1 ABSTENTION
The text of the resolution as presented is included in Appendix A.



VII.
Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) – Charles Smith
· Smith reported that the committee has organized 4 promotion and tenure workshops for this month.
· Smith reported that the committee has been presented with another request for a tenure clock extension.

· Smith brought forward for first reading a resolution on a Proposed Amendment to Procedures for Tenure and Advancement in Rank and Recommendations for Salary Increases:
· Smith presented the background on reasons for bringing the resolution forward.  The resolution stems from a grievance in which rules for promotion and tenure were changed in the middle of the academic year; the President said that this was allowable because it is not explicitly prohibited by the Faculty Handbook;

· J. McLaughlin suggested changes in wording;
· M. Simpson suggested changes in wording;



VIII.
Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Joe McLaughlin
· McLaughlin presented to the Senate supplemental information regarding the Five-Year Academic Plan:
· There will be no “across-the-board” cut in next year’s budget, but beyond next year there are some planned cuts;
· Financing for the Five-Year Plan is “front-loaded” in the first two years of the plan;

· The anticipated cuts in years 2-5 will be strategic in nature, based upon priorities rather than “across the board”;  he said that there was “strong consensus” in this regard;

· W. Roosenburg asked for clarification about “base reserves” in the plan; McLaughlin said that he is not altogether sure because this is not fully explained in the document;
· J. Bernt asked about where the increased revenue from an increased number of students on campus goes;

· G. Van Patten asked about the total price tag of cuts in years 2-5 of the plan; McLaughlin said that it will probably be more than $30 million, but those cuts will be more strategic rather than across the board;



IX.
New Business
There was no new business.



X.
Adjournment
MOTION:  J. Bernt motioned to adjourn the meeting (G. Matlack second)

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

The meeting was adjourned at 9:25 p.m.

Respectfully submitted by Timothy G. Anderson, Secretary

Appendix A, Item 1
Professional Relations Committee (PRC)
Resolution on Changes to the Detenuring Language

in the Faculty Handbook  [II.D.5.g]

(originally Passed on June 11, 2007 but not signed by Provost)

Revised resolution for First Reading

January 14, 2008

TABLED
Whereas, the current language in the Faculty Handbook [II.D.5.g] relevant to terminal contracts in the detenuring process is unclear in process and scope; 

Whereas the term ‘moral turpitude’ as grounds for denying a terminal contract is open to vague interpretations; 

Whereas there are situations where a terminal contract is not warranted;

And,

Whereas there is need to protect faculty members who are detenured for reasons where they are unable to complete their faculty responsibilities beyond their control;

Be it resolved that the language in II.D.5.g of the Faculty Handbook be corrected to read: 

If the appointment of a tenured faculty member is terminated, the faculty member will receive his/her salary or a terminal contract for at least one year.  Such salary or a terminal contract can only be denied if the faculty hearing committee explicitly finds that such a drastic measure is justified and necessary due to specific aspects of the faculty member’s conduct.  This measure is justified if the committee finds severe, intentional misconduct that caused severe harm to the university or its members.  The committee must explain, in detail, its rationale for this measure as a part of the grounds for dismissal.  On the recommendation of the faculty hearing committee or the President, the Trustees, in determining what, if any, payments will be made beyond the effective date of dismissal will take into account the length and quality of service of the faculty member.

Appendix A, Item 2

Promotion and Tenure Committee

Resolution on a Proposed Amendment to Procedures for Tenure and 

Advancement in Rank and Recommendations for Salary Increases
The Proposed addition is underlined. 
II.
E. Procedures for Tenure and Advancement in Rank and Recommendations for Salary Increases
1. Annually, departmental chairpersons shall evaluate all members of their faculty with regard to salary. Each chairperson shall employ a departmental committee or committees in the evaluation process, which shall conform to the department's established written procedures. Any changes to the department’s established written procedures, evaluation process or criteria will take effect at the beginning of the next academic year. This evaluation process must result in recommendations with respect to salary increases for all faculty. 
Appendix C

For Information

Text of Louis Wright’s Report to the Senate on the 

December 14, 2007, and January 11, 2008, Ohio Faculty Council Meetings

Report on the December 14, 2007 and January 11, 2008 

Ohio Faculty Council Meetings

Louis Wright represented Ohio University at the Ohio Faculty Council (OFC) meetings on Friday, December 14, 2007 and on January 11, 2008 at the Board of Regents offices in the Rhodes Office Building.   Chancellor Fingerhut attended both meetings for about an hour and discussed and responded to questions about the University System of Ohio.

Before he appeared in December, the OFC had carefully read over a Draft of proposed plans for the University System of Ohio which listed various goals and some possible metrics for achieving those goals.  Chancellor Fingerhut handed out a revised Draft at both of the meetings--clearly it is still a work in progress.  However, a few trends stand out and in my view one of them could cause trouble for Ohio University.

The latest Draft of The University System of Ohio starts with a vision statement which states that we are committed to the highest standards of quality and will increase the state's economic competitiveness in the nation and world, and enrich the lives of Ohioans.  This is to be done by:  1) graduating more students, 2) keeping graduates in Ohio, and 3) attracting more talent to Ohio.

Then various accountability measures are spelled out which include access, quality, affordability and efficiency, and economic leadership.  To achieve parity with national averages of percentage of the population with associate, bachelors or advanced degrees requires increase in the number of graduates of about 55%, 41%, and 22% respectively, over ten years.  And, there does not appear too much if any additional funds to pay for educating these additional students.  Thus, much of the increased enrollment will have to be taught "efficiently" which means taught at 2-year and regional campuses.  And what they take their will have to transfer to 4-year schools if they continue on with more advanced degrees.

One of the Key Action Steps to improve access is to establish clear mission differentiation and goals by sector and institution, including career centers and adult literacy programs.  This concept of mission differentiation was expanded on by Chancellor Fingerhut and he suggested that the funding formula would need to be modified.  He suggested that universities might be placed in two or different categories--full comprehensive, some intermediate, and a primary undergraduate teaching university and that the funding per course might be different.  Each institution has to define its role in The University of Ohio, and I think it is imperative that Ohio University get classified at the highest funding level.  I gather this vision is due by March or so and Fingerhut will use these statements to prepare changes in funding and levels of funding to the Governor by August or so.  While the Chancellor invites comment and input, he talks as if he will be doing all of this himself--there is never any mention of the Board of Regents.  I found it a bit scary, but am relieved at hearing about the active involvement of the presidents.
One final point seems to undermine this call for dramatic changes in higher education to some degree.  The Chancellor presented some tables showing the educational attainments of persons in Ohio between 25 and 64 as compared to some neighboring and benchmark states and to the national averages.  For associate degree or higher Ohio ranked 38/50, for bachelor's degree of higher Ohio ranked 37/50 and for graduate or professional degree Ohio ranked 29/50: clearly not a  very good situation economically.  However, he also showed the same rankings for the younger cohort of this group aged between 25 and 34.  There; Ohio's rankings had improved up to 32/50 for associates, 30/50 for bachelors, and 17/50 for graduate and professional degrees.  Clearly not wonderful, but it appears that the educational system is educating a much larger percentage than they used to.  Maybe we should just keep on doing what we have been doing, although clearly Ohio can do better; but public higher education does need more money to meet these challenges.
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