Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University

June 14, 2004

Regular Meeting, Room 235, Margaret M. Walter Hall

Members PRESENT were: Arts and Sciences: Anderson, Appel, Bloemer, K. Brown, Shelly (for Daley), Dyer, Grimes, Helm, Ingram, Cuddington (for Lopez-Permouth), Vanderven (for Morris), Nance, S. Reilly, Sarnoff, and T. Young; Business: Senteney (for Stephens) and Tucker; Communications: Bernt, Debatin and Stewart; Education: Howley and Leinbaugh; Engineering: Sexton (for Braasch), Koonce (for Celenk), Gulino, Hale and Pasic; Fine Arts: A. Reilly, Scott and Thomas; Health and Human Services: M. Brown, Chabot, and Paulins; Osteopathic Medicine: Coschigano and Simpson; Chillicothe: Simmons; Eastern: Flynn; Lancaster: Becker and Heineman; Southern: Crawford; Group II: Thomas and Young.

Members EXCUSED were: Arts and Sciences: Daley, Drabold, Heckman, Lopez-Permouth, McLaughlin, Miles, Morris and Tuck; Business: Gupta, Sherman and Stephens; Communication: Miller; Engineering: Braasch and Celenk; Fine Arts: Cardenas; Health and Human Services: Graham and Rathbun; Osteopathic Medicine: Stroh.    

Members ADSENT were: Arts and Sciences: Just and Webster; Communications: D. Brown; Engineering: Kaya; Fine Arts: Wetzel; Health and Human Services: Cheleboun; Osteopathic Medicine: Gaines; Chillicothe: McManus, Parker and Zajdel; Lancaster: Killoran; Zanesville: Shriver.

Phyllis Bernt, Chair of the Senate, called the Senate to order at 7:10 p.m. The Senate was adjourned at 9:35 p.m.  

Outline of Issues Discussed

I. President Glidden

II. Provost Kopp 

III. Roll Call and Approval of the May 10, 2004 Minutes

IV. Chair’s Report – Phyllis Bernt

a. Ohio Faculty Council Report- Louis Wright

b. Election of the Ohio Faculty Council Representative

         Next Senate Meeting, September 20, 2004  

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

VI. Professional Relations Committee  (PRC) – Madeleine Scott

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

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

IX. Director of Transportation and Parking Services – Sherry Barnes

X. University Ombuds – Elizabeth Graham 

XI. New Business

XII. Adjournment

Summary of the Minutes

Faculty Senate

Ohio University 

June 14, 2004

· President Glidden addressed the Senate on the 04-05 university budget, his concept of Shared Governance and the university’s research and teaching mission.

· Provost Kopp addressed the Senate on freshman enrollment for the fall and announced that Associate Professor of Chemistry and Biochemistry, Dr. Marty Tuck has been appointed as the new Associate Provost for Academic Affairs and will join the Provost’s Office on July 1st.

· Senate Chair Bernt announced the new members of the Senate Executive Committee and she reported on the recent survey that was distributed to Ohio University Faculty. She also spoke about her expectations and the direction she feels the Faculty Senate should proceed during the coming academic year. 

· Louis Wright reported on the May 14, 2004 meeting of the Ohio Faculty Council (OFC). Wright was also elected as the OFC representative for the 04-05 academic year. 

· The Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) presented two  resolutions for SECOND READINGS AND VOTE, the first, condemning the proposed $1.5 million increase in the budget for the Intercollegiate Athletics Department (ICA) and the second, a revised resolution addressing the proposed “Major’s Only” course policy.
· The Professional Relations Committee (PRC) presented for SECOND READING AND VOTE a resolution addressing the addition of the term “Domestic Partner” in the language of several passages of the Faculty Handbook which makes the term equivalent to spouse or husband/wife. 

· The Promotion and Tenure Committee (P&T) presented a year end report to the Senate.

· The Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) also presented a year end report and two resolutions for FIRST READING, the first a statement affirming Shared Governance at Ohio University and a request to include faculty in budget and planning decisions. The second resolution addressed limitations in faculty contributions to health care costs.

· Sherry Barnes, Director of Transportation and Parking Services, provided the Senate with an update regarding changes in campus parking procedures and services.

· Elizabeth Graham, The University Ombuds, provided a report on the activities of the Ombuds office. Graham also addressed the Senate on several issues that her office deals with on a regular basis such as privacy of student records, civility and diversity across campus.             

The Complete Minutes

I. President Glidden

President Glidden informed the Senate that the university budget will be presented to the Board of Trustees in two weeks. He said that after calculating an increase in tuition and fees there will be a $4.49 million short fall in the budget.  Glidden said various committees are currently looking at different areas for budget cuts in order to balance the budget. 

Glidden said there was an intention to centralize the savings on the Early Retirement Incentive Plan (ERIP) benefits.  However, ERIP started in March and many units had already counted this saving as part of their budget cut which created an imbalance among these units. Areas for cuts include printing, business meetings and entertainment expenses, which Glidden commented comprise $700,000 reductions. He said printing in some units is a necessary expense and as a result these units were cut 10 % in this area while others were cut by 25%.  Glidden said allocations for business meetings and entertainment will be reduced, if these expenses are covered by the general fund.  He said the average budget reduction is 2.41% in these areas.  Glidden also commented that these initial rounds of expenditure cuts helped the university from implementing an “across the board cut”.  Glidden predicted flat budgets with no increases from the state as a best case scenario should be expected and planned for in the future regardless of the state economic situation.  

Regarding salaries, Glidden said that a 4% raise pool has been budgeted, but forwarded as a 3.5% increase in order to fund a salary equity pool.  He said faculty salary increments after equity may be in the range of 4.2%. He advised ways of looking at salaries that are more systematic in order to address salary inequities. Glidden said that there have been several situations where faculty members are being hired at noncompetitive salaries and as a result cannot catch up because there is not enough equity money for adjustments. He said applications from the units for equity adjustments will be matched 3:1 (75% central:25% unit).  He also noted that in some cases it will take two to three years for many faculty experiencing salary inequities to catch up.  

In his parting comments to the Senate, Glidden advised the senators to consider shared governance as shared leadership, particularly with respect to academic issues.  He said that the Faculty Senate should not be “shy” about championing certain issues important to the senate, and he commented that it makes a difference when these academic issues are carried personally and directly to the president and the provost. Glidden commented that he felt the role of the senate should be to advance the academic mission of the university. He also said he appreciated the cooperative and constructive character of the Faculty Senate during his ten years as President. 
In his final comments, Glidden said that talk about teaching vs. research on campus has been disturbing to him and he felt this argument is not productive for the university as a whole. He said during his tenure he wanted to enhance Ohio University’s research capability but at the same time champion more active involvement with students and academics. He said that in the future he hoped that the senate will work to help keep this balance. Glidden closed by saying that he has very much enjoyed his time at the university and he promised not to be a “stranger” to the institution once he leaves the position as University President.   

Before leaving the podium, Faculty Senate Chair, Phyllis Bernt presented President Glidden with a gift of a “fashionable” necktie from the senate and a proclamation that awarded him honorary membership in the Ohio University Faculty Senate for life.   

Faculty Senate Chair, Phyllis Bernt also presented retiring Associate Provost for Academic Affairs Barbara Reeves with a gift from the senate and a proclamation that awarded her honorary membership in the Ohio University Faculty Senate for life. Because Reeves is an avid quilter, the Faculty Senate Executive Committee presented her with a collection of fabric squares, which were printed with various sections of the Ohio University Faculty Handbook.  

II. Provost Kopp

Provost Kopp initially commented on the current enrollment data for the upcoming fall quarter. Kopp reported that citing signed housing agreements for 2004-2005 as the indicator, the university can expect an incoming freshman class enrollment of 3845. He reported the data indicates an increase of 100 students from the 03-04 academic year. Kopp said there are 20 more transfer students at present than last year at this time. He also said that it seems there will be 230 fewer sophomores and upper class students returning, but this figure cannot be verified because housing contracts are not complete at this time.  Kopp said on a positive note, the yield on freshman applications this year is 36%, which is up significantly from previous years. 

Regarding the search for a new Associate Provost for Academic Affairs, Provost Kopp thanked Dean Dennis Irwin and members of the search committee that identified three strong finalists for the position. Kopp announced that he has offered Dr. Marty Tuck the position and Tuck has accepted. He said he is pleased that Tuck will be joining his office on July 1. Kopp also said that the current Associate Provost Barbara Reeves will remain in the office for about two weeks after Tuck starts in the office in order to help with the transition.      

Questions for the Provost

Flynn (EAST) asked Kopp if he could comment about the details of the department salary match for equity adjustment that was mentioned by President Glidden in his earlier address. Kopp answered that the goal of the adjustment is a 3:1 match with the unit contribution being 25%. Depending on number of equity issues and dollars, Kopp said $750,000 on the Athens campus has been set aside and additional funds have also been earmarked for the Regional campuses. Kopp said if the earmarked funds are exceeded, the match will have to be reduced to something less than 3:1, however it will be prorated so that all will receive the same match percent. A. Reilly (FA) asked why the latest cuts reported earlier at 2.39% is higher than previously reported to the senate.  Kopp referenced the President’s comments that cuts based on publication and entertainment expenses as well as savings from the ERIP program could not be pulled back centrally and applied to the budget reduction. Kopp also noted that cuts to travel, business and entertainment expenses for the non-academic and the academic units are the same, which increased the overall percentage of the cut.                                               

III. Roll Call and Approval of the May 10, 2004 Minutes

Substituting for Senate Secretary Marty Tuck,  Senator Madeleine Scott called the roll of new, retiring and continuing Senators by college, group and regional campus. A list of Senators PRESENT, EXCUSED or ABSENT can be found in the front of these minutes. Correction to the May minutes was communicated before the meeting by Hale (ENG). With no further corrections to the May minutes, Grimes (A&S) made a motion to accept the May minutes, seconded by D. Thomas (FA). The May 2004 minutes were accepted. The revised May minutes can be accessed from the Faculty Senate web page, http://www.ohiou.edu/facsen/welcome.htm
IV. Chair’s Report

Senate Chair Bernt announced that the at large members of the Senate Executive Council are Hugh Sherman, College of Business and Madeleine Scott, College of Fine Arts. 

Bernt then reported that the Senate has been conducting a survey of faculty asking them what issues they want the Faculty Senate to address during the coming year. She said that 119 responses have been received both through the survey website and through direct responses to her email address.  A definitive analysis of the responses has not been done because Bernt hoped to hear from more faculty.  She asked senators to encourage their colleagues to respond if they haven’t already done so.  Bernt said that the survey responses could remain anonymous if requested by the faculty completing the survey. She said that several themes from the responses are emerging.  Some of the comments address immediate faculty concerns like health care benefits and salary inequities and salary levels.  Faculty also express concerns about much broader issues, including: university spending decisions—specifically many faculty are expressing a concern that academics on the campus are under-funded; class size—many faculty are concerned about increasing classes sizes at all levels and about the impact that has on educational quality; workload – faculty express a strong concern about what the expectations are regarding the balance between teaching and research and how they will have the time to accomplish both activities. Bernt said the most frequently cited concern is that there has been an erosion of shared governance on the campus.  She said that members of the executive committee, and the committee chairs agree with the survey results and have been meeting to talk about how we should proceed as a Senate in this next very important year.

She said that Valerie Conley from the College of Education, sent her an article about faculty senates by James T. Minor at Center for Higher Education Policy Analysis at the University of Southern California.  According to Minor there are four basic models of faculty senates. The first is the functional senate whose only concern is to protect the interests of the faculty, but that is not concerned or involved with  “nonacademic” decisions.  Functional senates don’t set their own agendas; they are passive and reactive to administration actions.  They aren’t seen as partners in decision making on campus.  The second is the ceremonial senate that meets infrequently, communicates seldom with the administration regarding decisions, and has little authority, even over academic matters.  Their main functions are to be used as scapegoats by the administration, to provide status for particular faculty members, and to serve as a screening device for future administrators.  The third is the subverted senate in which real decision making is done informally by presidential “kitchen cabinets” and ad hoc committees.  Subverted senates are often seen as narrow in focus, confrontational and usually an obstacle for change. The fourth model is the influential senate that sets its own agenda and is concerned with the entire university, not just with faculty issues.  Such senates view themselves as responsible for the general welfare of the university and its overall quality.  These senates are well organized to get information, to analyze it and to provide direction on a wide range of issues 

Bernt said that our main concern should be that, in this next crucial year, the Ohio University Faculty Senate should emerge as an influential senate.  She said we have a unique challenge and opportunity with a new president to make sure that we are at the table and that we work to protect the interests of the whole institution in our deliberations. Bernt said that this is the best way to protect faculty interests.

Bernt added that she feels the senate needs to operate on three levels:  strategic, tactical and operational.  On an operational level, we need to deal with the important day-to-day functions of the Senate—like handling appeals, issuing resolutions of immediate concern to the university.  On a tactical level, we need to address those actions that will make us more effective as a senate.  For example, Bernt said she has been meeting with Associate Vice President for Communication Hub Burton to discuss how to gain greater visibility for the Senate and for its activities—everything from including information about the Senate in the materials new hires get from the Human Resources department to periodically sending out informational emails to faculty about the issues and what the Faculty Senate is doing to address them. Bernt said Burton is being very helpful working towards these goals. 

Another tactical issue to address is the Handbook.  She said the handbook is seen by many as vague and confusing and sections of the Handbook seem to contradict one another. As a result, the Faculty Handbook is easily ignored or misused. She said Provost Kopp has agreed to fund a “clean-up” of the Handbook.  Discussions are underway about hiring two former senate chairs (possibly Paul Sullivan or Roger Rollins for example) to work on a clean up and clarification of the Handbook language and organization. She stressed that the clean up procedure would not mean rewriting or changing any of the policies of the Handbook.  

Bernt said this coming year we must work to develop a strategic plan for the Senate. She added the senate needs to decide what it wants to be and how it wants to function. The senate needs to set its own direction and own agenda. Over the summer the senate Executive Committee and the committee chairs have agreed to work on a strategic planning process. She said the senate as a whole will work together to formulate a strategic plan, with input from the university community.  Bernt added incoming President McDavis has talked about the need to develop a strategic plan for the university.  Bernt said the senate will need to work this next year to assure that the senate is an integral part of that process. She added this will be the major priority for the executive committee during this next year.

Questions/Comments for Bernt
Grimes (A&S) asked what will be done to fill the secretary position vacated by Tuck’s appointment as Associate Provost.  Bernt said an election for a new secretary for the Faculty Senate will most likely be held at the September meeting. She noted that the Faculty Handbook did not specifically address this situation. 

V. Louis Wright- Report on the Ohio Faculty Council

Louis Wright reported on the May 14, 2004 meeting of the Ohio Faculty Council (OFC),

which he attended as an alternate representative for Hugh Bloemer and Ray Stephens.  Wright informed the senate the OFC consists of two representatives from each of the state assisted universities in Ohio and meets monthly during the academic year in Columbus at the Board of Regents Offices. He said the May meeting was called to order by Tom Shipka, Chair of the Ohio Faculty Council

Wright said that the Governor's Report on Higher Education and the Economy was discussed at the meeting.  The report called for a 30% increase in the number of students in higher education over the next few years and proposed that this increase be handled without any increased funding apart from inflation.  The report suggested that the additional costs be handled by increasing the efficiency of the state institutions of higher education.  A number of other proposals along these lines were made in the report.  Wright said that the OFC concluded that the Report was flawed and that the best thing to do is not to ever mention it again. 

Wright said the OFC members then reported about what was going on at their individual campuses.  He said that Miami has instigated two Engineering degrees and has created formal non-tenure track teaching positions labeled as "Lecturer" positions.  He said the number of Lecturers cannot exceed 5% of the Group I faculty.  Wright said that other universities also have created these type of full time teaching positions, which he always thought was against AAUP guidelines.  Many of the universities do not have a limit on the number of positions but Miami does. A number of campuses also reported raises for the coming fiscal year ranging from 1.5% (Toledo) to 3.4% (Cleveland state).  Miami said their raises might be 2%.  Bowling Green reported a 3% increase plus a 1% “super-merit” pool. Wright reported it appears that our pool of 3.5% plus some equity adjustments when coupled with our promotion bonuses should move us up the salary ranking list this year if the reports presented at the OFC meeting are accurate.  In his concluding remarks, Wright said the OFC Meetings will resume in October.

Questions/Comments for Wright

D. Young (GII) asked for further clarification regarding the non-tenure track teaching positions.  Wright said the positions were full time term appointments and considered exclusively teaching positions.  D. Thomas (FA) asked how the Governor’s Report that proposed an increase in enrollment without an increase to the budget was regarded. Provost Kopp said the report is worth reading but it makes recommendations only.  Grimes (A&S) asked who constructed the report.  Kopp said a business team prepared the report and he mentioned that the team included Victor Goodman, a previous member of the Ohio University Board of Trustees but Kopp said Goodman’s perspective on the issues were apparently not heard by the team.
While on the subject of the OFC, Senate Chair Bernt said that the senate needed to elect a new OFC representative for the coming academic year.  She said that according to the OFC guidelines, the Chair of the Senate is a member, and the outgoing chair serves as an alternate for the council.  Bernt asked for nominations for the second member of the OFC. Ingram (A&S) nominated Louis Wright and spoke on Wright’s behalf. Bloemer seconded the nomination and also spoke in favor of Wright. With no additional nominations, a vote was taken and Wright was elected unanimously.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

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

Ingram first summarized the EPSA activities for the 2003/2004 academic year. Regarding pink (permission to add a class) slips, he said that he thinks the problem of students entering classes during the summer without the required prerequisites, has now been solved.  Ingram said instructors can now ask the Registrar’s Office for copies of pink slips for their classes in order to see which students added the class via a pink slip. 

Regarding Tier III, Ingram said EPSA is very concerned about the impact of delaying the new General Education Program with respect to the continued availability of Tier III courses. He said EPSA will continue to monitor this situation very carefully.  Ingram also commented on enforcing rules for retaking prerequisite courses, he said that departments and programs must inform the Registrar’s Office as to how they want the rules to be enforced.

Ingram said that EPSA has investigated a matter regarding the appointment/reappointment of Directors of Study in the Honors Tutorial College. He commented EPSA was satisfied that the current process being followed involves faculty in an appropriate manner and a complete report addressing the issue has been filed in the Faculty Senate office. 

Regarding the state residency requirement for graduation, Ingram reported that the Faculty Senate recently passed a motion changing the graduation requirement from the final 48 hours of study to a minimum of 50% of the curriculum courses required for the major concentration.

In addition, Ingram said that during the academic year, EPSA responded to four motions passed by the Student Senate, and referred senators to Appendices in past Faculty Senate Meeting minutes for further information. He said that transfer probation is an issue currently being studied. He said EPSA will meet next week to review practices at other universities.  He reported that there is a new committee to discuss Classroom and Laboratory Scheduling that will include the chair of EPSA.  He said that EPSA is also working with the Legal Affairs and the Ombuds Office to establish guidelines for the return of graded materials.  Ingram reported that additional items on EPSA’s agenda for the next academic year (2004/2005) include: strategic planning to establish values, goals, objectives and benchmarks; conflicting final exam times in evening classes; and regional campus academic policies.

Questions/Comments for Ingram

David Descutner, Associate Provost for Undergraduate Affairs commented that there is a looming crisis in Tier III course offerings for 2004-2005.  He said this fall there are 300 fewer Tier III seats available and a 2500 seat demand is anticipated for 2004-2005.  Class size this past academic year was increased to accommodate the need, but this created classes that were larger than they should have been, which is negatively affecting the purpose of the Tier III requirement. Ingram replied that he is aware of this problem and EPSA will continue to monitor the situation during the upcoming year. 

Ingram then presented a resolution for SECOND READING AND VOTE (Appendix A, Item 1) objecting to the recent increase in the base funding of the Athletics Department Budget from general university funds. Ingram commented that the increase to the base funding of the Athletics Department is seen as an issue that did not include the input of the faculty.  He added that the decision also was made without proceeding through any type of university budget planning process such as UPAC. He noted that while academic departments are held accountable for meeting certain benchmarks, none have been established for this funding increase. Ingram requested that the Senate show support for these concerns by passing the resolution. 

Questions/Comments Regarding the Resolution

Hale (ENG) commented that he does not support the resolution.  He noted that passing this resolution will not be viewed positively by alumni or high school seniors considering applications to the university.   He said that the resolution “sounds whining and mean spirited” and intends to micro manage funds outside the purview of the senate.  Hale also disputed the claims that there were not university wide discussions about the increase in the ICA budget and that expected benchmarks for the ICA were created.

Hale then made the motion to table the resolution. A voice vote was taken and the motion to table the resolution failed. Hale then challenged the voice vote and called for a hand vote from the senate. A hand vote was taken and the motion to table the resolution failed by a vote of 11 in favor; 22 opposed.  

Further Discussion of the Resolution

K. Brown (A&S) said he felt that it would reflect badly on the Faculty Senate if the motion did not pass.  D. Young (GII) questioned the driving force for providing such a large increase to the ICA budget. Ingram and Bloemer (A&S) said the ICA department gave a presentation to the Ohio University Board of Trustees that identified OU funding to athletics to be significantly below the average in the state.  D. Young asked if it would be better to try to include benchmarks into the language of the resolution.  Ingram commented that he did not think this would be productive. Heineman (LAN) spoke in favor of supporting ICA. He said that he felt improving athletics would be a way of decreasing the party school image and give alternative identity to the university A. Reilly (FA) commented that the current budget cuts to academic units stands at 2.39%.  He added current cuts to nonacademic support units stand at 2.38%. To put the increase in the ICA budget into a different perspective, Reilly said an addition of $500,000 (as was received by ICA) to the academic units would lower the percentage cut of the academic units to 2.11%.

On behalf of EPSA, Ingram presented the resolution for a vote. A vote was taken and the resolution passed. 

Ingram then presented a revised resolution for SECOND READING AND VOTE (Appendix A, Item 2) addressing changes in the policy listing courses as “Majors Only”. Ingram said the last sentence of the original resolution has been altered, and he asked the senators who had specific concerns regarding the original resolution, if the revisions of the resolution have addressed their concerns.  A. Reilly (FA) said that if the practice of application includes a flexible approach, the resolution does address his concerns. Ingram then presented the resolution for a vote. A vote was taken and the resolution passed.     

VII. Professional Relations Committee (PRC) – Madeleine Scott

Scott initially reported on the activities of the PRC during the past academic year. Scott first thanked all of the PRC members for their service during the past year, and she commented that the 03-04 PRC was one of the finest committees that she had been associated with. She thanked the committee for all of their hard work, dedication and compassion in completing their duties. Scott said the accomplishments of the PRC during the past year included the review of a grievance decision from one of the regional campuses; a review of two additional documents that were forwarded to other committees for review; and resolutions related to the domestic partners issue.  The PRC also undertook an initial review of handbook language regarding faculty classification, status and rank; sexual harassment; and consideration of coherence between and among sections of the handbook referring to the role of the Vice President for Regional Higher Education. The PRC determined that each of these issues warranted further study and have been recommended to the Chair of the Senate for the same. 

On behalf of the PRC, Scott presented a resolution for SECOND READING AND VOTE (Appendix, Item 3) to include the term “Domestic Partner” in citations regarding family in the Faculty Handbook.

Discussion of the Resolution 

Paulins (HHS) presented a friendly amendment to the resolution to add sister-in-law in Section II.S.2 in the handbook language. Scott accepted the amendment. S. Reilly (A&S) asked whether a definition of domestic partner should be included in the language and whether or not the term domestic partner has legal meaning without it. Scott said she did not think other family terms (Mother, Father etc.) are defined by law and that the recent passage of the “defense of marriage” act by the state would imply a common understanding of what the term means.  Ingram (A&S) agreed with Scott. A vote was taken and the resolution passed. 

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

Grimes reported that the P&T committee did not have new business to report, and he spent his time reviewing the actions of the committee during the past year. Grimes said the P&T committee organized the annual Promotion and Tenure Workshop in February.  He reported approximately forty faculty members attended presentations by the Provost, two deans and four faculty members. 

Grimes said that he has had personal discussions with two deans and two chairs of faculty promotion and tenure committees. He commented these discussions were regarding proposed changes to promotion and tenure procedures.  He said he also consulted with one dean and one promotion and tenure chair on possible promotion appeals and how each should proceed. Grimes reported a resolution was presented to Faculty Senate in November, which added language to the Faculty Handbook allowing a faculty member to prepare a promotion/tenure dossier, even if the preliminary evaluation of the faculty member’s case was negative. Grimes said this measure was passed by the Senate. He also said an error was discovered in the promotion and tenure section of the electronic version of the Faculty Handbook.  Apparently, eight words were left out of a sentence when transcribing the handbook from print to electronic form, however the error has been fixed. 

Grimes reported extended discussions were held with the Dean of College of Osteopathic Medicine (COM) on the procedure for allowing Group I faculty to switch to Group II status. Grimes reported this transition is not allowed at Ohio University, according to Faculty Handbook provisions.  He said the COM would like to introduce a new faculty classification (Clinical Faculty), which would replace their current Group II classification.  The new classification would allow for transitions back and forth to Group I under specified conditions. It is expected that a final draft of the proposed changes will be received from COM in the fall.

Grimes reported the committee heard and granted one appeal this year. He said he also discussed at length two other potential appeals with the faculty involved.  Both involved cases or early tenure decisions that had been stipulated during the hiring process. He said both candidates had been denied tenure when the (agreed upon) decision date arrived. Grimes said even if the Promotion and Tenure Committee feels that they probably would have qualified if the decision had been made two years later, the fact that the time interval for probation had been shortened by mutual agreement provides no basis for appeal. Grimes added that this situation seems to be a recurring one. Grimes closed by saying that the committee will most likely be reviewing addition appeals next year and he thanked the members of the P&T committee for their service. 

Questions/Comments for Grimes

D. Thomas (FA) asked who sends out the notice of informational meetings that the P&T Committee holds annually for untenured faculty, as this meeting is a very important one. Grimes said the notices are sent to all faculty and that even people who are on department and college P&T committees should be notified.  He said that the university email service sent the message out to all faculty. He noted that unfortunately the turn around time on sending and posting of messages is a week. Grimes added that this year the message about the meeting was received by faculty only two days prior to its schedule.

IX. Finance and Facilities Committee (FFC) – Amy Howley

Before the FFC report, Senate Chair Bernt announced that past FFC chair Ray Stephens was not able to attend the evening meeting because he was accepting a gold medal award from the Ohio Society of Certified Public Accountants (CPA). Bernt congratulated Stephens and the Senate applauded his accomplishment.      

Howley initially reported on the activities of the FFC for the 2003-2004 academic year.   She expressed her appreciation to Ray Stephens the past chair of FFC, for the accomplishments of the committee. The FFC followed up on the GII salary equity issue which, was an issue addressed during the 02-04 academic year. Howley reported that several resolutions the FFC addressed during the past year which included, health care benefits; separate accounting of health care surpluses and movement of these reserves from year to year in order to offset future health care costs. Other issues addressed included the purchase of the university airplane, STRS, and reaffirming the role of shared governance and faculty participation in budgetary concerns. 

On behalf of the FFC, committee member D. Young presented a resolution for FIRST READING (Appendix B, Item 1) addressing the Affirmation of Shared Governance and Request for Inclusion of Faculty in Budget and Planning Decisions. Young presented the resolution seeking the re-institutionalization of faculty involvement in budget planning decisions. He said that this resolution is of highest priority with the FFC and that our new president should hear from the senate about how important the issue is to the faculty. Young commented that two issues during the past year that have caused much ill-feeling have been the ICA budget increase and the expenditure for the university aircraft. Young said that FFC felt that these issues would have been handled better had faculty been involved in these major decisions. Young said that with a new presidential administration staged to begin, it is important that the faculty now seek involvement in the university budget planning process and stop the erosion of faculty involvement in governance within the university. Young said the senate should also ask for a timely establishment of a mechanism that institutionalizes the ongoing involvement of faculty in budget priority and planning decisions. 

D. Young (GII) made a motion to suspend the rules for a second reading and vote on the resolution. The motion was seconded by Ingram (A&S). A vote was taken and the motion passed.  With no additional discussion, the resolution was brought forth for a vote by Senate Chair Bernt. A vote was taken and the resolution passed.   

On behalf of the FFC, Howley then presented a resolution for FIRST READING (Appendix B, Item 2) addressing the faculty cost sharing percentage to the health care benefits plan. The resolution called for limiting the percentage to 16.4%, the level that the faculty are currently paying. This limit includes monthly premiums, co-pays and deductibles. 

Discussion of the Resolution

K. Brown (A&S) proposed a friendly amendment to remove the term “contribution” from the title of the resolution and change the title to read “Limitations of Faculty Share of Total Health Care Costs”.  K Brown spoke to how faculty now have no protection to changes in our health care costs and that costs are likely to shift towards deductible and co-pay amounts. He said the current task force that has been formed to investigate changes in the benefits package has very little faculty representation and he said that he is nervous that representatives from Medical Mutual also are represented on the task force committee. S. Reilly (A&S) asked for clarification of what the 16.4% contribution limit included. Howley responded the 16.4% represented total or aggregate health care contributions by faculty. 

K. Brown (A&S) made a motion to suspend the rules for a second reading and vote on the resolution. This motion was seconded by S. Reilly (A&S). A vote was taken and the motion to suspend the rules passed. With no further discussion, a vote was taken on the resolution as amended and the resolution passed.         

X. Director of Transportation and Parking Services – Sherry Barnes

Senate Chair Bernt informed the senate that there are many changes that are about to occur regarding campus parking. She added these changes include the placement of meters at various locations around campus. Bernt said because of these changes she felt this would be a good time to invite a representative from the administration to speak about the changes and answer any questions the senators may have. Bernt then introduced Sherry Barnes, Director of Transportation and Parking Services to address the Senate. 

Barnes first gave a brief update to the senate regarding changes in the parking procedures on campus. She said that a survey went out across campus and around 500 were returned. She informed the senate that 200 parking meters will be installed on campus in visitors and unrestricted parking areas. Barnes said that initially several more meters were to be installed in many faculty and staff  lots, but these meters have been removed from the plan. Barnes said that one question which was being asked is why meters are being placed across campus in the first place. She replied that as of July 1, Parking Services will become a self-supporting auxiliary, that is, it will no longer be supported from the general funds of the university. Barnes said that this would take some pressure off the general fund. The parking meters will therefore help support the Parking Auxiliary. She also commented that there is still sentiment on campus that faculty and staff should not have to pay for parking and the university also does not want to increase parking rates to students.  Barnes said that Parking Services has also opted to increase charges for citations to help offset increased costs rather that to pass these costs on to students or institute charges to faculty. 

Questions/Comments for Barnes

For clarification, K. Brown (A&S) asked if the 200 metered spaces were all to be placed in the Visitors and Unrestricted lots, which now (according to Barnes) have a total of 201 spaces, basically making these spaces all restricted in some way. Barnes answered that all of the spaces would not be restricted, but that there would be a mix. There will be around 39 spaces that would not be metered and be available to visitors. Kim Wortman,  Director of Campus Services, added that lot 139 (the lot adjacent to Walter Hall) which is now a combination commuter/faculty/staff lot will be changed to just a Faculty/Staff lot. Wortman also said that the university is also reviewing the policy regarding placement of parking spaces for state vehicles. Wortman said that currently there are restricted spaces in several lots but many of these spaces may be confined to fewer lots. Bloemer (A&S) asked how much money is collected by Parking Services annually. Barnes said that it has been projected that this year $565,000 will be collected but a more realistic figure will be around $470,000. Crawford (South) asked if regional campus faculty will  need a special permit for attending senate meetings once the changes go into effect.  Barnes replied they would not. A. Reilly (FA) asked about the enforcement of parking restrictions in the lots near the School of Music and Trisolini buildings. Barnes said that Parking Services is looking at placing meters in some of the spaces in these lots. Debatin (COMM) asked how to guarantee that visitor lots are to be used by visitors and not by faculty or students.  Barnes replied that there is no guarantee of this. Debatin commented metered spaces in faculty lots could also be used by students and visitors. Barnes said that meters will help but a guarantee that the spaces will be used by non-faculty/student is not possible. She noted that a new route for the Bobcat Express may help access campus buildings from perimeter parking areas.  Debatin noted that late night metered spaces such as Scott Quad will only affect faculty who are on campus teaching or working in offices and labs.  Barnes said that Trisolini and Scott Quad lots are used by concert attendees and will not be enforced late at night. Debatin asked about the costs of the meters and the fine changes that Parking Services are proposing. Barnes said that the meter rates will be $.50/hr and the parking fines have been increased to $10. Pasic (ENG) asked if building a university parking garage is still a possibility.  Barnes said this is a goal, but a difficult one to plan when projections of income are uncertain.  If it were possible, it would be planned for space currently designated for parking. Ingram (A&S) noted that a part of the faculty salary increase was set aside in previous years to help Parking Services and he asked Barnes if she could provide an accounting of how these funds were used. Barnes said that she “knew nothing about this” and added that the number of parking spaces over the past 5-6 years has increased by around 1,400 spaces. She also said that parking personnel has not increased and in fact it has decreased during the past few years. She added that the strain on Parking Services has increased over the years because of the increased students currently living off campus. D. Young (GII) asked about the $95,000 discrepancy between the fines assigned and those collected. Barnes answered that the bulk of the receipts that are collected are from students however, most uncollected fines are from visitors to campus.  Barnes commented that there is no legal mechanism to pursue payment from a visitor to campus. She closed by saying that all changes in parking plans will be publicized so employees will be well aware of the changes. Barnes said that faculty may e-mail her if they have additional questions or comments.

XI. University Ombuds – Elizabeth Graham

Ombuds Graham presented a series of charts and reported data related to activities at the Ombuds Office during the past year. She noted that her office has dealt with 340 cases during the past year, primarily related to undergraduate student issues. She said that many of the student concerns were specific to the grade appeal process and that her office informed students about this process.  Graham commented that her office has realized a bit of an increase in the numbers of complaints from graduate students, which she characterized as a good sign. She added that from the faculty ranks, tenured faculty are more likely to contact the office than untenured faculty. She noted that most people who contact the office complain about the university administration. Graham said that alumni surprisingly also contact the office on a regular basis. Graham said that the office gets more complains about parking than salaries or promotion and tenure issues. Graham said that the charts presented to the senate were a truncated version of what will be posted in a final report form on the web in about a week. She added the report will also include more absolute numbers.  

Graham then addressed further remarks to “Concerns and Questions for Future Consideration.”  

Issues Related to Change

Graham reported due to large numbers of retirements, Ohio University is increasingly becoming a very young campus. While this is neither a positive nor a negative change in and of itself, there are implications resulting from this turnover in personnel that require attention. She said the central issue seems to be: How can the university manage re-culturalization that new faces will undoubtedly bring without engendering the uncertainty and conflict that often accompany such change?

Graham said privacy of student records needs to be maintained. She said there are two issues at stake. First, confidentiality of student information is protected under FERPA and second, with the amount of student information stored in data banks, the potential for security failures and identity theft renders student information vulnerable to exposure. 

Graham said the key questions are: How can we protect student records while also maintaining needed accessibility to these records? And, how can we maintain students’ confidentiality while also sharing work products with students? She added Faculty Senate will be focusing on this concern in the near future and will undoubtedly provide the office with much-needed guidance and direction. 

Graham said the Ombuds Office continues to see visitors each year for which mental-health matters are a concern. Inevitably, the office has visitors (usually students) each quarter who are contemplating harm to self or others, and the office receives inquiries from faculty and staff about how to respond to those in distress. Graham said her sense is that these types of cases are increasing, and national trends would support this conclusion as well. She added the central question is: How can we acquaint the university community with the necessary information and resources to handle a person in crisis? 

Graham said although we cannot, and do not wish to dictate matters of the heart, we do need to discuss the policy and procedures for amorous relationships involving students and faculty. Although the Faculty Handbook addresses this situation, the current directives are inadequate. Essentially the question is: How can we prevent potential vulnerability of either or both parties?

Issues Related to Civility, Tolerance, and Diversity on Campus

Graham commented that students are engaging in more high-risk behaviors and celebratory violence. She said this problem is not germane to Ohio University as college campuses across the country are experiencing similar disturbances. The universities response has been to provide expenditures for more police protection and this has undoubtedly served as a preventative mechanism and has certainly resulted in more arrests. However, it seems as though the university is not treating the problem – only the symptoms. Graham added we need to ask and answer a central question: How can we cultivate a prevention climate on campus rather than a reactionary one?
Graham said there are indications that the university is fast becoming an unwelcoming environment for female students. Our female students (and current research) report a link between drinking, harassment, and assault. She said it is time to discuss the viability of a Women’s Center that is dedicated to assisting female students with health, safety, and wellness related information and support? College campuses across the country have reported that centers such as these have been very beneficial to attending to women’s issues. 

Graham added international students experience numerous problems related to insurance and residency requirements. Perhaps some of these challenges are the result of the confusion surrounding International Student and Faculty Services, which is housed in Student Affairs, and The Center for International Studies, which is located in the College of Arts and Sciences. This uncertainty is problematic for many faculty and students but it is particularly troublesome for international students who might be unsure about which office to contact for a particular service. Graham said the question remains: How can we publicize collaborations where they exist and make new collaborations where they do not, to serve these students who enhance our diversity.

Finally, Graham commented there is the perception that many voices on campus are being silenced. Some who hold this perception believe that free and open dialogue is not encouraged, appreciated, or sought out. It is unclear if the perception is real or not however, the real issue should address how we communicate decisions across campus.  The question for all of us to consider might be: How can decisions be better communicated to all stakeholders and how can we better incorporate all voices that wish to weigh in on an issue?

Graham said these concerns are not unique to Ohio University. In addition, for every problematic situation, we can recount dozens of helpful ones. Some academic environments are excellent models, some university documents are open and inviting, and some administrators are nurturing and good advocates for faculty, staff, and students. She added our intent is to resolve such issues so that more incidents can be cited in creating an inclusive, welcoming environment at Ohio University. 


Questions/Comments for Graham 

D. Thomas (FA) asked if Ohio University presents an unusual profile with respect to   these issues and how we deal with them.  Graham replied that we are not dissimilar, particularly for a residential campus.  Ingram (A&S) asked if there are moves to engage the community in dialog to help us with the civility issue, or how to cultivate an awareness of this as being home to both students and townspeople. Graham answered that she feels that we are making headway on the issue but she was unsure about the best way to accomplish this goal. S. Reilly (A&S) reported that he served on a task force that addressed many of these issues and he commented that this committee included university and community members. He added a report has been given to the President and the Board of Trustees that concluded there has been a failure to address off campus living issues.  

XII. New Business

Senate Chair Bernt asked the Senators if they felt the room they were meeting in for the evening (room 235) was a better forum for discussion of the issues than the downstairs Governance Room. A comment was made by one of the Senators that he felt the room 235 was more difficult to hear and suggested that the Senators sit more together as a group to make the conversation easier to comprehend. Ingram (A&S) agreed and also suggested that the Senators sit together towards the front of the room. Bernt suggested getting microphones set in the room to make the conversation easier to hear. She also said that the Senate would give the room another try for the first meeting in the fall and she would try to get microphones set up for this meeting.        

XIII. Adjournment

With no additional new business, Bernt adjourned the June 2004 Faculty Senate meeting at 9:35 pm.   

                                                                                    Respectively submitted by

Madeleine Scott &   

                                                                                    Martin T. Tuck

                                                                                    Secretary of the Faculty Senate  
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