Ohio University Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes

Regular Meeting

June 11, 2007

Margaret M. Walter Hall, Room 235

________________________________________________________________________

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

In Attendance:

Arts & Sciences:  T. Anderson, K. Brown, G. Buckley, S. Gradin, D. Ingram, L. Rice (for W. Just), S. Lopez, J. McLaughlin, J. Ueland (for W. Roosenburg), S. Sarnoff, G. Matlack (for M. Clouse), G. Van Patten
Business:  

Communication:  P. Bernt, B. Debatin, N. Pecora

Education:  V. Conley, T. Leinbaugh

Engineering:  

Fine Arts:  D. McDiarmid, A. Reilly, C. Smith, D. Thomas

Health and Human Services:  A. Graham, T. Overby (for J. Hinton)

Osteopathic Medicine:

Group II:  C. Naccarato

Chillicothe: 

Eastern: T. Flynn

Lancaster:  P. Munhall

Southern:  E. McCown
Zanesville:  S. Ghaffari (for K. Collins)

New Senators: D. Adleta, D. Bell, J. Bernt, D. Bolon, P. Jung, S. Marinellie, S. Patterson, 

B. Quitslund, T. Stock
Excused:
D. Miles, J. Webster, J.W. Smith, C. Bartone, J. Giesey, M. Simpson, J. Becker, J. Benson

Absent:

J. Bender, D. Drabold, A. Smith, L. Hoshower, W. Gist, M. Tucker, D. Gulino, D. Matolak, 

C. Hayes, D. Matthews, P. Coschigano, S. Hatty, A. Hall, J. McKean, S. Brogan, 

R. Pasic
______________________________________________________________________________

Overview of the Meeting
I.
Executive Vice President and Provost Krendl
II.
Roll Call and Approval of May 14, 2007, Minutes
III.
Chair’s Report – Sergio López

a. Status of resolutions


b. Next regular Senate meeting: September 17, 2007, 7:00 p.m., Walter Hall 235

IV.
Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Norma Pecora

a. Year-end report
b. Resolution Clarifying Detenuring Provisions in the Faculty Handbook (for second reading and vote)

V.
Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) – Annette Graham

a. Year-end report

VI.
Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Joe McLaughlin

a. Year-end report


b. Resolution to Create a Standing Committee on Benefits (for second reading and vote)

VII.
Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) – David Ingram 
a. Online Course Committee request to EPSA regarding Handbook clarity on online courses

b. Classroom scheduling policy updates


c. Report on activities of the Academic Honesty Committee (Susan Sarnoff)


d. Update on activities of the General Education Learning Outcomes Committee
e. Sense of the Senate Resolution on Responsibility-Centered Budgeting (for first reading)

VIII.
New Business

a. Reintroduction of Resolution on Shared Governance (Ken Brown)


b. Call for a “Dialogue on Race” (Najee´ Muhammad)
IX.
Adjournment
______________________________________________________________________________

Minutes of the Meeting
I.
Executive Vice President and Provost Krendl
· Krendl thanked the Senate for its work this year and thanked faculty member for their service on committees.
· Krendl gave a report that touched on several items of faculty concern, including:
· An update on enrollment figures; details are include in Krendl’s full report, available at the link below.
· Faculty retention and compensation; Krendl provided clarification on how the 93% faculty retention rate which was published in Outlook on June 1st was arrived at.  She reported that data show that over the past 9 years the average retention rate for Group I faculty has been 92%.  In response to questions that have been raised by faculty about the $1.2 million for faculty compensation that is to be distributed in the new fiscal year, Krendl reported that the Faculty Compensation Task Force, which included three faculty members, determined that “primary determinants of total compensation increases were based upon salary and benefits.”  Improving total compensation (salary and benefits) of full-time tenure-track faculty relative to our peers was the focus of the task force.  Therefore, the $1.2 million for faculty compensation was based upon salary and benefits.  Krendl also addressed questions about how the $1.2 million was allocated to each college.  She again referred to the Faculty Compensation Task Force’s final report, which detailed how these funds would be distributed.  A proportion of the compensation funds are to be allocated to each college based on a detailed formula which takes into account the total FTE of each college as a proportion of the entire faculty FTE and also the total disparity in faculty salaries based upon discipline-specific market comparisons.  The dean of each college will then work with chairs and directors to identify the appropriate distribution of the funds among the various schools and departments.  
· The status of two recent resolutions passed by the Senate; Krendl has declined to sign the Resolution on Faculty Compensation and the Resolution on Faculty Workload; she provided the reasoning behind her decision, the details of which are included in Krendl’s full report available at the link below.
· Items for inclusion on the Senate’s agenda for next year; these items include 1) some suggestions for changes to the Faculty Handbook that have been forwarded from various committees; 2) maintaining progress with respect to learning outcomes and general education; and 3) completion of work begun this past year on faculty classifications and titles.
The complete text of Krendl’s report to the Senate, which includes detailed enrollment updates, can be found on the Provost’s web site at: http://www.ohio.edu/provost/upload/EVP_PRO_Report.pdf.
· Krendl said that she will be working this summer on the reorganization of her office to reflect the additional responsibilities that President McDavis has placed under her jurisdiction.  Details of planned reorganizations are outlined in her report available at the web site above.
· Krendl led an extended conversation (which carried over into the questioning period) about the planned implementation of Responsibility-Based Budgeting and questions and concerns surrounding this implementation.  She said that the open forum sessions that have been conducted by John Day (Associate Provost for Academic Budget and Planning) are only the beginning of a series of such forums; they will be continued this summer and into the next academic year.  She explained that the process of developing the model was delayed because of changes in the state subsidy taxonomy.  She presented an overview of the “guiding principles” and “academic quality indicators” that the deans have created in recent months and explained that these guiding principles begin from the premise that academic quality will not be compromised under a RCB system and that RCB is first and foremost a guide/tool for allocation of resources.  The academic quality indicators include: 1) maintenance of tenure-track faculty base; 2) maintenance of tenure-track faculty credit hour production; 3) maintenance of research and creative activity production; 4) monitoring for course duplication; 5) monitoring of section size; 6) monitoring for grade inflation; 7) maintenance of the incoming student profile; 8) maintenance of program accreditation; 9) maintenance of support for honors programs; and 10) maintenance of support for interdisciplinary programs.  More details are provided in Krendl’s full report available at the link above.
Questions for Krendl:

· C. Smith asked if the assumption is that the current status quo (especially with respect to budget and departmental budget allocations) would remain under RCB.  Krendl replied that that would be the case only if individual units elected to do so; RCB is to be employed primarily as a planning tool to inform decisions.  
· J. Ueland asked if the administration will also be included in RCB planning.  Krendl said that all units will be subject to a unit review process, including the central administration.  
· K. Brown asked if the quality indicators reflect anything about the time to graduate; he also asked the Provost to comment on potential conflicts of interest with respect to University College – the goal of University College is to move students out of the college and into majors, which is a conflict of interest in RCB because University College would lose money with a loss of students.  Krendl noted that in fact the university receives additional money from the state when time to graduate decreases.
· David Descutner (Associate Provost for Undergraduate Education) urged Senators and faculty members to approach RCB within the context of the “collective good.”

· B. Debatin said that in his opinion the biggest problem with RCB seems to be a lack of a connection between quality indicators and how the model would be implemented; he said that the possibility exists for programs to be pitted against each other in a competition for resources and that such a situation would be very unproductive.  Krendl responded by saying that this would only be the case if one assumes that RCB is only about “the bottom line, which it is not.”
· P. Bernt asked how it can be assured that units will have the money to meet their goals when the model may say that it does not.  Krendl said that there are various tools that have to be utilized in order to subsidize such programs.  She said that the central investment pool will account for 20% of the budget; subsidization will come from other units.  She said that it is a given that there will be some programs (Engineering, for example) that will have to be subsidized.  
· C. Smith commented that the arts are not “money-making ventures” and asked if the university has considered where the arts will fit in the strategic plan.  Krendl said that yes, of course this has been part of the discussions about RCB.  She said that it is a part of the institutional goals and that we are just at the beginning of the process.  
· C. Naccarato said that the RCB document is misleading with respect to the contributions of Group II, part-time instructors; they seem to “have been edited out.”  Krendl responded by pointing out that the document is a “values document” and does not talk about how we will meet these goals yet.  She said the “driving force” has to be about protecting academic quality; RCB will inform decisions about what the “right size” of Group I, Group II, etc., faculty will be.  
· G. Buckley commented that as it now stands, with budget cuts in each of the past few years, many units have not been allowed to replace retiring faculty lines and that as a result we are down in terms of faculty numbers; he wondered how this will be rectified under RCB.  Krendl responded by pointing out that we are actually “up” in terms of the number of Group I faculty, but an overall goal would be to keep the number of Group I faculty at least where it is now.  She said that under an RCB scenario such discussions would be at the academic unit level; the planning units make the decisions.
· J. McLaughlin said that he thought it would be a good idea to have those who were on the Budget Planning Council take part in the discussions that the deans will be having this summer on academic quality indicators.  Krendl said that that would be fine, although many of the decisions will have to be made at the planning unit level.
______________________________________________________________________________

II.
Roll Call and Approval of May 14, 2007 Minutes
The Secretary noted that a few minor revisions had been made to the minutes that had previously been sent to Senators.

MOTION: A. Reilly made a motion to accept the minutes as modified (P. Bernt second)

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A HAND VOTE

______________________________________________________________________________

III.
Chair’s Report – Sergio Lopez
· Lopez updated the Senate on the status of recent resolutions that were passed.  Two have been signed by the Provost (resolutions on sexual harassment language and grievance language), one is pending (resolution on workload policy), and one was not signed (resolution on faculty compensation).
· An election for the representative to the Ohio Faculty Council was conducted by an ad-hoc committee consisting of Phyllis Bernt and Sherrie Gradin.  P. Bernt nominated Hugh Bloemer to serve in this capacity.

MOTION: P. Bernt made a motion to approve Hugh Bloemer as the representative to the Ohio Faculty Council (K. Brown second)

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A HAND VOTE

______________________________________________________________________________

IV.
Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Norma Pecora
· Pecora presented a year-end report that detailed the activities of the committee this year and thanked the members of the committee for their work this year.  The full text of her report is included in Appendix C.
· Pecora presented for second reading and vote a resolution clarifying detenuring provisions in the Faculty Handbook.  She led a discussion of current language and changes that the resolution calls for.
· J. Bernt asked how the language in the resolution accomplishes what is proposed given that it suggests that there may be instances where someone being detenured may not be given a terminal contract.  Pecora said that there may indeed be some instances where this is called for.  
· P. Bernt commented that this resolution actually strengthens protection of faculty because it replaces the “vagueness” of the existing language.  
· J. Bernt asked how “moral turpitude” (the current language in the Handbook) is any different from the language in the resolution under consideration.  Pecora responded by saying that the language that the committee chose is the clearest that they could come up with.  
· B. Debatin said that the language in the resolution is connected to two procedural issues: it more clearly defines what the terms for dismissal must be and connects it to the detenuring process.  The current language is “moral turpitude” but the language in the resolution is much clearer, with stronger language, and it creates more due process.

· D. McDiarmid commented that faculty members are always protected more when the decisions on their fate are placed in the hands of other faculty; this is what this resolution accomplishes.

MOTION:  Pecora called for a vote on the resolution as presented

PASSED 35-1 ON A HAND VOTE

The full text of the resolution as passed is included in Appendix B

· Pecora announced that Sherrie Gradin will be the new chair of PRC next year.

______________________________________________________________________________

V.
Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) – Annette Graham
· Graham presented an overview of the activities undertaken by the committee this year.  These activities included bringing forward resolutions dealing with faculty classification and faculty workload policy.  
· Graham thanked the members of the committee for their work this year and announced that Charles Smith will be the new chair of P&T next year.

______________________________________________________________________________

VI.
Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Joe McLaughlin
· McLaughlin gave a report detailing the activities of the committee this year.  These activities included revisions of Handbook language to re-define retirement status (on hold as of now); analysis of enrollment reports from the Enrollment Management Committee; a resolution to extend early retirement benefits to include summer teaching; a resolution on faculty compensation; a resolution on administrative salaries (tabled); a resolution on health benefits (tabled); and a report on health care cost increases.  The full text of McLaughlin’s report is included in Appendix C.
· McLaughlin presented for second reading and for vote a resolution to create a standing committee on benefits.  He discussed slight changes in wording that have been added since the first reading that proposes that a faculty member be the chair of this standing committee.
MOTION:  McLaughlin called for a vote on the resolution as amended

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A HAND VOTE

The full text of the resolution as passed is included in Appendix B.

· B. Debatin asked for an update on problems that have surfaced with respect to Anthem.  McLaughlin said that he has spoken about this with Greg Fialko (Director of Benefits and Compensation) on several occasions and will continue to follow up on the issues.
· Joe McLaughlin will continue as chair of FFC next year.

______________________________________________________________________________

VII.
Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) – David Ingram
· Ingram led a discussion of  several issues that the committee is currently working on:

· The Online Course Committee has asked EPSA to address the lack of clarity regarding online courses in the Handbook and to clarify that objectives and outcomes should be the same regardless of the instructional mode.  Ingram presented some “guiding principles” that have been recommended by the Online Course Committee.
· C. Smith asked for clarification about whether proposed changes would be retroactive.  Ingram said that they could be retroactive if the departments wish it; the prime objective should be that the home departments on the Athens campus have control over quality control issues.

· T. Flynn voiced concern about language in the guiding principles that makes it sound like instructors on regional campuses are not part of the university.  
· D. Thomas said that the goal of this discussion is to “codify an old model.”

· C. Smith said that even though he approves of the language, he can understand how instructors on regional campuses would not.  Ingram said that the faculty in the department who developed the objectives and learning outcomes should be the ones who have “control” over it.
· Ingram said that he welcomes input on this issue (ingram@ohio.edu) and that the committee will bring forward a resolution for first reading in September.

· Ingram updated the Senate on recent announced changes to classroom scheduling policy, particularly those changes affecting when certain classes may be scheduled during the day and the policy that 60% of a department’s courses must be scheduled between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m.
· D. McDiarmid expressed frustration with these new policies and said that it appears that 3-hour-long courses would not “fit” into the new scheduling policy.  T. Leinbaugh and B. Quitslund also said that they teach 3-hour-long courses and that they would not fit under the new policy.

· P. Bernt asked from where this policy originated and wondered why these new policies were being implemented.  Ingram said that the new policies originated from, and were initiated by, the Registrar.  He said that this has been an issue for some time and that the impetus behind the changes revolves around giving students the opportunity to take 2-hour-long courses without difficult overlaps between classes.  

· P. Bernt said that it was her opinion that these new policies will create more problems than they will solve.

· J. Bernt said he believed that these new policies will not solve “overlap” problems.

· A. Graham said that she believes we will have an “impossible time” getting classes scheduled in laboratory sections are included in the 60% policy.  Ingram said that as far as he knows laboratory sections do not fall under this new policy.  
· Provost Krendl said that part of the impetus behind these changes had to do with the “efficient use of space” that is required by the Board of Regents.  She said that it is also a response to the fact that the university does not have a common scheduling process.

· Ingram said that he will look into whether laboratory sections are indeed excluded from the new policy.

· Ingram asked Susan Sarnoff to report on the activities of the Academic Integrity Committee.  She said that the committee has sent a report to Provost Krendl which recommends that there be a faculty advisor for the undergraduate honor code committee.  It also recommends that departments and schools designate a liaison to judiciaries.  The report does not recommend that the university acquire a site license for Turn It In software given that feedback from constituent groups with respect to the software has not been very positive.  The report recommends that some clarifications with respect to the honor code be made to the Faculty Handbook.  
· Ingram updated the Senate on the activities of the General Education Learning Outcomes Committee.  He said that the committee’s final report is nearly finished and it will be presented to the Board of Trustees at the end of June.  The University Curriculum Council (UCC) will be the main body that will be doing the work with respect to the committee’s recommendations.  The report includes the following recommendations:
· All general education course will be required to have clearly identified learning outcomes/objectives on syllabi

· The UCC should change the courses available for general education credit in the Catalog to reflect what is still offered and should work with the Registrar to amend DARS reports

· The UCC should set up a review of general education courses in the context of the outcomes listed and assess whether the outcomes are realistic

· Tier I writing and quantitative skills should be the first to be addressed

· P. Jung asked how the learning objectives will be assessed.  Ingram said that the committee is looking at various ways of assessing learning outcomes, such as assessment of students at the beginning and end of their education, within a student’s discipline.
· B. Quitslund asked who will be doing all of the work that will be required to assess learning outcomes.  Ingram said that for course-specific assessment it would be the faculty member who is primarily responsible for teaching that course.  He said that he understood that the time required to accomplish these goals is “certainly a major consideration,” but the goal is to meet our broad general education objectives.

· D. McDiarmid said that these policies seem to value “homogeneity over heterogeneity.”  Ingram responded by saying that the only courses that these policies address are general education courses, not other courses in individual disciplines.

· K. Brown asked what the outcome would be if a course is found not to be effective.  Ingram said that the “ultimate sanction” might be removal of that course from the general education curriculum; he reiterated that the overall goal is to improve general education.
· Mike Williford (Associate Provost for Institutional Research and Enrollment Planning) said that these policies also serve to keep the university in line with Board of Regents requirements.
· Provost Krendl said that these policies are also about being able to achieve an image for what general education at Ohio University means and to serve as evidence for the effectiveness of an education from the university.
· Ingram updated the Senate on other activities of the committee this year.  These included meeting with Dale Tampke (Associate Provost for Undergraduate Student Retention) about retention efforts, discussions with Joe Brennan (Executive Director of Communications and Marketing) regarding marketing efforts, and working on an undergraduate profile for the university which fits into the mission of the university while respecting diversity and regional campus issues.  Ingram reported that he attended the AQIP meeting in Chicago and said that AQIP employs a “philosophical approach” to accreditation that dovetails well with the Vision Ohio strategic plan.  He also commented on the workshop on student evaluation efficacy that was held on campus last week.  In particular, the workshop addressed response rates and the suggestion was made that to be considered an effective evaluation, student response rates should be at least 80% for small classes with enrollments fewer than 20 and 50% for larger-enrollment courses.
· Ingram briefed the Senate on some issues that EPSA will be addressing in the coming academic year.  These include looking into so-called “4+1” courses (dealing with limits on the number of graduate hours undergraduates can take) and comparing university expenditures over the last decade (where has money been spent and what were the driving forces behind fiscal decisions?).  

· Ingram presented for first reading a “sense of the Senate” resolution on Responsibility-Centered Budgeting (RCB).  After explaining what a sense of the Senate resolution is for the new Senators, he read the resolution and explained the reasoning behind EPSA bringing the resolution forward.  He explained that the main concern that EPSA has is valuing academic quality within an RCB environment.  The committee believes that numeric measures for academic quality is not sufficient enough.  The committee is also concerned that one year is not a sufficient period for full implementation of the RCB model and expressed concern about the lack of quality measures and accountability for academic support areas.  The committee feels that accountability, shared governance and the university’s central mission of teaching and scholarship can all be achieved without the implementation of RCB.  The committee believes that the adoption of RCB will be detrimental to the university’s central mission.  The full text of the resolution as presented is included in Appendix A.
· Provost Krendl pointed out that some of the recommendations with regard to RCB to which Ingram referred in his comments did not actually come from the administration; she asked P. Bernt to clarify in this regard.  
· P. Bernt said that in her opinion, and based upon research that she has undertaken with regard to RCB implementation at other institutions, RCB is a system that, if used correctly, can enhance academic quality.  She said that RCB makes a clear distinction between the academic and academic support areas and that her committee wanted to find a way to discipline the growth of the academic support areas, to find a way to match needs with resources.  She said that an RCB system allows this because since academic units are consumers in such a system they have a say about allocation of resources in academic support areas.
· K. Brown voiced some major concerns with respect to an RCB system.  He argued that “quality indicators” are in fact quality controls, safeguards against “bad outcomes” that might occur because it encourages certain types of behavior depending on the goals that are set.  He questioned why we would want to implement a system in which “we have to set up a dozen roadblocks to guard against a dozen bad outcomes.”  He speculated that this could lead to a loss of control of the curriculum by the faculty and wondered how faculty control of the curriculum could be assured under an RCB system.

· T. Flynn said that he believed some of the concerns with RCB have to do with a fear of chaos and that there ought to be some “central force” that assures that there will not be chaos, to ensure that if there are major discrepancies they could be monitored.  He noted that there was strong faculty support for RCB at Ohio State and the University of New Hampshire.
· J. Bernt said that any such “central authority” should include a large number of faculty members.
· C. Smith voiced concern with the academic “quality indicators.”  According to those, he said, we have to maintain or increase quantity and quality of research and teaching, but the number of faculty members has been decreasing.
· D. McDiarmid said that “things that generate revenue are not necessarily the most valuable things” and that the university should value something other than what produces revenue under market capitalism.  He said he is concerned because this is not addressed in RCB.  He wondered how values which do not earn revenue will remain valued in a RCB system.

· B. Quitslund pointed out that “RCB will tell us that we will need to pay more money to keep a Classics department,” for example, “which is highly valued.”  
· Provost Krendl noted that in fact all academic units produce revenue.  She said that RCB provides transparency as to where credit hours are being generated.
· D. Ingram said that although that may be the case, a major concern is with having “numeric formulas make the decisions.”
· P. Bernt replied that a “numeric formula does not make the decisions, it informs the decisions.”  She noted that none of the “perverse” outcomes that have been discussed in this dialogue have occurred at other places where RCB has been implemented.
· A. Graham voiced support for RCB.  She noted that within the current budgeting system Health and Human Services, for example, has not seen significant increases in its budget despite a large growth in the number of students.  She said that she would embrace a new budgeting model that would show where resources ought to be directed in a transparent manner.
· B. Debatin said that it is fitting and necessary to ask critical questions about RCB.  He said that since implementation of RCB is about enacting a different mechanism for distributing resources, that mechanism must be clear.  He said that in his opinion what we have before us at the moment with respect to RCB is not very clear and that the “mechanism” must have checks and balances.
· P. Bernt responded by noting that many of the people on the RCB taskforce were faculty members.  She said that all of the other institutions the taskforce looked at had mechanisms in place for monitoring RCB implementation.  She noted that we are still “in the middle of” the process but agreed that there “probably should have been broader-based discussions about this” earlier in the process.  
· Provost Krendl said that RCB will not make “any difference” this year; this year it will only be employed as a tool.  She noted that nothing with regard to RCB implementation is “fixed in stone.”
· D. McDiarmid said that he “is not for or against” RCB, but that he is unclear with regard to its details.  He voiced concern that its implementation is moving along too quickly without “thinking about the ramifications” of such.
· V. Conley said that she would feel more comfortable about this if we were also having conversations about a process for addressing issues across budget units.  She feels that current budgets are “woefully inadequate” for some units.

· In response to an offer from Provost Krendl to meet with EPSA to discuss this issue, Ingram tabled the resolution.

______________________________________________________________________________

VIII.
New Business
· K. Brown reintroduced a Resolution on Shared Governance that is a revival of one passed by the Senate more than a year ago.  Brown explained that the resolution had not been approved or rejected by the Provost but since there is now a policy (approved after the resolution was passed) that requires a response from the Provost’s office within 60 days reintroducing the resolution is an opportunity to receive a response.  As originally approved, the resolution consisted of three items: 1) a request for faculty representation on the Board of Trustees; 2) a request for faculty representation on the President’s cabinet; and 3) a request seeking to limit the existence of ad-hoc committees and to place more emphasis on the use of existing standing committees.  
· A suggestion from the floor to change wording in the resolution from “President’s cabinet” to “President’s staff” was accepted as a friendly amendment.

· A. Graham asked what mechanism the President would have for enforcing the resolution.  Brown replied that the resolution would not force the administration to do anything, but passing the resolution would bring it to their attention again and force them to either sign it or reject it.
· G. Van Patten suggested that the second item in the resolution (a request for faculty representation on the President’s staff) be stricken as it may keep the resolution from being signed again.  This suggestion was accepted as a friendly amendment.  
MOTION:  A. Reilly moved to suspend the rules and vote on the resolution as amended (D. McDiarmid second)

PASSED 24-1 ON A HAND VOTE

MOTION: K. Brown called for a vote on the resolution as amended (D. Ingram second)

PASSED 24-1 ON A HAND VOTE

The full text of the resolution as passed is available in Appendix B.

· Provost Krendl inquired as to when the 60-day period in which the resolution must be acted upon would begin in the case of this resolution.  K. Brown agreed that this period would begin at the beginning of the fall quarter.
· Professor Najee´ Muhammad (College of Education) brought to the attention of the Senate a recent disturbing racially-motivated incident involving two African-American female students that occurred in Alden Library.  He complemented the administration for its quick and decisive response to the incident (the incident was referred to judiciaries and the student initiating the incident was expelled from the university) and called on the Senate to address the racial climate on campus.  Muhammad informed the Senate that he will be working with Charles Smith to introduce a resolution this fall calling for a “Dialogue on Race” in order to address issues of race.  He stated that “until the faculty and the university deals with racism it will continue to be a problem.”  
· D. Ingram, as chair of EPSA, offered to work on these issues with Muhammad.

______________________________________________________________________________

IX.
Adjournment
MOTION: K. Brown moved to adjourn the meeting (J. Bernt second)

APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE

The meeting was adjourned at 10:40 p.m.

Respectfully submitted by Timothy G. Anderson, Secretary

Appendix A
Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA)

For First Reading

June 11, 2007

TABLED
A Sense of the Senate Motion on Responsibility Centered Budgeting (RCB) or Responsibility Centered Management (RCM)

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Background

Nearly three years ago, at the instigation of the President, Ohio University set out on the first institution wide comprehensive academic planning exercise in many years, Vision Ohio. Hundreds of faculty, students and staff took part either as committee members or contributors in the many meetings held. Many possible improvements to Ohio University were identified, some of these required major investments and thus will take many years to achieve. Others were either simple to implement and/or had no major budget implications. It was determined early in the process that the administration considered RCB (aka RCM) as a desirable way to budget in order to redirect resources within the institution to enable some of the major investments.  This became a major source of concern for the faculty and special meetings were held to by the Resources Implementation Team of Vision Ohio to allay these fears and explain how RCB could be accomplished. During these discussions it became clear that:

1. there are many perverse and unintended consequences inherent in such a management system, for example, RCB encourages activities that are antithetical to our academic mission including proliferation of large classes taught by low paid contingent faculty or graduate students, reduction in the selection of classes, grade inflation, curricular poaching, and the potential for loss of control of the curriculum by the faculty;
2. RCB inherently focuses the attention of decision makers on the lowest cost, rather than the highest quality of education without regard to quantity;

3. all budget systems require academic quality measures to be in place to inform decision makers as to the consequences of their decisions;

4. there are no quality measures in place for the academic support areas as required by Vision Ohio;

5. there are no quality measures in place to provide a baseline against changes brought about by RCB can be measured;

6. RCB is a formula driven process;

7. both incremental budgeting (our current system) or RCB requires decisions to be made that reflect institutional values and that RCB does not make the decisions any easier;

8. RCB does not inherently value scholarship.

Be it resolved: that the Senate has no confidence in the adoption of RCB/RCM at Ohio University, which we believe will be detrimental to the educational and scholarship mission of the University.
Appendix B, Item 1
Professional Relations Committee (PRC)
Resolution on Changes to the Detenuring Language

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

Passed

June 11, 2007

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 B, Item 2
RESOLUTION TO FORM UNIVERSITY STANDING COMMITTEE ON BENEFITS

Finance and Facilities Committee

PASSED

June 11, 2007

Whereas employee benefits are important to the health and well being, recruitment, and retention of faculty and staff; and

Whereas an ad hoc benefits committee has been appointed annually by the administration for many years and the necessity of holding widespread discussions on benefits is unlikely to go away; 

Be it resolved that the Faculty Senate calls for the establishment of a University Standing Committee on Benefits to be charged with studying all proposed policy changes regarding employee benefits and with making recommendations to the administration regarding all changes.  

The standing committee will be appointed by the Committee on Committees and include appropriate representation from the faculty, classified, and administrative senates, as well as representatives from AFSCME and the Fraternal Order of Police.  The committee will be chaired by a member of the Faculty Senate Finance and Facilities committee.

Appendix B, Item 3
Resolution on Shared Governance
Brought Forward by Ken Brown
PASSED

June 11, 2007

Whereas the academic mission of Ohio University is currently undergoing revision through the writing and implementation of Vision Ohio, and

Whereas shared governance is an essential part of accomplishing a complete stewardship of the university, requiring administration, faculty, classified staff and students to all work together in order to effectively fulfill the revised mission, and

Whereas historically, faculty representation has been included on university and administrative boards, committees and in regular consultation with such offices in order to negotiate and further Ohio University's mission, and

Whereas continued academic excellence at Ohio University, especially in a time of budget crises, requires open communication and ongoing transparency at all levels, and

Whereas by approving the Faculty Handbook (2005), the president indicated his affirmation of shared governance, and

Whereas many universities, including the University of Cincinnati and Cleveland State University, have faculty members on their Boards of Trustees; 

Be it resolved that the future of shared governance should be reconfirmed and addressed alongside Vision Ohio by pursuing the following:

The members of Ohio University Board of Trustees will work with the Faculty Senate Executive Committee toward adding a member of the Faculty Senate as a non-voting member of the board, to be chosen by the Faculty Senate at the first meeting in September. 

Ordinarily and most often, assignments for study and/or action recommendations made to committees, commissions, councils, task forces, etc. will utilize existing standing committees appointed by the Committee on Committees.  In the rare event that an ad hoc body must be appointed, it will have a lifetime of no longer than one year and include a substantial number of faculty appointed by the Faculty Senate.  If the assignment relates to academic or curriculum matters, the ad hoc body must consist of a majority of faculty members appointed by the Faculty Senate and be chaired by a faculty member appointed by the Faculty Senate.  
Appendix C, Item 1
For Information

Professional Relations Committee

Year End Report

2006-2007

Grievances


Two reviewed and sent to President with recommendations

Resolutions


Family Medical Leave: brought Faculty Handbook language into compliance with 
the University Policy and Procedures Manual and Federal regulations


Harassment: brought the Faculty Handbook language into compliance with the 


University Policy and Procedures Manual and Federal regulations; added

 language specific to faculty and classroom situations

Terminal contracts: clarified language about the rights to a terminal contract if a faculty member is de-tenured

Grievance process: clarified process and procedures for faculty filing grievances relative to PRC’s role, including format of grievance, chain of responsibility, and revised outcome allowing PRC to respond to President’s recommendations.

Appendix C, Item 2

For Information
Finance and Facilities Committee

Year-End Report

June 1, 2007

October

1. Benefits Update for FY06:  within $100,000 of projected expenses; 16.11% paid by employees

2. Began work on revising the Handbook to allow Benefits for those under ARP, in particular Early Retirement; tabled until Policies and Procedures committee adopts new policy on retirement status; will be in accord with STRS definition

November

1. Enrollment Report from BPC; long-range (through 2011); freshmen class not expected to grow; plan is for increased number of graduate and transfer students

February

1. Introduction of Resolution to Extend Early Retirement benefits to include summer for those whose regular load includes summer (COM)

March

1. Faculty Compensation

2. Administrative Compensation—Rollback

3. Health Benefits

April

1. Faculty Compensation:  3% across the board, merit, put the health benefits back in 5-year plan

2. Health Benefits

3. Administrative Compensation

May

1. Report on Health Care Cost Increases: a)  President’s Budget; b) move from quartiles to nine-brackets

a. Total 16% to 19%

b. Premiums: 7.5% to almost 10%; .65%-.80% of salary per person

2. Standing Committee on Benefits

Regular reports on activities of  BPC, FPC, and BAC

Next Year:  

1. Faculty Salaries** (AAUP study) and Benefits** (surplus)

2. # of Group I faculty

3. Long-term study in Upper-level Administrative Positions & Salaries

4. Long-term study in % of budget that goes to Academic Units and Administrative Units

5. RCB Implementation

6. Facilities Expenditures/ Energy Efficiency and Conservation Efforts

7. ARP Issues

1

