Faculty Senate Meeting Agenda
Regular Meeting
Monday, January 10, 2005
Room 235, Margaret M. Walter Hall 7:10 pm

Members PRESENT were: Arts and Sciences: Appel, K. Brown, Daley, Drabold, Duerr, Dyer, Grimes, Cuddington (for Helm), Ingram, Just, Lopez, McLaughlin, McMills, Roosenburg, S. Reilly, and Sarnoff: Business: Sherman, Stephens, and Tucker; Communications: Bernt, Miller, Pecora, and Stewart; Education: Howley and Leinbaugh; Engineering: Braasch, Gulino, Hale, Pasic; Fine Arts: Cardenas, A. Reilly, Scott and D. Thomas; Health and Human Services: Li (for M. Brown), Chabot, Graham, and Rathbun; Osteopathic Medicine: Coschigano, Simpson, and Stroh; Group II: Thomas, D. Young; Chillicothe: Parker;  Eastern: Castle (for Flynn); Lancaster: Becker and Heineman; Southern: Crawford; Zanesville: Shriver.
Member ABSENT was: Young (A&S)

Member EXCUSED was: Simmons (Chillicothe)

Outline of Issues Discussed

I. Interim Provost Kathy Krendl

II. Roll Call and Approval of November 15, 2004, minutes
III. Chair’s Report – Phyllis Bernt

a. Update on signed resolutions and on Senate’s Strategic Planning Process

b. Information about COESAD – Vibert Cambridge

c. Special Senate Meeting on General Education, January 24, 2005, 7:10 p.m., Walter Hall 235
d. Next  Regular Senate Meeting February 14, 2005, 7:10 p.m., Walter Hall 235
IV. Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Carolyn Cardenas

a. Resolution on Freedom of Speech and Artistic Expression—for Second Reading and for Vote 

b. Regarding Confidentiality in Issues of Sexual Harassment--for First Reading

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

a. Discussion regarding health care task force  proposals

VI. Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) - Steve Grimes
VII. Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) - David Ingram  

a. Update on Gen Ed and other pending issues

b. Information regarding the transfer articulation system (TAGS) and the course applicability system (CAS)  -- David Descutner and Caryn Asleson

VIII. New Business

IX. Adjournment 
Summary of the Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

January 10, 2005

· Interim Provost Kathy Krendl spoke on behalf of President McDavis who was at an IUC meeting.

· Krendl said a hiring freeze for administrative and classified staff is under consideration. 

· She said a program audit of all unit areas of the university will be undertaken.  

· She said the President has asked for a response from Senate before the end of the month on health care.

· She said additional funds from the state are unlikely.  The Budget Planning Council has met and begun its work.

· She reviewed recommendations made by consulting firm Noel Levitz.

· Senate Chair Phyllis Bernt reviewed the Senate Strategic Planning Process and progress.

· She announced a special meeting of the Senate January 24, 2005 to discuss General Education.

· Vibert Cambridge, President, Caucus of Educators and Staff of African Descent, addressed the Senate.

· Professional Relations Committee resolution on Freedom of Speech an Artistic Expression passed.

· Professional Relations Committee resolution on Confidentiality in Issues of Sexual Harassment passed.

· Finance and Facilities Committee Chair, Aimee Howley led a discussion of the health care task force proposal.  Senate set to vote on its recommendations at special January 24 meeting.

· Promotion and Tenure Committee announced its annual workshop will be delivered to regional campuses via micro-wave.

· Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee will present a new general education plan at January 24 meeting.

· David Descutner presented information on House Bill 95 and the Transfer Articulation Guidelines and Course Applicability System.

Phyllis Bernt, Chair of the Senate called the Senate to order at 7:15.  The Senate adjourned at 9:25.

I. Interim Provost Kathy Krendl

Interim Provost Krendl said that IUC presidents and provosts were meeting to discuss challenges facing institutions and that President McDavis asked her to convey information to the Senate. She said another hiring freeze for administrative and classified staff is being considered.  She said a program audit will be undertaken to look at instructional capacities, identify areas where we can accommodate more students and target recruitment efforts in those areas where enrollment might be increased.  She said the Delaware study group will do a discipline-by-discipline study of costs and make institutional comparisons.  Krendl noted that Bernt and Ingram serve on the Delaware Study Committee.  She said more information will be forthcoming.  On the subject of health care task force report, President McDavis has asked for responses and recommendations from the Senate before the end of the month. She said requests from parents and students have generated discussion about the possibility of a fall commencement ceremony. She said costs and level of interest are being reviewed. The Interim Provost said that the Budget Planning Council has met, and is in the early discussion stage of talking about issues related to budget planning; it does not appear likely we will receive additional funding from the state.  She said we are looking at positive admissions numbers and applications are ahead of last year.  She said there appears to be some progress in the multi-cultural application group.  Krendl said consultant Noel Levitz has been on campus for a third set of meetings intended to identify and implement strategies to improve applicant pools, admissions and yield rate.  One recommendation was to establish a call center to contact those who have expressed interest in Ohio and to advance inquiries into the application stage.  Once an application has been made, Levitz recommended shifting to a tele-counseling mode with student ambassadors available to provide more inside information to applicants.  She said we need to leverage financial aid dollars more effectively and noted that our yield on the previous strategy to enroll top students has not been strong in terms of results. Levitz recommended considering the next tier level of students as an academically strong, potentially successful, but under-solicited group. She said these enrollment management strategies are for 2006, and will include purchasing more names of likely students.  She said that Levitz has a list serve that will help generate a broader pool of applicants for the Admissions Director search. 

Questions for Krendl
D. Thomas asked about the program audit timetable.  Krendl said that much of the information exists for the audit and this will move the timeline along.  She said the audit will include the administrative areas to establish a baseline of all areas and help determine appropriate staffing levels.  D. Thomas asked about budget planning and the effect of a 2-3% salary increase. Krendl said that the Budget Planning Committee is investigating the effects of the numbers with respect to a raise pool and tuition, and will provide Senate with further budget information if desired.  She said questions about potential cutbacks could not be addressed at this point. Ingram asked when the faculty at large will be included in the Strategic Planning Process.  Krendl said the intention has been to include faculty throughout the process and that both Task Force subcommittees and expert advisory groups include faculty members.  The Task Force will complete both external environment and internal environment scans.  Reference documents used in the process will be posted on the web and available to those who have an OAK ID.  Krendl asked Senators to forward additional documents that might be helpful to the planning process  She noted there will be open meetings and open discussions in the process and that she is open to suggestions that would further participation.    

II. Roll Call and Approval of November 15, 2004, minutes
MOTION – to approve the minutes of the November 15, 2004 meeting

Grimes/Ingram

MOTION PASSED

III. Chair’s Report – Phyllis Bernt

The Chair introduced Willem Roosenberg who replaces Tim Anderson while he is on leave for winter and spring quarters.  She invited Bob Stewart to give an update on Senator Bernard Debatin’s health.  He reported Debatin’s health improves steadily. 

She said the Provost signed the following resolutions:

1. The resolution regarding our mission statement, passed at the October 2004 meeting.

2. The resolution that would add “domestic partner” to citations in the Faculty Handbook regarding family members, passed at the June 2004 meeting.

3. The resolution that added language to the Faculty Handbook regarding a faculty member’s right to submit a full P&T dossier for consideration, even if the annual assessment is negative, passed at the February 2004 meeting.

4. The resolution to establish a standing committee on copyright policy that was passed several years ago.

She noted the Faculty Handbook will be updated accordingly.  She said the new copyright policy committee will be established.

Bernt updated the Senators on the progress of the Senate Strategic Planning Process.  She reviewed the six major areas identified by faculty: General Education, Budget and Resource Allocation, Workload/Research Expectations, Educational Quality, Workplace/Campus Environment and Evaluation/Categorization.  She said focus in the planning process on the first two of these, General Education, and Budget/Resource Allocation, are crucial for the Senate. She noted that work has been underway on the General Education issue and that a special meeting of the Senate has been scheduled in two weeks to address it.  She said EPSA will bring a resolution to the floor at this meeting and the Senate will endeavor to comply with the faculty petition received in November.  She said she hopes faculty concerns, and uncertainty about General Education and where it is going will be alleviated by the end of winter quarter.

Bernt said that colleagues have expressed concerns about the erosion of shared governance, the lack of transparency and faculty involvement in budgeting and strategic planning, and that the academic mission has not guided resource allocation.  She noted that faculty are strongly involved in the university strategic planning process.  She reported that between the Strategic Planning Task Force and the expert groups created to support task force activity, there are at least 40 faculty members; and faculty are co-chairing four of the task force subcommittees.  She said the Senate Executive Committee has been meeting with the Provost to identify more ways to get faculty involved and heard and that the new Budget Planning Council (modeled on UPAC) includes eight faculty members.  She said it is critical that the faculty voice at the table be heard.  She said that if faculty are heard and taken seriously, the academic mission will be central to planning and to resource allocation, and that some of the other faculty concerns—about workload expectations and about educational quality –will also be addressed 
Bernt said that our constituents want us to keep lines of communication open with faculty and administrators and to develop a relationship with the Trustees.  She noted that meeting agendas, minutes, and information have been distributed to all faculty, and that meeting agendas have been shared with deans and VPs.  She said that Daniel DeLawder, the Vice Chair of the Trustees, has been invited, and has agreed to attend the March Senate. 

Bernt announced that there will be a special Senate meeting devoted to general education, two weeks from tonight (January 24, 2005), in Walter Hall 235 at 7:10 pm.  The next regular Senate meeting will be Monday, February 14, 2005, at 7:10 pm, Walter Hall 235.  

Questions for Bernt
Parker noted that faculty from Chillicothe miss the convenience of accessing Senate minutes on the Senate website.  Bernt said the new Senate website with a more interactive design is slated to be up in February, 2005.
Information about COESAD – Vibert Cambridge
The Chair introduced Vibert C. Cambridge, Ph.D., President, Caucus of Educators and Staff of African Descent (COESAD). 

Cambridge thanked the Senate for the opportunity to speak and introduced the members of the COESAD Executive team—Anita Grant (Secretary), Sheila Clarke Williams (Member), Patricia Gunn (member), Connie Perdreau (member), Patricia Cambridge (member), and Jessie Roberson (Vice President).

Cambridge said COESAD intends to be an active part of the strategic planning process during this period of dynamic change.  COESAD wants to begin work with Senate to craft strategies and implement processes to create a more welcoming and inclusive campus environment for people of color, addressing the goals articulated by President McDavis during his inaugural address.  He said COESAD has met with President McDavis, Provost Krendl, the Chairs and Directors Council, and plans to meet with the Classified and Administrative Senates, the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) and the Fraternal Order of Police (FOP). 

Cambridge provided a brief history of the organization, which has existed on campus under various names since 1970. He said the 1970 Black Faculty Caucus was motivated to:

  address concerns about job security—specifically fear of  “last hired, first fired” practices;
  create a community to provide support and mentorship for new African American faculty and students;
  create a mechanism to support the recruitment and retention of African American faculty and students;
  provide a mechanism to advocate for African American faculty and students; to ensure that faculty, staff, 
and students were able to make optimum contributions to the university;
  establish a community that would valorize and encourage scholarly and creative productivity of faculty 
of African descent.
Cambridge said that in 1980, 14 Black Faculty represented 2.1% of the total full-time tenure track faculty.  In 1990, 38 Black Faculty represented 5.3% of the total full-time tenure track faculty.  He said that Institutional Equity reports that in 2004, 47 Black Faculty represent 5.3% of total faculty; 61 Black Administrators represent 5.1% of the total administrative workforce, a decline from 6.7% in 1990; and 25 Black Classified Staff represent 2.1% of the total classified work force.

Cambridge said that contemporary problems and challenges have not varied significantly over 35 years. Among the challenges articulated by the COESAD focus group as part of the Ohio University Task Force on Inclusiveness and Equity in 2004 were: exclusion, under-representation, fear of victimization, hostile environment, and application of different standards or expectations. He noted that the survey of faculty concerns conducted by the Faculty Senate also identified concerns about diversity/internationalism and gender/ethnicity bias. He said that in the 2004-2005 academic year, COESAD members continue to experience significant environmental impediments to the creation of a more welcoming and inclusive campus environment for people of color. He noted the lack of representation of faculty of African American descent on the Senate and the limited number serving on key university committees as a concern, and proposed that collective work be initiated to redress this.

Cambridge identified COESAD as “an organization of committed university citizens that has adopted a pro-active stance and seeks to build partnerships to confront and address the issue of race at Ohio University”. He said the organization supports shared governance and recognizes the Faculty, Administrative, and Classified Senates as pivotal policy and decision-making organizations.  He said COESAD is convinced that policies developed and implemented in governance, recruitment, retention, performance appraisal, and professional development, will have positive benefits for the university. He said that COESAD is actively engaged in developing policy and wishes to establish a mechanism for on-going conversation with the Faculty Senate. Cambridge said the problem is multi-dimensional and that the model we collectively develop can give our university a national prominence that is based on collegial substance. He said COESAD looks forward to working with Senate to formulate and implement policies that will "create a more welcoming and inclusive campus environment for people of color.”  

Questions for Cambridge
Cardenas asked how departments can contact COESAD to have members of the group talk to their faculty.  She noted that diversity is the most important issue in the School of Art and that there are a low percentage of African Americans enrolled in its programs.  She asked what methods COESAD would recommend to attract African American students. Cambridge noted that Athens is one of the oldest African American communities in the country and that the university needs to refine its recruitment plan with a more strategic and systematic approach.  Sheila Williams said bringing students to campus is a significant piece of the puzzle.  Cambridge said that the institution needs a multi-dimensional approach to addressing the issues. 

Special Senate Meeting on General Education, January 24, 2005, 7:10 p.m., Walter Hall 235
Next  Regular Senate Meeting February 14, 2005, 7:10 p.m., Walter Hall 235 
IV. Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Carolyn Cardenas
Resolution on Freedom of Speech and Artistic Expression—for Second Reading and for Vote

Cardenas said she had invited Senators to email the Committee with any problems regarding the resolution language.  She said she did not receive any comments. Ingram, as chair of the Library Committee, reported that it endorsed the resolution.  No further discussion occurred. Bernt called for a vote.
Sarnoff/Grimes

MOTION – to pass the Resolution on Freedom of Speech and Artistic Expression

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY
Regarding Confidentiality in Issues of Sexual Harassment—for First Reading

Cardenas said the Faculty Handbook language does not comply with federal law regarding assurances of confidentiality in reporting sexual harassment. She said that Institutional Equity and the Ombudsman are working to refine policy language that does comply with federal regulations.  Once OIE and Ombuds have completed language revisions the Senate will undertake further refinements in Handbook language.  In the interim, the resolution under consideration brings the Handbook into accord with legal requirements.  A. Reilly said that if we strike language regarding confidentiality, all offices on campus need to be informed immediately so that reporting procedures are in compliance.  Drabold asked if the change came from the federal courts.  Cardenas said they did.  Stephens asked if the resolution was the primary means to inform people that confidentiality is no longer a part of the reporting process.  Cardenas said that Office of Institutional Equity and that the Ombuds will work to train and inform others regarding the new sexual harassment policies.  Stephens said that if the changes are intended to inform and if the resolution represents important information, the Senate should approve it this evening and moved to suspend the rules and vote on the measure. A. Reilly seconded.
MOTION – to suspend the rule and vote on the resolution
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

Stephens/M. Thomas
MOTION – to pass the Resolution Regarding Confidentiality in Issues of Sexual Harassment

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

V. Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Aimee Howley
Discussion regarding Health Care Task Force proposals

Howley noted that according to this evening’s report from Krendl, the timeline for Senate responding to the President’s request for feedback is now the end of this month.  Bernt asked if the Senators have had enough opportunity to review the proposal to make a resolution and take vote.  Howley said the FCC had not prepared to do a resolution at this Senate.  She proposed that Senate discuss the proposal and draft a resolution after the meeting.  She said the special January 24th meeting of the Senate would provide Senate with an opportunity to vote on the issue.  M. Simpson noted that the proposal did not originate as a Senate issue, but since four senators served on the Task Force that developed its recommendations, putting a resolution together might be possible this evening.  Stroh asked for the brief synopsis of issues  

Howley said the Task Force put together the options presented in the Task Force report.  These included the following questions.  1) What constitutes a fair balance between the employees’ share and the University’s share of health care costs and how can that balance be maintained over time?  2) What procedures should be used for arriving at accurate projections of health care costs?  3) What procedure should be used to accommodate shortfalls and surpluses resulting from imperfect projections of costs? She said the report that came out of the Task Force outlined three options.  In the “fair balance” question, employees pay 10% of health care costs and the University pays 90%, or, employees pay 20% of health care costs and the university pays 80%. She said the 10:90 option may affect funds available for a raise pool.  She said that the period the split addressed should be explicit and that the terms should balance the need for organizational stability with the need for organizational flexibility.  She said benchmarking procedures are needed in order to clarify the “fair balance” context.  The “accurate projection” question resulted in recommendations from the Task Force to employ experts to create projections based on a transparent set of assumptions specific to our market and usage that should be shared with University constituents in advance.  The Task Force recommended that the experts use linear extrapolation based on historical data from Ohio University to arrive at a local projection and calculate the annual projected increase in costs as the midpoint between the general and local projections.  Howley said the Task Force acknowledged the difficulties associated with arriving at accurate projections given the escalating costs of health care, but said it protects the University and employee groups from the problems associated with shortfalls and surpluses. With respect to the “surplus and shortfall” question, she said the recommendations included three possibilities. 1) The surplus should be returned to employees in proportion to the agreed-upon fair balance.  If employees’ share of health care costs is 20%, their share of the surplus should be 20%.  2) The University should bank the entire surplus to offset future health care costs. 3) The University should refund the entire surplus to employees. With respect to shortfalls, she said the recommendations included three possibilities. 1) In any given year, recover additional funds from employees, to cover shortfalls from the previous year, up to the amount of the employees’ share of health care costs, using a variety of plan design features such as premium increases, increases in co-payments, etc. 2) Recover additional funds from employees, to cover shortfalls from the previous year, using only premium increases.  3) Before calling on employees to repay their portion of shortfalls, all funds available in the Claims Fluctuation Reserve should by used up.  Once such funds are exhausted, the Reserve should be replenished using the process described above.  She said the Task Force recognized the differential impact of increases in employee contributions depending on the salary level of the employee and suggested phasing in any required increases in employee contributions as a way to ease the burden.   She said the full report of the Health Care Benefits Task Force is available at http://www.csm.ohiou.edu/bernt/FacultySenate.htm            

K. Brown said costs will continue to escalate at 3 to 4 times regular inflation and that faculty has been asked to cover a greater percentage of the cost.  He said there is a need to see what can be done to stabilize the situation.  Howley noted that the Task Force listed a preference for the 20:80 split as a permanent split in an effort to address the need for stability.  Ingram said he did not think the 10:90 was a viable option and that we currently have a 16:84 split that could go higher.  McLaughlin asked if the figures take into account everything that employees pay.  Howley affirmed that what employees pay in aggregate share is the entire cost and has been taken into account.  Ingram said that lower paid workers would get a more equitable break with the 10:90 split.  K. Brown reviewed figures for the Senate noting that once Senate had access to the auditable figures it was revealed that our share of the costs went from an agreed upon 10% to its current 16% share.  He asked the Senate to consider what faculty will receive in return for giving up an additional 4% that brings our share to 20%.  He suggested we need assurance that our share of costs will be stable. K. Brown said that the time and effort expended fighting with the administration on the health care issue could be devoted to other things. He said that surpluses have been used to reduce the employer contributions, that over-budgeting is a problem and that previous surpluses should be returned.  Howley said that addressing issues as framed in the proposal would help Senate realize a better result. 

Ingram recommended a permanent 20:80 spilt to provide stability.  Simpson agreed.  Sherman noted that this would not provide organizational flexibility and it would be difficult for the administration to agree to a permanent recommendation.  Bernt asked how much Senate should diverge from the recommendations of the Task Force. Howley recommended discussing the materials as presented because they were developed by constituent bodies. 

Stephens said future increases will be in co-pays and deductibles.  He said stability will be more likely with better projections or predictions of expenditures and assurances that these will not be tampered with once made.  He said adding an arbitrary increase to projections as has occurred routinely is not good practice. He reiterated that there are three questions to consider: what percentage do employees pay; what happens if projections are way are over or under estimates; and, how do we estimate the cost. D. Thomas said that lower salaried junior faculty will feel the impact of a 10:90 split disproportionately. Bernt asked if the fact that 10:90 is an option indicates some members of the Committee felt the amount is too high for some. Simpson said we should remember that the President has asked for an opinion.  She urged that the Senate get something together for the next meeting. Grimes asked if the Committee included a variable deductible in its recommendations.  Howley said it did not.  J. Bernt said that our current split is at 16.8% - 83.2% ratio for faculty and said we should stay with that. Just said that what the 20% employee share represents is not clear and asked if we are being asked to write a blank check.  Howley said the Committee wrestled with subtleties about these issues but framed the points identified as a way of starting forward motion.  She said there was more work to be done on these points.  Hale asked if there is a list of comparable institutions for benchmarking costs.  Howley said general information from institutions was available but the specifics were not.  Stephens said that until the Senate required the administration to give us data we thought we were paying 10%.  More data revealed that we are paying 16%.  Stewart said it seems unlikely we will get agreement with administration. K. Brown encouraged the Senate to try to reach an agreement.  Bernt noted that since we are at 16.8%, voluntarily going to 20 % is counterintuitive and inadvisable if we do not get anything in return such as an assurance of permanence. Sherman suggested we say that we are willing to go as high 20% over the next few years.  Duerr asked if the 16.8% represented an increase from what we paid previously.  Stephens said information was not available because we changed providers.  Simpson said we should determine a fixed percentage so we know what we are doing.  She asked if the Senate could develop its own proposal.  Howley said we could, but may lose the support of other groups.  She said that the Committee saw compelling information that health care costs will continue to increase.  A. Reilly said the percentages are reasonable if they are permanent and the costs are real and audited.  Howley said that we need a way to be fair with overages and that careful projections will reduce the potential for mischief.  S. Reilly reminded the Senate that the original Health Care Task Force was asked to consider 2%, 4%, and 6% options and did not agree to a 4% increase.  Cardenas asked if there would be an effect on the faculty salaries and compensation if we do not agree to 20%.  She asked if a line can be drawn that separates health care and faculty salaries.  Brown said AAUP salary levels provide some protection and noted that unionized campuses have better health care and coverage.

Ingram proposed crafting a recommendation regarding the first and second health care option items. Sarnoff agreed.  Howley noted the FFC will work on these recommendations and circulate them prior to the January 24th meeting for a reading and vote. Daley raised the possibility that the issue be considered at the February 14th meeting so constituents can be polled.  Bernt recommended e-mail as a mechanism for soliciting input from constituents so that President McDavis can have our recommendations prior to the Board of Trustees’ meeting February 17th.  

VI. Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) - Steve Grimes
Grimes said that the Promotion and Tenure workshop will be delivered to regional campuses by micro-wave link.  He said the Committee had resolved one appeal, and is working on another.
Questions for Grimes
D. Young asked if the Group II promotion issue had been addressed by the Committee. Grimes reported there was nothing to report on the issue at this time.

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

a. Update on Gen Ed and other pending issues

Ingram summarized the work of EPSA.  He said that work is in progress on the new General Education proposal that will be discussed at the special meeting of the Senate on January 24.  

He said there will be a motion ready for a first reading on the majors-set-aside issue soon and that a motion on the transfer probation issue will be ready by the end of term.  

b. Information regarding the transfer articulation system (TAGS) and the course applicability system (CAS)  -- David Descutner and Caryn Asleson
The Chair introduced David Descutner, Dean of University College and Caryn Asleson.
Descutner welcomed the opportunity to address the Senate.  He said that House Bill 95 is understood as a response to perceived difficulties that students in Ohio have transferring credits among higher education institutions in Ohio and in applying transfer credits to specific degree programs.  The following summarizes materials presented. Five legislative elements were added to Ohio’s statewide articulation and transfer policy: removing unnecessary duplication and institutional barriers; universal course equivalency classification system; full implementation of Course Applicability System and equitable treatment of transfers in Ohio; marketing initiative; and credit from career (proprietary) schools. OBOR endorses seven recommendations from the Articulation and Transfer Council and is required to report on the progress to the General Assembly by April 15, 2005.  These recommendations are: build on the Ohio Transfer module; provide opportunities for transfer on a course basis; create discipline specific pathways (TAGS); create a technical transfer core; ensure equitable student consideration for acceptance into degree programs; develop an assessment/evaluation plan; and course equivalency system. TAGS include pre-major and major courses that can be identified for guaranteed transfer as an addition to the courses already included in the Transfer Module.   

Descutner said that students who transfer here have success very similar to native students. K. Brown said that this eliminates faculty control over breadth and depth and students are the ones who are hurt by the lack of preparation.  Descutner agreed.  Daley urged Senators to find out what the Transfer Articulation Guide is in their discipline. He said it takes away the autonomy of the faculty to develop curriculum. Bernt asked if this is an effort to develop a model curriculum.  Descutner said that the principle of standardization is inherent here.  Appel asked if a “C” grade continues as the agreed upon measure of successful course completion.  Some features of the acceptable grades for credit were unclear on this point.  Descutner noted that advising is essential to making the Course Applicability System work.  Bernt asked what the implications are for general education. Asleson said tracking course completion through learning units and enrichments features of the previously proposed general education plan would not have been possible.  Sarnoff asked if there would be more focus on getting students into the major earlier.  Descutner agreed. Drabold asked if increasing the population at two-year schools was part of the motive.  Descutner said yes, and noted that two-year schools want to be able to offer baccalaureate degrees.  Drabold asked if we would lose first and second year students to the two-year schools.  Descutner said we lose them because of escalating tuition costs.  He noted we capture very few relocating students. Asleson said we should develop a tracking system so we can tell schools why their preparation is not working.  She said this will improve the level of teaching at two year institutions.  Stephens said we could develop relationships with successful two-year schools that prepare students well.  Daley said the TAGS program does not encourage the kind of relationship that fosters finding and cultivating schools that successfully prepare students for a four-year college.   Duerr noted that departments need information that helps identify and track transfer students. Chabot voiced concerns, echoed by some, about elitism and about why at-risk students do not feel comfortable here.  Daley reiterated concerns that the state is dictating to us what we do in our classrooms.

VIII. New Business

Hearing no new business the Chair of the Senate called for a motion to adjourn.

IX. Adjournment
MOTION – to Adjourn
Grimes/Braasch
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

The meeting adjourned at 9:25.
Respectfully submitted, 

Madeleine Scott

Secretary

Appendix A, Item 1

PROFESSIONAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE

RESOLUTION ON ACADEMIC FREEDOM OF SPEECH 

AND ARTISTIC EXPRESSION

Passed

Whereas,

In 1965, Ohio University was declared by the faculty and administration to be an “open campus,” one which supports free speech because free speech is not simply an aspect of the educational enterprise to be weighed against other desirable ends.  It is the very precondition of the academic enterprise itself. 

Whereas,

The freedom of speech is protected by the First Amendment to the Constitution of the United States and,

Whereas,

The First Amendment is not just a suggestion: the rights of individuals to assemble, share diverse views and beliefs, and to express those views to the public is at the very core of public higher education. Hence, there is no place for censorship of any medium of expression at Ohio University.

Be it therefore resolved that the following language be inserted into the Faculty Handbook at the beginning, under the first heading titled I. A. Academic Freedom, Professional Ethics and Tenure:

Ohio University supports the principles of free speech in all its forms and without censorship.  Accordingly, Ohio University adopts and subscribes to the “Statement on Academic Freedom and Artistic Expression” (1) endorsed by the American Association of University Professors (AAUP, 1990), and reaffirms a commitment to the AAUP document entitled “On Freedom of Expression and Campus Speech Codes” (2), (AAUP, 1992) and reproduced in the AAUP Handbook of Policy Documents and Reports, (“The Redbook”, ninth edition, 2001), as well as the “Library Bill of Rights” (3) adopted by the American Library Association (ALA, 1948, amended in 1980, and reaffirmed in 1996). 

Endnotes

(1) “Statement on Academic Freedom and Artistic Expression is a concluding statement by the participants in the 1990 Wolf Trap Conference on Academic Freedom and Artistic Expression, sponsored by the American Association of University Professors, the American Council on Education, the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, and the Wolf Trap Foundation. The statement was endorsed by AAUP's Committee "A" on Academic Freedom and Tenure and by its Council at their meetings in June 1990. 

(2) “On Freedom of Expression and Campus Speech Codes” was endorsed by AAUP's Committee A on Academic Freedom and Tenure and by its Council at their meetings in June 1992. As with all AAUP policy statements, it is in the public domain. It was published in the July-August 1992 Academe. 

(3) The American Library Association adopted “Library Bill of Rights”, June 18, 1948.  Amended February 2, 1961, and January 23, 1980, inclusion of “age” reaffirmed January 23, 1996, by the ALA Council.

(4) Changed from 1

(5) Changed from 2

(6) Changed from 3

Appendix A, Item 2

Professional Relations Committee

Resolution Regarding Confidentiality in Issues of Sexual Harassment

Passed
Whereas at Ohio University the current policies and procedures on harassment cannot and do not, in all cases, issue a guarantee of confidentiality to the parties involved due to new federal guidelines, and 

Whereas Ohio University Policy on Harassment, 03.004, Nov.4, 2002, is being updated by the Office of Institutional Equity to reflect ramifications of personal responsibility, especially that of liability in sexual harassment cases, with regard to maintaining confidentiality,

Be It Resolved 

That Section II.R.2. of the Faculty Handbook be amended to reflect compliance with federal guidelines as follows:   
All Ohio University employees and students are responsible for compliance with this policy. All University supervisory personnel have an affirmative responsibility to discourage and eliminate conduct inconsistent with this policy. Specific concerns or complaints regarding sexual harassment should be brought to the attention of the Office for Institutional Equity or the Office of the University Ombudsman. These two offices may assist the complainant in an informal resolution of the complaint or direct the complainant to the appropriate grievance procedure. Such consultation will be held in absolute confidence. The investigating office will respect the rights of all parties involved in the complaint. No action, formal or informal, will be taken without the explicit approval of the complainant. A faculty member may appeal any action that might result from such a complaint following the procedures described in Section II.G. 
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