Ohio University Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes

Regular Meeting

June 9, 2008
Margaret M. Walter Hall, Room 235



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

In Attendance:

College of Arts and Sciences:  T. Anderson, K. Brown, G. Buckley, S. Gradin, D. Ingram, P. Jung, J. Lein, S. López-Permouth, G. Matlack, J. McLaughlin, D. Miles, R. Palmer, S. Patterson, A. Smith, G. Van Patten, J. Webster

College of Business:  W. Gist, T. Stock

Scripps College of Communication:  J. Bernt, P. Bernt, J. Slade, J. Smith

College of Education:  T. Leinbaugh

College of Engineering:  C. Bartone, J. Giesey, D. Matolak, R. Pasic

College of Fine Arts:  D. McDiarmid, E. Sayrs, C. Smith, D. Thomas, R. Wetzel, D. Wilson

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

College of Osteopathic Medicine:  T. Heckman 
Group II:  C. Naccarato

Eastern Campus:  T. Flynn

Lancaster Campus: P. Munhall 

Zanesville Campus:  J. Benson, K. Collins

Excused: 
D. Bell, S. Brogan, M. Clouse, V. Conley, P. Coschigano, J. McKean, B. Quitslund, A. Reilly, W. Roosenburg,  
Absent: 

A. Hall, S. Hatty, L. Hoshower, E. McCown, N. Pecora, M. Scott, T. Sexton, M. Simpson, S. Titsworth 

Overview of the Meeting
I. Provost Kathy Krendl

II. Roll Call and Approval of the May 12 2008 Minutes

III. Chair's Report—Sergio López-Permouth

· Year-end report

IV. Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) —David Ingram

.

· Year-end report

V. Promotion and Tenure (P&T)—Charles Smith

· Year-end report

VI. Finance and Facilities (FFC) —Joe McLaughlin 
· Year-end report

VII. Professional Relations Committee (PRC)—Sherrie Gradin 

· Year-end report

VIII. New Business

IX. Adjournment

Minutes of the Meeting

I. Provost Kathy Krendl

· Krendl thanked everyone on committees and task forces, including Sergio and the members of the Faculty Senate’s Executive Committee, for their work this year. 
· Krendl listed several recent administrative hires and reported that the 1% retention increase has held throughout the year. 
· Krendl gave updates on the University System of Ohio, the record philanthropic gifts this year, and the record number of competitive awards our undergraduate students have won. 
· Krendl provided an update on admissions and enrollment. She noted that admissions are up even though the Office of Admissions is being more selective. “Final admits” are currently down, but they are improving slowly each week. Refer to Provost’s report for more details. 
· Krendl noted that the Task Force for Centers of Excellence has distributed the self-study guidelines to deans, chairs, and directors. The deadline for turning them in is October 6. 
· Krendl reported that the Academic Support Unit Review Committee has drafted guidelines for reviewing academic support units. The first units under review are Dining Services, the Kennedy Museum, and Campus Recreation. 
· Krendl reported that the Facilities & Administrative Cost Recovery Distribution Committee has drafted a preliminary report for revising a facilities and administrative cost distribution system. The Provost has not yet decided how to proceed.
Questions for Krendl 
· Phyllis Bernt asked how the university is doing on yield activities. Krendl replied that there is still some flux and that we are down 96 as of today, but a lot of the international processes are not yet complete. 

· Joe McLaughlin asked about the academic support review process. In particular, he wanted to know why there is only one faculty member on the committee and pointed out that this faculty member, Susan Sarnoff, is no longer on Faculty Senate. He also queried the committee’s focus on looking at priorities. He asked, “Why are we not having a conversation about whether we’re too big?” Krendl referred him to the committee’s document proposing guidelines for review. This document states there will be two parts to the review. One part will include external evaluators, which will allow us to examine if what we have now is where we want to be. The Provost stated that she will reexamine the faculty’s role on this committee – she wanted a liaison with the Faculty Senate but will examine it again. Regardless of who is on the committee, the Provost believes that there will be lots of opportunity for faculty input throughout the review process. 

· Sherrie Gradin asked about graduate student admission numbers. Krendl replied that we are still assessing where we are with students who will be supported and those who won’t. 

· Ken Brown asked about the recently hired compensation director. He wanted to know whether there was a search. Krendl explained that she had made a commitment to Administrative Senate for a full review of compensation. The proposal was that we were potentially lagging behind the market. The university hired someone to do the market analysis, but Krendl wanted to invest in someone who would do this on an on-going basis. She believes it was a national search, but doesn’t know the salary. She concluded that this hire is fulfilling a commitment to Administrative Senate.
II. Roll Call and Approval of the May 12 2008 Minutes
MOTION:  David Thomas made a motion to accept the May 12, 2008 minutes (Ken Collins second)

PASSED UNANIMOUSLY ON A VOICE VOTE



III. Chair's Report—Sergio López-Permouth

· López explained that each committee chair will offer a year-end report of the committee’s activities this year. One of the goals for these reports is to inform new senators about what each committee does. He asked that all senators fill out a committee request form for next year’s committees. López also announced changes to the Executive Committee: Jeremy Webster was elected secretary, Tracy Leinbaugh will continue as an at-large member, and Geoff Buckley will serve as the second at-large member. He reported that three of four committee chairs have been chosen: Joe McLaughlin will continue as chair of Finance and Facilities, Sherrie Gradin will continue as chair of Professional Relations, and Jeff Giesey will chair ESPA. A chair for P&T has not yet been found. 

· López reported that the senate passed a record number of resolutions this past year. He reported that the Executive Committee’s conversations with the deans and provost have resulted in a decision about workload policy: instead of one overarching policy for the university, each college and department or school will be composing workload policies. He announced that conversations continue with John Day in an effort to work out solutions to problems with our resolutions on health care and budget issues. López admonished everyone to remember that individual resolutions have to be vetted from several different constituent groups. He sees that a lot of work needs to be done but hopes that we’re on the right track and that we’ll stay on the right track. 

· López explained to new senators that there are three kinds of resolutions: 1) sense of the senate resolutions that state what we think as representatives of the faculty of OU and that don’t require administrative approval; 2) handbook language changes, which are subject to approval by the provost; and 3) policy changes that are not in the handbook, which are also subject to approval of the provost. López reminded senators that the senate and provost agreed on a time table of 60 days for the provost to sign a resolution or explain in a letter why she is not signing it. 

· When López mentioned the previous health care resolution, Provost Krendl announced that she had meant to give an update on this resolution. She explained that she has had an initial conversation with John Day and Bill Decatur. After they have discussed the issue further, she plans to announce her decision by the first Faculty Senate meeting in the fall.  

· López reminded senators that the provost’s responses to resolutions are posted online on the Faculty Senate website.  
· López explained to new senators that a committee brings a resolution to the senate for a first reading. The senate then discusses the resolution; at the next meeting, we have a second reading and a vote. López explained that in some extraordinary cases, the senate suspends the rules so that a resolution is brought for first reading, is discussed, and then voted upon in the same meeting. López noted that the senate tries not to do this on a regular basis so that we can have more conversations about the resolution before voting on it. 

· López stated that he appreciates everyone who ran for Faculty Senate and was elected by their peers. He wished everyone a brilliant senate career. López also thanked senators who are “retiring.” He explained to new senators that the usual term for a senator is three years and that a senator can be reelected for another three years. López noted that, while everyone deserves our thanks and appreciation for their service, some people deserve a little more recognition. He announced that the Executive Committee had looked for a way to acknowledge two outstanding senators who are finishing their sixth year, Phyllis Bernt and David Ingram. López present each of these senators with a plaque recognizing their distinguished service on Faculty Senate during the past six years.  
Questions for López

· Joe Bernt asked how many policy resolutions the senate passed this year. López did not have an exact number. Charles Smith mentioned that one resolution concerning the Five-Year Academic Plan was broken into 11 so that we could track what happened to each. He asked for information about the ultimate success or failure of these resolutions. López reported that, although he had investigated this issue, it was impossible to decide whether each of these resolutions succeeded or failed, since it depended on how you judge success or failure. As he explained, we were met halfway on some of them and not quite halfway on others. Joe Bernt if more resolutions were approved by the provost this year than in past years. López had not made such a comparison but responded that the senate has a better method now for tracking the percentage of approved resolutions. López suggested that we will be able to track this in the future. 
· Ken Brown mentioned that it has been over 2 years since we passed a resolution on shared governance that included a faculty member on the Board of Trustees. He asked for an update on the status of this effort. López replied that he will present the proposal to the Governance Committee of the Board of Trustees in the fall. López acknowledged that progress has been slow on this issue but is looking forward to present this proposal to the board in the fall. 

· Chuck Naccarato asked whether senators could use a microphone, since he was having trouble hearing everyone. Other senators agreed. David Ingram intimated that a microphone was available at the front desk, but neither the secretary nor the vice chair could find it. López suggested that senators speak more loudly during the rest of the meeting.  
IV. Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) —David Ingram

· David Ingram reported that during the past year, EPSA 
· Agreed on changes to General Education language in the catalog.

· Decided not initiate a change to the allowed grade codes to include a one year incomplete.

· Worked with the UCC to implement the inclusion of learning outcomes objectives on course syllabi.

· Monitored the subsidy formula. Ingram reported that externally the USO still has no formula; internally how Colleges will be rewarded for what they teach has still to be finalized.

· Worked with Mike Wickham in the Registrar’s Office, Mike Wickham, to get pink slip reports more quickly. 

· Examined problems with Ad Astra. Ingram reported that it may be better now, but we still need a classroom scheduling policy. 
· Discussed the perennial issue of final exams that are held not on scheduled date. He admonished senators to remind their colleagues not to short change students.

· Ingram reported that EPSA reviewed several policies, including catering; fees; outdoor space policy; awarding of posthumous degrees for graduate students; classroom scheduling; workload; advising; academic integrity; social justice; online classes (with UCC); Centers and Institutes. 
· Ingram announced that EPSA decided the current language in the Faculty concerning academic integrity is sufficient and that the proposed changes were too prescriptive and inflexible.
· Ingram announced that no additional policies appear to be needed on social justice issues. He reported that race relations issues reviewed with Kent Smith, VP Student Affairs and that the Post’s policies were reviewed with the chair of the Editorial Board.

· Ingram reported that the catering policy was not changed and that there are still concerns particularly about the quality of the food for campus events, as compared to alternative local vendors. He noted that quantity is no substitute for quality.

· Ingram advised that many issues still remain concerning the Policy on the Scheduling of Classes. These include:

· Using resources efficiently without negatively affecting student engagement;

· Avoiding overlapping of “essential” courses;

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

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

· Acknowledging the location of a space in scheduling that space.

· Ingram reported that UCC has adopted procedures for online courses that probably do not need any further action by EPSA or Faculty Senate since they follow current policies and apply them to online courses.

· Ingram reminded senators that a resolution on advising was tabled by Faculty Senate. He reported that the Student Senate has asked that we reconsider.

· Ingram reminded senators that EPSA shared the work with F&F on the ten motions on the Five -Year Strategic Plan

· Ingram mentioned several issues concerning the University System of Ohio that ESPA discussed: 
· Avoid one size fits all in the evaluation of our students within the USO

· What will be the subsidy model or formula?

· Calendar – who will pay for the change to semesters?

· Enrollment – what should OU plan for?

· Ingram reported on other issues examined by EPSA this year: 
· Should people hired by Ohio University in high administrative roles at least meet the academic credentials of a tenurable faculty member?

· A proposed centralization of policies regarding transfer students under consideration by the Enrollment Management Committee;

· “make up Monday” – what to do when several holidays fall on Mondays.

Questions for Ingram
· Charles Smith asked about the issue of social justice and Najee Muhammad’s statement to the senate. He thought that Muhammad had not asked for a policy review but for further support from the senate for issues of social justice on campus. Ingram remembered this statement differently but suggested that next year’s committee follow up on this issue. 

· Tom Flynn asked about whether EPSA should look at placing enrollment caps on online courses. Ingram offered that we probably don’t want a university-wide cap on enrollment. Rather, he suggested that each discipline should set the caps. Ingram did agree that there should be guidelines on enrollment in online courses established in consultation with the faculty. Flynn followed up with the specific example of online nursing courses, which encourage exceeding the current caps by offering the faculty teaching those courses financial incentives. Ingram said that this situation needs to be watched and suggested that guidelines might be helpful in this situation. 

V. Promotion and Tenure (P&T)—Charles Smith

· Charles Smith reported that efforts to compose workload policies will be distributed to individual colleges. He provided the example of the College of Fine Arts, which will have school-based workload policies. The School of Theater, for example, has distributed the task to the programs, which will develop their own workloads. He asked whether the next step will be to have individual faculty members determine their own workload. Smith asserted that it has been a disappointment to the committee not to achieve a workload policy. 

· Smith reported that the committee received no grievances this year but suggested that some are in the pipeline. 

· Smith announced that the committee approved a few tenure clock extensions, all of which were fairly routine. He reported that the committee considered whether more information was needed for such extensions. Some members of the committee suggested that committee needed information from the medical provider justifying the extension. Smith explained that the committee was divided on that issue and did not reach consensus about it. As a result, nothing more has been done on this issue.  

· Smith reported that the committee’s resolution on procedures and process for merit evaluations was approved by the senate and signed by the provost. This resolution stated that new standards and procedures cannot be enacted retroactively. 

· Smith reported that a series of P&T workshops were held across campus in cooperation with Marty Tuck’s office. He stated that these workshops were a very good thing. A member of the committee sat in on each workshop. Smith asserted that non-tenured faculty members who attended them found them very helpful. Smith suggested that Tuck’s office has been very pro-faculty, which can be seen in these workshops and in the fact that the committee did not receive any grievances.  He stated that, if the provost’s offices erred on any promotion and tenure cases, they did so on the side of the faculty. 

There were no questions for Smith. 
VI. Finance and Facilities (FFC) —Joe McLaughlin 
· McLaughlin reported that the committee has been very frustrated with its work this year. For example, he explained that the senate passed resolution to create a standing committee on benefits. The Provost did not sign the resolution and responded that she wanted different language. McLaughlin stated that the committee then changed the language and the senate passed it, but the Provost again did not sign it. McLaughlin argued that this seems to have become a pattern in the past year.  

· McLaughlin stated that the most successful thing the committee did this year was work on the resolutions for the 5-year plan. He pointed out the following issues: 
· The committee pushed for a comprehensive Five-Year Plan, one that explained how and what cuts would be made as well as how and what money would be added. 
· The committee pushed for money in the plan to go primarily to academic units rather than to academic support areas. 

· The committee pushed for metrics to determine what academic spending is as a portion of the general fund and what happens to it over time.

· The committee pushed to hire more faculty. McLaughlin noted that, while there was money for faulty lines, it was not enough. 

· The committee pushed for recognition that faculty time is a resource. McLaughlin suggested that there are all kinds of ways in which money was going to be spent and that a lot of this work would mean additional work for faculty. However, there was no plan for compensating the faculty for this work and for teaching and research time lost working on initiatives. 

· McLaughlin reported that during the spring quarter the committee focused on three resolutions: 
1. Health benefits surpluses. The committee argued that money budgeted for compensation should remain in the compensation pool; 
2. Annual raise pool. The committee argued that raises should be across the board to adjust for the cost of living; 
3. Faculty compensation initiative. The committee examined how money was distributed last year. This lead to reservations about the “market method” for distributing that money; as a result, the committee did not want to use the market method. McLaughlin noted that in some colleges almost every faculty member received part of the raise pool; in the lowest example, only about 50% received compensation. McLaughlin stated that the committee strongly believes that faculty merit committees should be making decisions about raises, not chairs and directors. 

· McLaughlin announced that next year the committee will probably put less time on resolutions, since it is at odds with the administration about our compensation. Instead, it will investigate the proliferation of academic support positions and the high salary of new administrators. McLaughlin suggests that the committee believes it needs to dig down into these numbers and investigate comparison with our peer institutions. The committee would also like to examine what has happened over time. 

· McLaughlin stated that one disturbing thing is that we hear that there is consensus among the chairs and directors group against what we’ve passed. McLaughlin explained that this group has largely become an information sharing meeting; it’s not a policy making group. Despite this fact, he argued that it is being used as a counterweight to the senate. McLaughlin cautioned that not many chairs and directors attend. He suggested that senators discuss this issue with their chairs and directors over the summer. They should be made aware of the fact that they are being used as reasons for shooting down faculty senate resolutions. 

Questions for McLaughlin
· Ken Brown asked for a comparison of administrative salaries here and at other institutions and suggested that F&F examine this issue next year. He would like to know what our ranking in the state and among our peer institutions is in administrative salaries. McLaughlin replied that he believed we are a lot closer to market in the salaries for deans and directors of shared services. 

· Ken Brown suggested that part of the reason there’s a surplus in the fund for health benefits is that faculty members coughed up $1M in increased contributions. He stated that money was lifted from healthcare and put into faculty compensation. McLaughlin agreed with this assessment. 

· Dora Wilson asked for clarification about McLaughlin’s comments about the chairs and directors group. McLaughlin explained that in the provost’s response to F&F’s compensation resolution, she mentioned that representative of the chairs and directors were against the resolution. McLaughlin posed another example: the raise pool resolution. Wilson asked how information from that group could be used to create policy. McLaughlin replied that he believed that the provost calls in the chair of the group who agrees with her and then cites him as the counterweight to the Faculty Senate’s resolution.  

· Glenn Matlack asked whether there will there be compensation for faculty work effecting the move to semesters. He suggested that there should be overload compensation. McLaughlin replied that the Executive Committee will be working on this issue throughout the summer. 

· Joe Bernt opined that not only is the use of chairs and directors to counter the opinions of this body a problem but also the creation of these task forces that include faculty but also deans, chairs, etc. to undermine faculty influence on curriculum, etc. He argued that it is a pattern and not just one instance. McLaughlin suggested that the senate may want to consider a resolution calling on our colleagues not to serve on committees that are not created through the usual process. 

· Phyllis Bernt stated that most faculty members are assuming we will go to a 3-3 load on the semester system, which would be an increase and wouldn’t be a competitive workload. She added that we don’t have adequate faculty to realize workload now. Joe Bernt suggested that the senate should have conversations with our colleagues about what is happening at Cincinnati, OSU, and other schools moving to semesters. He stated that his memory is that the last time OSU thought about doing this, the OSU faculty senate came down hard against doing it. McLaughlin replied that he has gotten the feeling that when Faculty Senate comes down hard on things here at OU it doesn’t matter. 

· Duane McDiarmid suggested that, rather than being drawn into a debate on going one way or another, our best efforts would be to draw up a plan on workload in both semesters and quarters that we’re supportive of. He argued that we should say to the administration, “If it looks like this, we’re supportive; if not, we’re not supportive.” He maintained that we have to make sure that there is not an increase in workload and argued that we need to quit quibbling over which system, since we’re not going to solve that. 

· John Smith stated that he believed that Faculty Senate is more reactive than proactive. He asked, “What is the issue on which we’re actually going to do something?” McLaughlin agreed that it is a question we all should ask ourselves. Charles Smith reminded senators that we discussed this when we had the 11 resolutions on the Five-Year Academic Plan. He stated that we asked then, “What are we going to do if they were ignored? But we kind of forgot about that.” He argued that the administration will do what they want unless this body takes some action and actually does something. He suggested that instead of drawing a line in the sand, the senate needs to draw a real line. He stated: “What are we going to do about the excess money in compensation? We need to hire an attorney and get that money back. But are you up for that?” Ken Brown replied that he consulted with an expert at AAUP, who said we have no say in how the excess money in the health care budget is spent since the university is self-insured. Geoff Buckley added that the switch to semesters will change our lives in different ways. He suggested that it will change how competitive we are. Buckley argues that we therefore need to be proactive in shaping what it will look like. 
· Greg Van Patten stated that it is helpful to have a department chair describe the chairs and directors group to us, since he had assume that this was a well organized group that got feedback from constituencies. 

· Phyllis Bernt stated that workload was an issue in which the senate was proactive, but its proposals have slapped down. She offered that shared governance only works when both sides work together and pointed out that the administration keeps changing the goal lines. She opined that we have is an administration that decides they’re going to do something and then they go shopping for the group that agrees with the decision. In this vision of shared governance, the administration decides what they’re going to do and then shares it with us. She stated that it takes two sides to share governance. 

· Charles Smith suggested that the senate reopen workload and say this is what we’ve decided and put it in the faculty handbook. He argued that we need to say, “This is our workload – this is what we’ll do. This is the policy.” Phyllis Bernt replied that the by-laws of the Faculty Senate require shared governance so that both sides have to agree and negotiate in good faith. She argued that no one can get around that. 

VII. Professional Relations Committee (PRC)—Sherrie Gradin 

· Gradin announced that PRC handled three grievances this year, one from Athens and two from regionals. She reported that all three were completed, though the committee needs to follow up on one of the cases. Gradin noted that one of these grievances led to the resolution put forth by P&T on changing merit evaluation processes, which was passed by this body. She stated that Steve Patterson examined past grievances filed in Pilcher in order to shed light on past practices. 

· Gradin reported that several other discussions and/or resolutions were not brought forward for a vote or were tabled. These included: 
· Sick leave. The committee determined that we already have an adequate sick leave policy. 

· Workload. The committee participated in the senate’s discussions with the deans and provost. 

· Deans Evaluations. The committee participated in discussions about the process for evaluating deans. 

· Detenuring Process. The committee proposed changes to detenuring language in the Faculty Handbook [II.D.5.g]. This resolution was passed on June 11, 2007 but not signed by the Provost; a revised resolution was offered for first reading on January 14, 2008, but the revised resolution was tabled. Gradin reported that the sticking point on this resolution was one word, “only.”

· Gradin announced that the committee also reviewed two policy revisions: one on fraud and misconduct and one on conflict of interest. She stated that the committee also conducted preliminary data gathering and discussion on paid maternal/paternal leave and coverage issues for foster parents. 
· Gradin reported that over the course of their work, the committee was informed by Nikki Dioguardi that the Faculty Handbook would not hold up in a court of law as a legal contract. Phyllis Bernt stated that when we had paper contracts those contracts stated that the rest of a faculty member’s contract was the handbook. Other senators pointed out that this is Dioguardi’s interpretation of the law but that there are other interpretations. They suggest that we not simply accept this opinion. Tracy Leinbaugh noted that we have to remember that the university is Nikki’s client. Gradin concluded that the committee will continue looking at this next year. Phyllis Bernt reminded senators that John Burns has said that a letter of offer is a contact. She pointed out that all kinds of things are contracts and that they don’t just stop being contracts because one lawyer says so. 

There were no additional questions for Gradin. 
VIII. New Business

· Art Smith delivered a PowerPoint presentation on the recommendations of the Facilities and Administrative Cost Recovery Distribution Committee. The complete presentation is available from the Faculty Senate website. 

Questions for Art Smith
· Joe Bernt stated that he didn’t see this as an incentivization plan but rather as providing disincentives to faculty research grants since more money is being taken away from the PI. Art Smith acknowledged that more money was being taken away from the PI than in the present distribution formula but also noted that college portion goes up; this money will be used to build research infrastructure that will help the PI. Other senators remarked that, given the current financial climate, deans cannot be trusted to use this money for research infrastructure. Chris Bartone, however, opined that the new formula is much better for researchers working through centers. Tim Heckman suggested that more proactive safeguards that the college money will be used for research. Interim Vice President for Research Jim Rankin stated that this process grows out of the Vision Ohio Committee’s recommendations and that the goal is to help incentivize research. Rudy Pasic and Joe Bernt, however, suggest that external research money has historically gone up when PIs were given larger percentages of the facilities and administration costs. Art Smith noted that the committee was charged with making recommendations to the Provost by the end of the quarter. Other senators suggest that reviews of centers and how they use money should be instigated. 
· Ken Brown presented a resolution on collective bargaining for first reading. Brown explained that this resolution grew out of the administration’s responses to the senate’s health care resolutions. He argued that, when so few of our resolutions are signed by the provost and when agreed upon resolutions seem to be ignored when it’s inconvenient for the administration, it’s time to do something more about it. He therefore offered this resolution for a first reading. A complete copy of the resolution can be found in Appendix A. 
Questions for Brown 

· Greg Van Patten stated that this resolution is proactive. He also noted that the senate had just learned that faculty members don’t have a contract. In that light, this resolution makes a lot of sense.  

· Ken Brown noted that we have three month hiatus to discuss this resolution with our constituents. 

· Joe McLaughlin suggested that the whereas clauses of the resolution seem focused on a specific issue. He wondered if, by leaning too heavily on that issue, the senate might be missing the opportunity to see this as a symptom of a larger problem. Ken Brown replied by suggesting that this issue might be the straw that breaks the camel’s back. McLaughlin stated that he first thought that too, but he still questioned whether we want to put all of this on just one incident. On further consideration, McLaughlin thought that coming up with boilerplate examples might be too distracting.  

· Phyllis Bernt stated that she thought Greg Van Patten made good point about contracts. She point out that without a contract tenure means nothing and that faculty members have no protection or standing if Nikki Dioguardi’s right. McLaughlin argued that we do have a contract and that we’re being told that in their opinion we don’t have a contract. He noted that there’s a big difference between the two. Elizabeth Sayrs agreed and argued that senators don’t want to base these claims on hearsay. McLaughlin stated that he wants the senate to be careful not to cede proof to the university lawyer. As he notes, she perceives this, but it’s not automatically reality.  

· Geoff Buckley asked what happens if the senate passes this resolution in September. Brown replied that in that case we would have the vote of the full faculty (unionization cards would be distributed for faculty member’s signatures) and that a certain percentage of the vote, a majority, would move us to a union. He also noted that a unionization drive could also occur without a yes vote in the senate.  

The discussion then turned to the transition to semesters. Sergio López-Permouth fielded questions on this issue. 
· Tom Flynn asked where the senate stands on the move to semesters. He wanted to know whether there is an official role for faculty in the conversations concerning the transition. López explained that the senate has had previous conversations in which members said a decision has to be made because it’s always hanging over everyone’s head. López declared that his personal take is that making a decision as soon as possible was not the same thing as implementing a decision as soon as possible. He noted that the Executive Committee expressed its concerns about how this is going. He stated that the president and provost want to start exploring what it would take to make the move; they also want to include the Board of Trustees in this process. According to López, President McDavis says we need to see what it would take to go there. López believes, however, that we are not getting a straight answer about whether the decision to move to semesters has been made. He noted that there is a lot of emphasis on making the change even though administrators say we are just exploring the possibility of making the change. Flynn suggested that the Faculty Senate pass a resolution calling for a committee to make the decision, but Phyllis Bernt pointed out that a committee had already studied the issue and made its recommendations to the president. Flynn noted faculty committees need to oversee issues of workload, curriculum, etc. He argued that the details still need to be worked out and that faculty should have a central role in making these decisions. Jeff Giesey suggested that the senate put together a series of resolutions similar to those we passed concerning the Five-Year Academic Plan. He maintained that we need to get a list of our principles out before the process gets too far down the road. We suggested that we have those ready by September. López stated that administrators want a process similar to the 5-yr plan process. He agreed that three months in which faculty are not readily available for consultation makes our participation in this conversation difficult. López suggested that the university needs to slow down. He asked what has changed to push the university in this direction and wondered whether we can afford to do it. He noted that the words in the chancellor’s report do not absolutely require that we move to semesters. He further noted that it’s going to be very expensive, especially in these bad economic times. He asked, “Why not wait until financial times are better?” Flynn asked how we could insert ourselves into the decision making process. He suggested that the senate needed to go on record tonight that we want to be involved; otherwise, the summer will pass and it will be a fait accompli. Ken Brown noted that another way to go would be to pass the resolution about unionizing. Joe Bernt stated that he had been tracking the effort of our provost to minimize the lost money we’ll take in making this shift. He pointed out that, for example, Cincinnati is dedicating $13M to the transition but our provost is saying it will only cost $1Mt. He argued that this means that it will occur on the backs of the faculty. Rudy Pasic asked if they know where that number comes from. Phyllis Bernt stated that it will cost anywhere from $8M to $20M. Pasic asked where this money will come from. Phyllis Bernt stated that it seems that we’re looking at doing everything. She contended that it’s naïve that we’re not going to see a decline in certain faculty activities and insisted that there may be a short term impact on lost opportunity. Greg Van Patten reported that the president intends to join with the other universities making this transition to try to get money from the state. He agreed with Flynn that the senators need to insert ourselves as faculty into the decision process. David Thomas pointed out that there’s no way this can happen without UCC being involved. Consequently, he argued that there’s no way faculty won’t be involved. Tracy Leinbaugh noted that this will be a huge amount of work. She suggested that no one appreciates how much work it will require. Phyllis Bernt agreed and suggested that faculty members need to be really clear about workload, whatever happens. Pasic suggested that López compose an email summarizing what had been said in this conversation and solicit faculty feedback. Duane McDiarmid asked if anyone really believes that little is going to happen over June, July, and August. He maintained that administrators make decisions in the summer and we’re screwed and left trying to catch up. He argued that the senate has to do something over the summer, since by the time faculty get back in September “this train is going to have left the station.” 

· McDiarmid queried whether the senate should suspend the rules and vote on the collective bargaining resolution. Van Patten argued that this is one of those times where we need to think about it and come back in September after we’ve talked to our colleagues. López agreed and suggested that we need to consult more with our colleagues. Joe Bernt also agreed and stated that it needs to be talked about with colleagues and allowed time to sink in that the senate actually has a resolution on the floor to unionize. 
· Senators briefly discussed whether a resolution asking the administration to consult with the Executive Committee about the process of transitioning to semesters should be passed. Charles Smith noted that passing a resolution doesn’t mean anything is going to happen, since, “if the administration doesn’t want to deal with it, they won’t deal with it.”  Flynn stated that he agrees with Smith but also feels that the senate should pass a resolution. Phyllis Bernt noted that the senate no longer had a quorum, so we can’t vote on a resolution, but that the chair is empowered by the handbook to speak on the senate’s behalf. She suggested that he can issue a written statement and see if we agree with it. Pasic concurred and stated that this is what needed to happen. When López asked for more direction in what this statement should say, Phyllis Bernt replied that he should email the senators for next year and put forward several options and see what the sense of the senate is. She suggested that López try to figure out what everyone wants to do and write that as a statement. Joe Bernt noted that senators should not forget that if the transition to semesters is going to happen it’s going to happen through the willingness of the faculty to do the work. López agreed to compose an email to senators about their response to the transition to semesters. He said that senators can then respond to the email until we reach a consensus on the sense of the senate, which López will present to the administration over the summer. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:07 PM. 
Appendix A: 
Resolution on Collective Bargaining 

Brought to the Faculty Senate of Ohio University on June 9, 2008 

for First Reading

Whereas continued functioning of the university requires a reasonable degree of cooperation between the faculty and the central administration, and

Whereas such cooperation depends upon a relationship of mutual trust and respect between the university administration and the faculty, and

Whereas the Ohio University administration stands ready to abrogate a previous agreement with the Faculty Senate regarding health care benefit surpluses, and 

Whereas such disregard for a written agreement between the Senate and the administration represents a breach of said trust and betrays a lack of respect for the faculty on the part of the administration;

Be it resolved that the Faculty Senate of Ohio University calls upon the faculty to organize themselves into a collective bargaining unit for the purpose of negotiating a contractual agreement with the university to which the university administration would be bound by law.  

