Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

January 12, 2004

Regular Meeting, Irvine 194

Revised February 10, 2004

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

Members EXCUSED were: Fine Arts: Cardenas; Health and Human Services: Paulins and Rathbun; Group II: Young.

Hugh Bloemer, Chair of the Senate, called the Senate to order at 7:10 p.m. The Senate was adjourned at 8:40 p.m.

Outline of Issues Discussed

I. President Glidden
II. Provost Kopp
III. Roll Call and Approval of the November 17, 2003 Minutes
IV. Chair’s Report – Hugh Bloemer
         Next Senate Meeting, February 9, 2004  

V. Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) – Steve Grimes 
VI. Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) – David Ingram
VII. Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Ray Stephens
VIII. Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Madeleine Scott
IX. Provost Kopp: Proposal for Comprehensive Institutional Planning
X. Bill Owens: Chair, General Education Council 
XI. Adjournment

Summary of the Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

January 12, 2004

· President Glidden reported on changes to the university budgeting process that would make budgetary decisions more transparent to the university community. Glidden also reported on the implementation of the Group I Faculty (Associate and Full Professor) Salary Adjustment Proposal.    

· Provost Kopp addressed the Senate regarding the plan for Group I faculty salary adjustments, the Dean Evaluation Committees and the recent report from the State of Ohio Commission on Higher Education. Later in the meeting, the Provost presented to the Senate a comprehensive plan for institutional planning and budgeting for the university. 

· Senate Chair Bloemer reported on the progress of the Presidential Search Committee and House Bill 227, which proposes to mandate state retirement systems (including STRS) to invest the majority of their funds in businesses based in Ohio.

· The Promotion and Tenure Committee presented a resolution (Appendix A, Item 1) FOR FIRST READING addressing changes in the policy by which faculty members may prepare and submit full dossiers for promotion and tenure to departmental Promotion and Tenure Committees.

· The chair of the Educational Policy and Student Affairs (EPSA) Committee reported on a proposal from the Registrar’s Office, which addresses courses listed as “majors only” in the class schedule booklet.   

· The Finance and Facilities Committee presented a resolution for (Appendix A, Item 2) FIRST READING AND VOTE addressing Ohio University faculty opposition to House Bill 227.

·  Bill Owens, Chair of the General Education Council reported of the progress of instituting an on line approval process for participating courses for the new General Education Curriculum.

The Complete Minutes
I. President Glidden
Glidden began his address by commenting on an e-mail exchange over the winter break between himself and Professor of Classics, Steve Hays. Glidden said the subject of the exchange was the transparency or “lack there of” of the university budget process towards the university community. Glidden said that the intent when the university switched to the ORACLE accounting system, was to provide a system by which members of the university community could access the system and keep themselves informed on budgetary matters. Glidden admitted that the system, at present, is somewhat confusing and difficult to use in order to access useful information. Glidden announced that the policy of the university is to be open with regard to budgetary decisions, and there is no intent to hide such information. In order to help make budgetary information more accessible, Glidden said he plans to appoint a person from the library staff who university faculty, staff and students will be able to contact to help provide the requested information. Glidden announced that Chad Boeninger will be the contact person, who will be well trained in the use of the ORCALE system in order to access the information. Glidden then said that all of the past budgetary records could be accessed from the library on microfilm. He said that Mr. Boeninger would also be able to help find past records for interested persons. Glidden also announced that in the future the Faculty Senate Finance and Facilities Committee will be asked to expand its charge to review major budgetary decisions of the university. Glidden said the point of these changes is to make the university community as “savvy” as possible regarding these decisions. Glidden commented that it is unreasonable to expect all decisions to be made through shared governance as it would take too long and some decisions cannot wait for extended discussion. However, Glidden said that there is no intent to be “high handed or arrogant” about the way the business of the university is run. He said that the best we as a university can do is to keep the process as open as possible. Glidden thanked Professor Hays for the constructiveness of his letter, and commented that he felt the changes would be for the betterment of the university. 

Glidden then commented on the implementation of the Group I Faculty Salary Adjustment Proposal. The proposal would adjust the salaries of certain Associate and Full Professors at the university who meet the adjustment criteria. Glidden said that some faculty were disappointed that the adjustment did not affect the January paychecks. He informed the Senate that the adjustments will be made with the paychecks issued the first of March, and the reason that the adjustments could not be made sooner is because the payroll office is currently busy processing employee W-2 forms. Glidden said that he would let the Provost discuss the details of the plan, but he admitted that the plan did not please all faculty. He said that he felt the plan was as fair as possible, and will achieve its objectives. Glidden thanked Provost Kopp and his staff for collecting and analyzing the data required to implement the plan, and he also acknowledged the Faculty Senate Executive Committee for advice and the committee’s constant “nagging” in order to get the adjustments implemented in the first place. Glidden said he felt the faculty will be pleased with the results of the adjustment and, he said they should result in a significant increase for Ohio University in the state ranking of faculty salaries. 

Questions/Comments for Glidden

Flynn (EAST) asked how the proposed system of budget transparency would help faculty and staff from the regional campuses. Glidden replied that the information would be available for regional campus employees, and to increase convenience he said that a point person could also be assigned at each regional campus. In terms of allowing regional campus employee input on the budgetary decisions, Glidden said that he would discuss with Vice President for Regional Education, Charles Bird about the possibility of forming a review committee from regional campus employees. Glidden said that it is important not to set up too many review committees that would make the budgetary process cumbersome and unworkable. Heineman (LAN) asked if regional campus faculty are included in the salary adjustments. Glidden replied that the regional campus faculty would be treated the same way as the Athens campus faculty. Provost Kopp commented that it was also his understanding that qualifying regional campus faculty would also see the adjustments. Vice President Bird confirmed these comments.                                    

I. Provost Kopp

Provost Kopp began his address by commenting on the details of the Group I faculty (Associate and Full) salary adjustment proposal. Kopp said it was a multipart plan with the first part being implemented with the March paychecks. Kopp said that the cost of the total plan is still being analyzed, but he anticipated that the first part would be taking a very large portion of the funds budgeted for the adjustments. Kopp said that many have asked why 2/3 of the salary adjustment could not be paid in the 2 quarters left in the 03-04 academic year and then the remaining third in the 04-05 year. Kopp replied that the adjustments were initially budgeted to pay ½ during the 03-04 academic year and ½ for the 04-05 year. He said that $810,000 has been budgeted for the first half of the adjustment and it was not intended to parallel academic years. Kopp said that adjustments will be made to faculty salaries who did not receive the increase that is currently being given “centrally “for promotions. Kopp said that adjustments will be given that make up the difference between what a faculty member received with his/her promotion and what is currently being given. Kopp said some faculty will receive two adjustments if they have been promoted to the Associate then to the Full Professor rank. He said faculty who were hired by the university at a particular rank will not receive an adjustment for the rank at which they were hired. Kopp said faculty that have taken administrative appointments that, by definition of the Faculty Handbook cannot serve on the Faculty Senate, will also not be eligible for the adjustments. However, if and when these faculty members return to the faculty ranks they will receive adjustments if eligible. Kopp said the plan was delayed because of additional conversations about the plan that he felt were very helpful. Kopp also thanked the Faculty Senate Executive Committee for their help in the implementation of the plan. He said that there may be some equity issues involved once the plan is implemented but he hoped the raise pool for the 04-05 year will be able to help with these issues. 

Question/Comments about the salary adjustment plan

Brown (A&S) asked if faculty currently in administrative positions could be assured that once they leave their administrative appointment their salary will be adjusted if they qualify under the proposal. Kopp replied that letters will be sent to individuals assuring them of the adjustments. Pasic (ENG) asked how the adjustments will affect Ohio University in comparison to the state salary rankings. Kopp deferred the question to Associate Provost Darrell Winefordner who said that the adjustments should raise the average associate professor salary to second in the state and full professor salaries will be raised to second or third. Kopp commented that assistant professor salaries are already second in the state. Daley (A&S) asked if the adjustment made in the March checks will be made retroactive till January. Kopp said that he wasn’t sure because the payroll adjustments are a complicated process that must be done individually. He said that when he gets more information from the Payroll Office regarding how the adjustments will be made, he will post this information on the Provost Office web site. Miles (A&S) asked if faculty who were set to receive adjustments would receive letters informing them of this. Kopp said that once department heads and deans have verified the names, the faculty would receive a letter. Scott (FA) expressed concern that the adjustments would result in a budget shortfall that would affect the academic departments in the near future. She said she hopes that in the future the faculty would be consulted regarding budgetary issues on a regular basis so the faculty salary-ranking situation would not become the problem that it is currently. Kopp replied that in the future there will be more of a connection between planning and budgeting and he would present this proposal later in the meeting. He also commented that, in his view, two policies, which have been followed in the past, have contributed to faculty salary compression. First, promotion adjustments have been too small which has resulted in salary compression and second, the policies of certain colleges that flat dollar raises be give in place of percentage increases. Bloemer added that it has been a goal of the Senate for recent years to bring the Ohio University faculty salaries back into the top quartile and he was pleased that the adjustments will move them in the right direction. Grimes (A&S) asked if Kopp would mandate colleges to follow raise procedures that do not result in compression. Kopp replied that he did not feel that such policies should be mandated, but that colleges need to realize the implications of these actions. He said that he would encourage them to change these policies however. 

Kopp then announced that the Dean Evaluation Committees have been formed and the evaluation forms will be sent to the faculty very soon. He asked the Senators to encourage their faculty colleagues to complete the forms and submit them back to the committees.

Kopp also announced that House Bill funding and a call for proposals would be released soon.

With regard to winter quarter enrollment, Kopp announced that the campus was down 173 students from this time last year. He said that the drop is not a major concern but he plans to continue to monitor it. 

Finally, Kopp commented on the recommendations that were published from the state Commission on Higher Education. Kopp encouraged the senators to read the report if they have not done so. He informed the Senate that, if implemented, some of the recommendations would have a serious effect on the university. These recommendations include reducing doctorial subsidy by 35% and master’s subsidy by 20%. In addition, research challenge would increase. Kopp said that many of the recommendations would benefit the largest institutions in the state and hurt the small ones. Kopp said the commission also recommended a tuition guarantee for incoming students. In other words, a student would be guaranteed the same tuition rate for four years. Kopp said if such a policy would have gone into effect four years ago, the university would have lost $8 million in revenue. Other policy changes that have been suggested in other reports addressing higher education include allowing the Board of Regents to have power to eliminate graduate programs and monitor productivity of faculty. Kopp said it was his guess that we would not know which recommendations the Governor will follow until his State of the State address later in the month.                                                                   

II. Roll Call and Approval of the November 17, 2003 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. Minor corrections to the November minutes were communicated to the Senate Secretary, before the meeting by Grimes (A&S). With no further corrections to the November minutes, Grimes (A&S) made a motion to accept the November minutes, seconded by Ingram (A&S). The November 2003 minutes were accepted. The revised November minutes can be accessed from the Faculty Senate web page, http://www.ohiou.edu/facsen/welcome.htm
III. Chair’s Report

In his Chair’s report, Hugh Bloemer first reported that the Provost had approved the Senate resolution passed at the November meeting concerning healthcare benefits and how any carryover funds would be budgeted the following year. Bloemer then reported on the progress of the Presidential Search Committee, which met on December 5, 2003 at the Lancaster campus. Bloemer said that he was pleased with the outcome of the meeting, which was longer than expected. He said that the group spent a great deal of time debating the basic language of the search documents as well as some of the other procedures. He said that the search document was modified to address the concerns of the faculty that serve on the committee, however there remains a concern that the final selection will be made without the candidates making a campus visit. Bloemer said that he did feel the faculty representatives made progress at the meeting convincing other members of the committee that the campus visits must be part of the search process. 

Bloemer also reported that the representatives from the search firm hired to conduct the process will visit campus on Friday and he has managed to secure time on their schedule to meet with the Faculty Senate Executive Committee and the Senate Committee Chairs. He said the short (30 minute) meeting should give the faculty additional time to voice their expectations and concerns about the search process. 

Bloemer said the faculty should have received an e-mail from Director of Benefits Greg Fialko concerning House Bill 227. Bloemer informed the Senate that among other issues, the bill would mandate the State Teachers Retirement System (STRS) and other retirement systems in Ohio to follow the concept of “Buy Ohio”. If the bill were passed, the state retirement systems would be mandated to use Ohio financial firms for the investment of 70% of their funds. Passage of the bill would also give the State Treasurer firing power over the STRS director and appointment power, with the approval of the STRS Board. Bloemer felt the bill contained “dangerous concepts” and he encouraged the faculty to send their sentiments to the appropriate legislators. He said the State House has passed the bill but the Senate is interested in a different version. Bloemer said he felt this was a serious situation and that faculty input is needed to avoid a compromise, which would be unacceptable to faculty interests. He said that later in the meeting the chair of the FFC will present a resolution condemning the bill in order for the Ohio University Faculty to communicate a collective voice on the issue. 

Bloemer closed by announcing that the next senate meeting scheduled for Monday, February 9, 2004 at 7:10pm will be held in a new venue, the GOVERNANCE ROOM in the newly opened Lecture Hall located across Richland Avenue from the Convocation Center and next to Grover Center. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS

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

Grimes said that his report will consist of three items of business, the first being a resolution proposing policy changes regarding when a faculty member can present a full dossier for consideration for promotion or promotion/tenure. Grimes said that currently, faculty who may want to be considered for promotion or tenure/promotion are evaluated in the department on an annual basis and based on this evaluation the faculty member may be invited to submit a full dossier for consideration. Grimes said many faculty at the associate professor level feel this policy is unfair in that they have received negative evaluations for a number of years without being invited to submit a full dossier. Grimes said that these faculty members have felt that this policy violates due process and they feel that their case for promotion would be strengthened if allowed to submit a dossier. The resolution (Appendix A, Item 1) would make the annual departmental tenure and promotion evaluation advisory in nature and give the faculty member wishing to be considered for promotion the option to submit a full dossier for consideration. Grimes said that he felt that the resolution would solve the equity and due process issues that are now in question. The negative side of the issue would be that the promotion candidate may be spending a great deal of time preparing a dossier that may not significantly strengthen his/her case. 

Questions/Discussion of the Resolution

Stephens (BUS) suggested changing the language of the resolution from a “full” dossier to a “complete” dossier. Grimes accepted the change in language. 

Grimes then announced that the P&T Committee has scheduled the annual promotion and tenure workshop for probationary faculty for the 27th of February. Grimes said that the location of the workshop has not yet been determined and the P&T Committee is in the process of scheduling the speakers. He said if any of the Senators had suggestions for speakers they should contact him within the next 10 days before the program is finalized. 

In his final comments, Grimes said that the Dean of the College of Osteopathic Medicine has contacted him and expressed concern over the system of faculty classification (Group I, II etc.). Grimes said the Dean feels this system does not fit the mold of his college and it is done differently at other medical schools. Grimes said the problem is most apparent for COM faculty who have significant clinical responsibilities. Grimes said that the P&T Committee plans to hold additional conversations with the Dean and may come to the Senate in the future with a proposal to modify the classification system for COM faculty. 

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

Ingram provided an update to the Senate on three issues that the EPSA Committee is addressing. He first announced that the process of how departmental advisors for the Honors Tutorial College are selected remains an issue that is currently being discussed by the committee. He also commented that the Registrar’s Office has drafted a proposal to address how courses could be listed in the schedule booklet as “majors only”. Ingram said EPSA is currently examining the proposal for its feasibility. Ingram also said that unauthorized “pink slipping” of students into classes remains a problem that ESPA is continuing to investigate. Finally, Ingram reported that ESPA is investigating an issue brought to the committee by the Student Senate regarding assigning final course grades. Ingram said the Student Senate has complained that within courses, which have multiple sections, there is significant variation regarding the percentage average that earns a particular grade in the course. The Student Senate has expressed a need for these courses to be more standardized in their grading policies. Ingram said that EPSA is looking into this issue. In his final comments, Ingram said that EPSA is also reviewing portions of the Faculty Handbook that deal with student affairs and may suggest updates for consideration at future Senate meetings.       

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

Stephens reported that the FFC is continuing to study healthcare issues and he commented that the Ohio Faculty Council (OFC) will soon provide a study comparing healthcare costs at the various universities around the state. Stephens commented that this information should be very useful. He then said that he anticipates there will be two future reports from the FFC regarding healthcare, one dealing with the situation at Ohio University and the other based on the OFC report.

Stephens said the FFC is also continuing to study the Intercollegial Athletic (ICA) Department budget for a possible future report to the Senate, and the committee is reviewing the Faculty Handbook for possible updates.

Next, Stephens introduced a resolution for FIRST READING (Appendix A, Item 2) which denounced House Bill HB 227 and the Senate version of the bill SB 133. Stephens explained that the bills would have a significant affect on STRS by mandating that the retirement funds invest a large part of their funds in Ohio companies and the bills would also give the State Treasurer unchecked power over such financial decisions. Other changes in the operation of STRS would also occur and are detailed in the resolution. Stephens said the “Buy Ohio” mandate would require the retirement funds to be managed by Ohio financial institutions, but also require a significant portion of the funds to be invested in companies based in Ohio. Stephens commented that the issue should be how to get better oversight and control over the STRS; not necessarily transferring the control to an elected official. He said the funds should not be considered public funds but they are funds that belong to the STRS investors and, as a result, the investors should have greater control. 

Questions/Comments about the Resolution

Nance (A&S) suggested changing the word “requiring” in the last sentence of the second paragraph in the resolution to “require”. Stephens accepted the change. Braasch (ENG) made a motion to suspend the rules for a second reading on the resolution. K. Brown (A&S) seconded the motion. With no further discussion, Stephens on behalf of the FFC called for a vote on the resolution as amended. A vote was taken and the resolution passed.   

K. Brown (A&S) asked Stephens if the administration has given the FFC a complete accounting of the healthcare budget for the last few years, as was asked for at an earlier Senate meeting. Stephens replied that he has not yet received this information. Brown commented that he was very concerned about what he has been hearing regarding the healthcare budget. Brown said he has heard that the budget has realized a $9 million dollar surplus over the last two fiscal years, and, if this is true, he asked why the university administration continues to talk about raising the contribution rates for employees for next year as well as cutting benefits to save money in the budget. Brown said if this surplus information is true, “where is the crisis?” Brown said that he had also been told by members of the Benefits Advisory Committee (BAC) that proposed benefit cuts were being proposed only because Vice President for Administration Gary North had told the BAC to trim $1.5 million from the healthcare budget. Brown said that North’s request is not a good enough reason, especially considering the budget currently has a surplus. Brown said that the healthcare budget should be considered part of “our compensation” and when the administration increases contribution rates and cuts benefits “they are taking money out of our (the employees) pockets”. Brown urged the Senate not to remain silent on this issue. He said that he felt the Senate should take action on the issue and not sit back and do nothing. He said that he is not in favor of another resolution on the subject, but a demand that the administration treat the faculty fairly on the issue and if they don’t, the faculty should strongly consider collective action. With no further comments on the healthcare issue, Bloemer informed the Senate that, because of the resignation of a faculty member, he has requested that Brown be placed on the BAC and he suggested that Brown communicate these concerns to the BAC during their next meeting.                                 

VII. Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Madeleine Scott  

Scott announced that the PRC had completed work on one grievance and is in the process of addressing another. She also reported that the committee has suggested the College Professional Ethics Committees have alternate members in case certain members of the committees have conflicts with a particular case that is being addressed. In her final comments, Scott also informed the Senate that her committee was reviewing sections of the Faculty Handbook for possible revisions. 

VIII. Provost Kopp- Proposal for Comprehensive Institutional Planning and Budgeting

Provost Kopp presented a PowerPoint presentation outlining his proposal on a new planning and budgeting process for the university. Kopp said that the proposal represents a significant change from the way budgeting is currently performed at the university, and serves to formalize and integrate planning with the budgeting process. Kopp informed the Senate that the entire proposal and his PowerPoint presentation can be accessed on the Provost Office web site (http://www.ohiou.edu/provost/) and he encouraged the Senators to review these documents. Kopp said the entire process will be guided by the University Mission Statement and the goals set forth by the Academic Quality Improvement Project (AQIP). He said that four working committees would be created, each consisting of 8 members. These committees: 1) A Mission Statement Committee would periodically review the University Mission Statement and suggest updates when needed, 2) The Institutional Planning Committee would be charged with the planning process for the university, 3) The University Budgetary Advisory Committee would be responsible for budgeting for the university priorities and 4) The Assessment Committee would be charged with assessing the progress of the priorities and determining whether the priorities are meeting the established benchmarks. Kopp said a Strategic Advancement Committee, which is currently in place, will be responsible for establishing the priorities and action plans. He said that the membership of the four committees mentioned above will make up a Steering Committee and will, therefore, be a committee of the whole consisting of 33 members; the Provost will serve as chair. The Steering Committee will function to allow the membership of the working committees to communicate with one another throughout the process. Kopp then discussed the proposed membership of the various committees in which faculty will be heavily involved. The entire Faculty Senate Executive Committee will be asked to serve on the Steering Committee, the Faculty Senate Chair will serve on the Planning Committee and the FFC chair will be asked to serve on the Budgetary Advisory Committee. More details of the proposal once again may be accessed from the Provost Web site, http://www.ohiou.edu/provost/budgetplan.pdf. In closing, Kopp thanked many groups including the Faculty Senate Executive Committee, for their helpful comments regarding the creation of the proposal.  

Questions/Comments about the Planning/Budgeting Proposal

Flynn (EAST) said that he was pleased that employees from the Regional Campuses and the Faculty Senate were involved in the proposed committees. He then asked if the At Large Faculty could come from “anywhere” including the regional campuses. Kopp replied that the At Large Faculty could come from anywhere, including the regional campuses. Ingram (A&S) replied that he was disappointed that the percentage of faculty serving on the committees was not higher. He suggested that they (the faculty) should make up at least 50% of the Steering Committee membership. Kopp replied that the process should promote shared governance, which includes all of the university community, not just faculty. Ingram said he understood, however the mission of the university, as well as the planning and budgeting processes, are academic in nature and as a result should be controlled by faculty. Ingram said if the number of committee members is a concern, the number of Vice President representatives should be reduced. Kopp said that finding the correct balance of membership is important and will continue to be refined. Daley (A&S) asked if Kopp could comment on the procedure, which would be used to select the individuals who would serve on the committees. Kopp said that this process is still undecided, however, he suggested, for example, that the Faculty Senate Executive Committee could be responsible for selecting the faculty membership and the Dean’s Council could select the Dean representatives. He said that many of the details of the process remain to be discussed and he encouraged the Senate as well as others in the university community to submit ideas and suggestions to refine the process. He said that he plans to post these suggestions on the Provost Office web site so all can see and provide comments.

IX. Bill Owens- Chair, General Education Council

Owens provided the Senate with an update regarding the establishment of the approval process for courses to be considered for the new general education curriculum. Owens said that the course approval web site will go live very soon for on line approval of submitted courses. He said that faculty would be able to access proposals on line, which they have submitted and will also be able to request advice and help for submission of course proposals. Owens said an Advisory Committee has been formed to whom faculty can go for advice on the course submission process. He said that the Advisory Committee will have a web site where faculty may request advice/help and the site may be accessed from the General Education home page (http://www.ohio.edu/gened/). Owens then demonstrated to the faculty how the on line approval process will work. Owens said that many issues about the new general education process remain to be addressed, including how students will be able to transfer general education courses from other institutions.

Questions/Comments for Owens

Flynn (EAST) asked if courses, which have been successfully approved as general education courses will be listed on the web site. Owens replied that they would along with advice and sample proposals. D. Brown (COMM) said that he likes the idea of an Advisory Committee to provide suggestions and help to faculty submitting proposals. He asked if faculty could send their ideas for new courses before they officially submit the proposals through the web site. Owens replied that they could as this is how he envisioned the committee working. D. Brown asked if the best way to submit comments to the Advisory Committee was through the web site. Owens said that the comments or ideas could be submitted through the site or faculty could directly e-mail the committee chair for help and/or advice.      

X. Adjournment

Bloemer asked the Senate if there was new business to discuss. Hearing none, Bloemer asked if there was a motion to adjourn the January meeting. Ingram (A&S) made the motion to adjourn the meeting, which was seconded by McLaughlin (A&S); the meeting was adjourned at 8:40 pm.   

                                                                                   Respectfully submitted by

                                                                                   Martin T. Tuck

                                                                                   Secretary of the Faculty Senate  

APPENDIX A, ITEM 1

Faculty Senate

Promotion and Tenure Committee

Resolution for First Reading

January 12, 2004


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


The annual evaluation of a 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 full 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 A, ITEM 2

Faculty Senate

Finance and Facilities Committee

Proposed Resolution Concerning STRS

January 12, 2004

FIRST READING AND FOR VOTE

WHEREAS, the Ohio State Teachers’ Retirement System (STRS) has recently suffered financial setbacks, which in turn has led to decreased benefits for recipients, and a continuing threat to the financial viability of that system, and

WHEREAS, the Ohio legislature has recently passed two bills proposing changes in STRS, a Senate version (SB 133) that merely changes the composition of the STRS Board of Trustees by replacing the State Attorney General with the State Treasurer, and replaces an active teacher with a retired teacher, and a House version (Substitute HB 227) that would (1) grant to the State Treasurer extraordinary supervisory power over the system, (2) direct STRS to invest all of its money through Ohio brokers, and (3) require an amount of investment exclusively in Ohio companies, and

WHEREAS, the House Substitute Bill would cause great damage to the STRS system by (1) removing the latitude with which the board may make investment decisions and violate the statutory duty of the pension funds to follow a practice of “most prudent investment” in order to deliver maximum benefits to their members, (2) enacting a practice that may well violate Article IV, Section 2, of the Privileges and Immunities Clause of the United States Constitution by discriminating against out-of-state brokers, and (3) greatly reducing the rate of return of investments made by the system, which may be an unconstitutional “taking” under the Fifth Amendment of the United States Constitution,

THEREFORE THE OHIO UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE RESOLVES:

The Ohio legislature should ensure that the conference committee, or other attempt to reconcile the two bills, proceeds as follows:


1.  That the Treasurer not be given unchecked power over board financial decisions and managerial positions, both as a general principle and to avoid the appearance and possibility of a conflict of interest with the Treasurer’s other duties,


2.  That the “buy Ohio” provisions suggested in Substitute HB 227 be excluded from any further consideration, and


3.  That the legislature concern itself solely with the issue of membership on the Board of Trustees and the representation of the interests of the contributors to and the recipients of the STRS treasury, which was the original intent of both the House and Senate bills.


12
9

